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SITTING OF THURSDAY, 20 NOVEMBER 2003 
___________________________ 

 

4-002 

IN THE CHAIR: MR PROVAN 
Vice-President 

 
(The sitting was opened at 10 a.m.)  

4-003 

Perry, Roy (PPE-DE). – Mr President, on a point of order, I want to report to Parliament that at the September part-
session this Parliament passed a report on the Lloyd's petitions, setting a deadline of 15 November for the Commission to 
provide information to Parliament about its regulation of Lloyd's of London between 1978 and 2001. I have to report that 
by 15 November no such communication had been received from the Commission. As rapporteur, I still am not aware of 
anything having been received by Parliament, although I am assured by Mr Bolkestein's services that his letter is in the 
post. I hope that will be received in due course, but the deadline was not respected. 
 
I shall raise this matter in writing, but I just wanted to put it on record. 
 
 

* * * 

4-004 

Figueiredo (GEU/NGL). – (PT) Mr President, it is now 14 years since the United Nations General Assembly adopted the 
Convention on the Rights of the Child, on 20 November 1989. Unfortunately, our economies still operate in a way that 
fails to take account of children’s needs. Child labour still takes place, in Portugal too, where it is estimated that over 4% 
of children work in various sectors, due to the precarious economic situation of many families. We welcome the important 
initiatives condemning such practices and protecting children’s rights, specifically the global fight against child labour. I 
would therefore urge everyone, Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, to demonstrate greater commitment to ensuring that a 
child’s smile signifies hope for a fairer world, in which child labour does not exist.  

4-005 

President. � We take note of your remarks, Mrs Figueiredo.  

4-006 

Subsidy package - Community action programmes 

4-007 

President. � The next item is the joint debate on three Community action programmes: 
 
- the report (A5-0384/2003) by Mr Sacrédeus, on behalf of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Human Rights, Common 
Security and Defence Policy, on the proposal for a Council decision establishing a Community action programme for 
bodies promoting reciprocal understanding of relations between the European Union and certain non-industrialised regions 
in the world (COM(2003) 280 � C5-0350/2003 � 2003/0110(CNS)) 
 
- the report (A5-0368/2003) by Mrs Rühle, on behalf of the Committee on Citizens' Freedoms and Rights, Justice and 
Home Affairs, on the proposal for a Council decision establishing a Community action programme to promote active 
European citizenship (civic participation) (COM(2003) 276 � C5-0321/2003 � 2003/0116(CNS)) and 
 
- the report (A5-0396/2003) by Mr Kratsa-Tsagaropoulou, on behalf of the Committee on Women's Rights and Equal 
Opportunities, on the proposal for a decision of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing a Community 
action programme to promote organisations active at European level in the field of equality between men and women 
(COM(2003) 279 � C5-0261/2003 � 2003/0109(COD)).  

4-008 

Kinnock, Neil, Commission. � Mr President, since this is a joint debate, the bad news is that I shall have to speak at some 
length, but the good news is I will be as quick as I possibly can whilst not avoiding responding to the detailed issues that 
have been raised by honourable Members in their activities, which I know reflect the hard and intensive work they have 
been doing. 
 
As this House knows, the three European institutions worked together to secure a new Financial Regulation in 2002 that 
will come into effect on 1 January 2003. The regulation provides � inter alia � a clear framework for subsidies through 
which we support a large number of European organisations in the dialogue with European citizens, and it also stipulates 
that each financial decision should have a legal basis to ensure its justification. 
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That requirement is particularly relevant for those subsidies which have been financed from lines whose position in the 
budgetary structure � the so-called A-part of the budget � meant that they could be assimilated into administrative 
expenditure and consequently be incurred without a clear legal basis. The modification of the budgetary structure 
introduced in the new Financial Regulation has brought to an end this assimilation of administrative expenditure, meaning 
that a legal basis for the subsidies in question is now required. 
 
It is this new obligation which led the Commission in May 2003 to present seven proposals for new legal bases. These 
were accompanied by a communication from Mrs Schreyer, which underlined the common context and presented identical 
solutions for common problems. 
 
The Commission welcomes this report by Mr Sacrédeus and appreciates the priority which the drafters and Parliament 
have given to dealing with the Commission’s proposal. With Parliament’s opinion it should now be possible to have the 
decision in force in 2004 and following a call for proposals, to go ahead with the selection of beneficiaries for operating 
grants for next year. The goal agreed between Parliament and Council during the conciliation of 16 July was the entry into 
force, by 2004, of the legal bases for grants which did not have that coverage. 
 
The legal base presented today, together with the six other proposals covering grants, is important because it is a direct 
consequence of the innovations concerning grants in the new Financial Regulation and is firmly anchored in the basic 
principles of transparency and equal treatment for potential beneficiaries. Most of the amendments proposed in 
Parliament's resolution are acceptable to the Commission and in keeping with the spirit of the Commission’s proposal. 
However, the Commission thinks it appropriate to limit the amount of the grant to 70% of the eligible costs and not 80%. 
Similarly, the Commission is of the view that a digressivity rate of 10% per year is preferable to 2.5%. Our view is that 
both of these requirements are safeguards which will go some way to ensuring sustainability and encouraging beneficiaries 
to be active in seeking alternative and complementary revenue streams. 
 
One point which should be mentioned is the need to ensure coherence between the proposed Council decision and the 
budget. In the Preliminary Draft Budget the Commission proposed one budget line to regroup amounts which, in the 2003 
budget, are distributed over four lines in Chapter A 30. 
 
The future legal base for this single line, as required by the new Financial Regulation, is the proposed decision which is 
before the House today. This decision provides for the selection of beneficiaries following a call for proposals in 
accordance with the principles of transparency and equal treatment. At first reading, Parliament replaced the single line 
with five lines. The title of each line is the name of an Institute. There is a clear incompatibility between the future legal 
base and the division of the budget line in this manner. The Commission hopes that the adopted budget will correspond to 
the PDB proposal, so permitting us to execute the proposal and appropriations in full compliance with European Law as 
defined by the new Financial Regulation adopted by this House and the Council. 
 
I now turn to the report by Mrs Rühle on the proposal for an action programme to promote civic participation. I am 
grateful to Mrs Rühle for having acknowledged the urgency of this matter and for having ensured speedy adoption by the 
Committee on Citizens' Freedoms and Rights, Justice and Home Affairs. This has been immensely helpful. 
 
The Commission's proposal before the House seeks to ensure harmonious transition from the old system to the new 
arrangements and continuity in the activities being supported. We have endeavoured to produce a text which, to a large 
extent, extends the 2003 implementation procedures while incorporating the requirements of the new Financial Regulation 
in terms of sound financial management of public funds. 
 
This proposal for a legal basis should therefore be considered a technical adjustment. There is, nevertheless, a great and 
understandable temptation to grasp the opportunity to add innovations and suggest improvements. Parliament, as ever, is 
immensely helpful with this creativity. This may, however, be risky � particularly if such additions compromise the 
subsequent adoption of the proposal by the Council. The Commission's proposal has therefore been formulated in what we 
consider to be a measured way, with the essential objective of continuing what has already been accomplished and by 
providing a legal structure which is consistent with the new Financial Regulation. 
 
I would consequently invite honourable Members not to distance themselves too much from the Commission's proposals 
and to do their utmost to ensure that this legal basis is adopted as quickly as possible. 
 
Furthermore, in the case of the legal basis for active civic participation, the margin for manoeuvre is even more limited 
because unanimity is required in Council. 
 
All avenues for compromise must be explored if we are to succeed in completing this procedure as speedily as possible. In 
fact, as from 1 January 2004, in the absence of this legal basis, it would quite simply not be possible for us to provide 
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financial support to all the organisations which participate actively in the promotion of European citizenship. We would 
greatly regret that, and doubtless Parliament would too. 
 
I shall now outline the position of the Commission on the amendments contained in Mrs Rühle's report. The Commission 
can accept in full Amendments 1, 4, 7, 9, 11, 12, 15, 16, 13 and 31, which provide useful clarifications to the text. While 
recalling the need to apply the new Financial Regulation, the Commission sees no objection to Amendment 45 on the 
simplification of administrative procedures. 
 
It goes without saying that the Commission will impose an obligation on those who have received a European subsidy to 
provide adequate publicity. While entirely agreeing with Parliament on this point, as outlined in Amendment 48, we feel 
that it would be more appropriate to list this obligation in the conventions to be signed with the beneficiaries. The same 
holds true for Amendment 49 on the dissemination and availability of results. The Commission agrees with Amendment 
47, which underlines the need for regular exchanges of views with the beneficiaries. 
 
The Commission can partly accept Amendment 25. Since the amendment does not alter the substance of the Commission 
proposal, we can accept the proposal to specify that the budgetary appropriations scheduled after 2006 are subject to an 
agreement of the budgetary authority on the financial perspective beyond 2006. However, the Commission is willing to 
accept the same duration for all seven proposals in the package until 2006 if that helps to find a compromise for all the 
proposals with a view to having them adopted in time for implementing the budget in 2004. 
 
As this proposal has to be seen in conjunction with the other proposals in the package, the amendments on 'earmarking' 
and the possibility of an executive agency also have to be settled in the broader context. 
 
The Commission cannot accept, in the same amendment, a reference to the total amount allocated to the programme since 
this is not consistent with the legislative procedures provided for in the consultation procedure. 
 
The Commission can also partially accept Amendment 28. We have no objections to sending reports on implementation of 
the programme, but we cannot accept transferring the content of the Annex to Article 8a, which would not be in line with 
the usual format of legal texts. The same applies to Amendments 20, 21, 22, 29 and 30, which the Commission rejects. 
 
The Commission understands the view of Parliament on the matter of focusing on potential enlargement of the scope and 
objectives of this proposal. However, it is our intention to guarantee the continuity of the activities already supported by 
the Commission in the past, so we have to refuse Amendments 14, 40, 41, 42 and 43, with a view to reaching a unanimous 
position on our proposal in the Council. 
 
Amendments 6 and 33, concerning the European Movement, are rejected as well as Amendments 32, 34, 35, 36 and 37, 
which add new organisations to the list of beneficiaries. With a view to ensuring the continuity of funding currently 
allocated, the Commission does not consider it appropriate to open a discussion on the list of organisations contained in 
Part 1. 
 
In accordance with the Financial Regulation, we intend to launch a call for proposals which will be open to all 
organisations active in this area. However, to facilitate the transition from the system of 'earmarking' to the system of calls 
for proposals, and taking into account the time left before the programme enters into force, we consider it more appropriate 
to apply the model of earmarking for 2004, and to publish an open call for proposals as from 2005. 
 
This would be a reasonable compromise since it would be technically impossible, under the procedures laid down in the 
Financial Regulation, to launch a call for proposals after the adoption of this legal base which would still allow for 
financing as from the beginning of 2004. As a consequence, the Commission can, in principal, accept the application of a 
system of 'earmarking'. We consider, however, that this approach should be restricted to 2004 and the operating rules 
should be laid down in the Annex rather than in the text of the programme. 
 
Therefore, for technical reasons, the Commission cannot accept that part of Amendment 23 relating to Group 1. 
 
The part of the amendment relating to Group 2 and aiming at the incorporation of organisations having a different 
perspective of the policies of the Union is considered quite superfluous, and therefore cannot be accepted. The last part of 
the amendment is not in line with the usual format of legal texts and is also rejected. 
 
On the possible involvement of an executive agency for the management of part of the programme, particularly in relation 
to management of the large number of projects in the town-twinning part of the programme, the Commission emphasises 
that such an approach conforms to Article 55 of the Financial Regulation applicable to the general budget of the European 
Communities. 
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In fact, the Commission envisages the setting-up of such an executive agency in the area of education and culture. Subject 
to the conclusions of a cost-benefit study currently under preparation by an external consultant, the Commission could 
propose that such an agency should be partly involved in the management of this programme. Before reaching a final 
decision, the Commission will submit this proposal to the Executive Agency Committee of the Council. The Commission 
is therefore not in a position at this juncture to accept Amendment 46. 
 
The Commission rejects Amendments 2, 8, 10, 17, 19, 24 and 50, which are considered superfluous because the issues are 
already sufficiently detailed in the existing text or covered by other texts. The reference to full employment in Amendment 
3 is rejected because it is deemed to be over-ambitious. Amendment 5 which refers to the draft Constitution is premature 
since it may still be modified. 
 
We consider that the proposal to carry out regular evaluations of the organisations listed in part 1 referred to in 
Amendment 38 would be far too cumbersome to enact since these organisations are listed as recipients for the whole 
duration of the programme. A modification of the list would therefore require a new Council decision. 
 
Amendment 39 is unacceptable because it goes against the very essence of the action programme which aims to foster 
European networks. Amendment 40 concerning the media is also rejected because it may jeopardise applications from 
grass-roots organisations 
 
The Commission rejects Amendment 44 which represents unacceptable interference with the Commission's 
implementation powers. The information of national parliaments, as suggested in Amendment 27, is not appropriate and 
the Commission considers that any evaluation of the programme should be based on a two-year reference period and 
therefore rejects Amendment 26. 
 
Amendment 51, which was tabled after the adoption of Mrs Rühle’s report in committee, is unacceptable to the 
Commission since it cannot guarantee the implementation of programmes before the legal basis is adopted. 
 
In conclusion, on this particular response, of the 51 amendments tabled by Parliament, the Commission accepts 14 in full, 
partially accepts 2 and rejects 35. 
 
I invite the House to do everything possible to ensure that the support provided by the European Union to the creation of a 
European citizenship is not derailed. If the system is to be put back on track at the beginning of 2004, an agreement at this 
stage in the procedure will be decisive as I know honourable Members fully understand. 
 
I am grateful for the attention of the House. I have one short set of further points to make before I conclude. This relates to 
the decision of Parliament and Council establishing a Community programme to promote organisations active at EU level 
in the field of equality between women and men. 
 
First of all I would like to congratulate the rapporteur, Mrs Kratsa-Tsagaropoulou, and the Committee on Women's Rights 
and Equal Opportunities for their work and achievements on this dossier, which have been considerable in all respects. 
 
I am pleased that progress has already been made in Council and in Parliament on this basic act which is designed to 
provide a legal base for continuing funding support for organisations active at EU level in promoting gender equality. 
 
I welcome most of the 20 amendments in Mrs Kratsa-Tsagaropoulou's report adopted on 3 November 2003 by the 
Committee on Women's Rights, because they add precision and clarity to this basic act. However, the Commission is not 
in favour of some amendments relating to aspects of the duration of the programme and its evaluation. 
 
The Commission proposed a duration of two years � 2004 and 2005 � because it will include this topic in the overall 
reflections on the future of the equality strategy after 2005. The Commission cannot, therefore, agree with the extension of 
the duration of the programme until 2008 as proposed in Amendment 8. As a consequence, the Commission does not 
accept Amendments 6 and 7 on degressivity, Amendment 9 on increase in the financial framework, or Amendment 10 on 
budgetary authority agreement post-2006. 
 
As far as the evaluation of the programme by the Commission is concerned, the Financial Regulation provides the solid 
framework that is necessary. Amendment 11, which suggests that this evaluation should be based on an external report, is 
therefore unnecessary and seems disproportionate to the small amounts involved in this programme and its duration. 
 
The Commission cannot accept Amendment 19 because it considers it better to keep the themes general rather than 
specific. 
 
Finally, the Commission cannot accept Amendment 20 because it would impinge on the Commission's role in executing 
the programme. 



20/11/2003  9 

 
The adoption of this basic act in a short timeframe is very important in order not to disrupt the Community's financial 
support for those organisations, and notably the European Women's Lobby. 
 
To sum up, the Commission can accept Amendments 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 and 18 and it rejects Amendments 
6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 19 and 20 for the reasons I have given. 
 
I am grateful to the House for the patience extended to me in making a rather long contribution.  

4-009 

Sacrédeus (PPE-DE), rapporteur. � (SV) Mr President, Commissioner Kinnock, President-in-Office of the Council, ladies 
and gentlemen, life and the world do not stop at the European Union’s external borders.  
 
That is why dialogue between civilisations and cultures must be strengthened. Following the entry into force of the new 
Financial Regulation, a basic act or new legal basis is required for actions covered by subsidies from former chapter A-30 
of the budget and by subsidies provided under certain B lines. In this context, the Commission has therefore presented a 
total of seven proposals establishing new action programmes. 
 
A dialogue between cultures and civilisations is, now more than ever, of crucial importance when it comes to guaranteeing 
peace and stability in the world. That is the special contribution and addition that I, in my capacity as rapporteur, wanted to 
make to the report on establishing a Community action programme for bodies promoting reciprocal understanding of 
relations between the European Union and certain non-industrialised regions in the world, a report adopted unanimously 
by the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Human Rights, Common Security and Defence Policy on 4 November 2003. 
 
The centre, institute or network specialising in the analysis of relations between the European Union and certain regions 
helps promote dialogue between cultures and civilisations. It is a dialogue that is fundamental and absolutely crucial on 
this earth and in this world that it is our common responsibility to manage and care for. Dialogue between cultures and 
civilisations must promote the generally applicable and universal value of human freedoms and rights and the defence of 
human dignity. The view of human beings upon which the European Union is ultimately based means that every person is 
of equal, unique and inviolable value. This common basis of values we possess and this shared view of human beings must 
also operate as a guarantee of respect for different cultures and civilisations. 
 
The general objective of this programme shall be to support the activities of these bodies. According to the Commission’s 
proposal, the activities should consist of those in keeping with the annual work programme of a centre, institute or 
network. The activities supported must contribute to increasing understanding and dialogue between the European Union, 
the regions covered by the ALA, MEDA, TACIS and CARDS Regulations and the candidate countries. Here too, we in the 
European Parliament wish to add words to the effect that the activities must also – and I emphasise this – contribute to 
reinforcing social, cultural and human partnership and meeting places. 
 
We also wish to extend the duration of the programme to 31 December 2008. Publication of the Commission’s evaluation 
report is accordingly to be moved forward to 31 December 2007, and the appropriations after the year 2006 are subject to 
an agreement of the budgetary authority on the financial perspective beyond 2006. 
 
To achieve the objective of strengthening reciprocal knowledge and understanding, the bodies entitled to subsidies must be 
deeply acquainted with the cultural, historical, socio-economic and religious characteristics of the regions concerned. That 
is something I wanted to emphasise in the report. 
 
These activities should contribute both to political cooperation and to developing genuine partnership between people. The 
EU is now already providing financial and technical aid to other parts of the world. In the Council of Ministers, the 
governments of the Member States said that they attach great importance to these activities and expressed their desire to 
increase reciprocal knowledge on the part of the EU and partners receiving assistance, as well as to find a legal basis 
within the EU for doing this. 
 
The dialogue and the aid must be supported by bodies and organisations specialising in relations between the EU and the 
regions concerned. Examples of the activities of such bodies are studies and analyses of EU policy, together with seminars, 
round-table discussions and publications. Now already, there is a spectrum of bodies and associations engaging in regional 
cooperation and dialogue. It is therefore becoming more and more important to ensure that these activities are coordinated 
so as to prevent duplication of effort. 
 
Life and the world do not end at the external borders of the Member States or the European Union. That is why dialogue 
between civilisations and cultures must be strengthened.  

4-010 
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Rühle (Verts/ALE), rapporteur. – (DE) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, I am grateful for the good 
cooperation over the recent weeks; I would particularly like to thank the secretariat of our Committee on Citizens' 
Freedoms and Rights, Justice and Home Affairs for their support, without which my report could not have been processed 
on time. As the Commissioner has already mentioned, we are working to a very tight timetable, as the continued funding 
of many European institutions, and the support for non-governmental organisations, associations, trade unions and 
educational institutions in the next financial year cannot be secured without passing a legal act. 
 
Following the introduction of activity-based budgeting in accordance with the new Financial Regulation, these institutions 
need a legal basis. Although these institutions’ payments were previously covered by the A 30 line, these can, in future, no 
longer be made from the administrative part of the Commission’s budget. A legal basis is needed to ensure that the 
payments can be made. Such is the purely technical background to my report, and I do of course fully agree with the 
Commission that adaptation is an important primary concern. I am obliged to the Commissioner for his wide-ranging 
appreciation of my report, but I nevertheless want to contradict him on one point. We take the view that technical 
adaptation would not go far enough. The European Union has great challenges ahead of it, the first being the enlargement 
on 1 May 2004, and the poor turnout in the accession countries’ referendums has reinforced my view that more initiatives 
are needed if we are to press on with European integration. 
 
The second challenge is the debate on the new constitution and the Charter of Fundamental Rights, which also presents us 
with new challenges, and, last but not least, there is the harmonisation of the European legal area, in relation to which I 
will just mention the debate about the European Arrest Warrant. My aim has therefore been to help reduce the democratic 
deficit and develop a coherent picture of the concept of European citizenship and civic participation, and this has also been 
the overall motif of the report. 
 
So I particularly regret the fact that the Commission has not mentioned, and will not endorse, my Amendment 35, since I 
believe it to be very necessary that we should start to cooperate better with the Council of Europe’s Venice Commission, 
which brings structure to constitutional case law. There is an urgent need for the database to be expanded in order to give 
us better access to case law in European constitutional law. I also think it very important to support the ‘Agora’ website, 
thereby developing a virtual forum in which legislators at national and European level can consult each other. The same is 
true of the network for the training and further education of judges and public prosecutors. If we are to talk in terms of a 
European arrest warrant, then judges and public prosecutors urgently need more knowledge of European lawmaking. Right 
across Europe, we need better interaction between judges and public prosecutors. 
 
Although the Commission’s report is the ambitious essay that I would expect it to be, I also note deficiencies in the way it 
is set out. These led us to pay close attention to the simplification of procedures, to the reduction of red tape, and to 
customer-friendly access to European support grants. One proposal, therefore, envisages access as a two-stage procedure, 
which would mean that the purely formal aspects would be scrutinised first, followed at the second stage by examination 
of the content. That would simplify the examination overall and make for speedier decisions for the non-governmental 
organisations in question. 
 
We also want more transparency in the way Europe provides support. If a non-governmental organisation is in receipt of 
grants from Europe, it should also make that clear. Public access to the results of the work must also be ensured. For my 
final point, I would now like to turn to the question of earmarking, which has been a cause of great controversy in this 
House. In the first draft of my report I argued in favour of doing away with earmarking, but was obliged to take note of the 
fact that Parliament took a different view. I have come to share the view of many Members that we have to have a serious 
dialogue with the Commission, and that this will happen after 2004. Although I welcome the offer to continue earmarking 
after 2004, how, then – to take one example – is the call for proposals in relation to the Info-Points and in other areas to be 
implemented in 2005? 
 
We can see a lot of question marks hanging over this, and I would like to have a dialogue with the Commission about it. 
This has led me to refrain from withdrawing the amendment, which I would prefer us to vote on today. I also think there 
has to be some fundamental rethinking of the issue of the executive agency and its objectives.  

4-011 

Kratsa-Τsagaropoulou (PPE-DE), rapporteur. – (EL) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, I should like 
to start by expressing both our satisfaction with the Commission proposal establishing the programme in question and our 
vindication, if I may say so, because efforts to provide the facility for funding for a variety of European women's 
organisations through the budget started with our political group. Thus, for us, the objective of the present programme 
must be the facility for the European Women's Lobby to continue its work and, at the same time, the facility for other 
women's organisations to function and develop integrated activities within the general framework of equality between men 
and women. 
 
That is why we are calling in our amendments for funding to be directed not at special actions which cannot guarantee the 
permanence or standard of the programmes or the viability of organisations, but at funding operations, as is the case with 
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the European Women's Lobby. Besides, we should not forget that special, specific actions, as proposed in the Commission 
draft, can be funded under other programmes or within the framework of Community policies with the annual priorities – 
equal pay, reconciling work and family life, participation in decision-making, changing stereotypes – every year there is 
this facility for women's organisations. 
 
As far as the period of application of the programme is concerned, I share your opinion, Commissioner, that it should 
apply until 2006, precisely because we cannot forecast requirements as of now, especially once the new countries join. 
Besides, it is a pilot programme and we need to see how it progresses. We can continue to extend it after the evaluation. 
 
As regards the application of the gradual 2.5% reduction after three years in application of the programme, I really cannot 
understand the logic of the rapporteurs who proposed this amendment. The European Commission expressly exempts all 
women's organisations in this programme from any such gradual reduction on the basis of the provisions of the Financial 
Regulation. Why should we apply it, especially to women's organisations other than the European Women's Lobby? 
Especially at a time when the European Women's Lobby has other priorities within the framework of funding. It is 
discriminatory treatment of the organisations which does not even stand up on the basis of the Regulation. 
 
We also consider the proposal adopted by the Committee on Women's Rights and Equal Opportunities to differentiate the 
percentage of funding for women's organisations to be discriminatory treatment. We cannot ask for 90% cofinancing for 
one organisation, such as the Lobby, which has preferential treatment, as I have said, such as funding for operations 
without submitting invitations for expressions of interest, and to ask for 80% from other organisations which do not have 
permanent funding and are selected following invitations for expressions of interest. 
 
As regards our amendments to do with transferring the European Women's Lobby from the articles to the Annex, this is for 
technical reasons at the Council's suggestion, precisely because we believe that we need to try to achieve a uniform format 
for all Community programmes which fund action by non-governmental organisations. And the precise aim of our 
amendments is to bring us closer to a final agreement. 
 
We are trying, Commissioner, with our amendments, to keep to Community standards, precisely in order to speed up the 
immediate application of the programme, a programme which, however, does not limit the action of women's 
organisations to specific areas or specific groups or direct it to specific philosophies. 
 
Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, society is developing. Standards are changing, women's aspirations are 
constantly becoming richer and broader. It is up to us to show that we are able to administer this variety and give our 
society and, more importantly, the job of women, the opportunity to express its pluralism.  

4-012 

Dührkop Dührkop (PSE), draftsman of the opinion of the Committee on Budgets. – (ES) Mr President, Commissioner, 
today we are going to vote on three more reports from the package of seven. They are all aimed at providing a legal basis 
for the various subsidies in the former lines known as A-30, and on Monday 24 November we will hold a conciliation 
meeting with the Council, in which we will try to reach a consensus which allows us to approve all of these proposals 
before the end of this year, so that they may be executed in 2004. In fact, the most serious problem we are facing now is 
ensuring that the appropriations intended for these subsidies can be executed during next year. 
 
I would therefore address the European Commission, which, in its communication to the Council and European 
Parliament, when commenting on the proposals, spoke of transitional measures in the event that the basic instruments are 
not approved before the end of this year. 
 
It appears that the transitional measure in question consists of extending the time limit for approval until the end of January 
2004, which in truth does not solve the problem, because both Commissioner Schreyer and Commissioner Reding have 
said very explicitly that, if the legal bases have not been approved before the end of January, the appropriations will not be 
able to be executed. 
 
I would therefore like to remind the Commission of its own words and I quote: ‘In the event that this objective is not 
achieved, the Commission will propose, in due time, exceptional transitional measures which will allow subsidies to be 
allocated in 2004 while awaiting the adoption of the basic instruments’. 
 
It is clear that extending the time limit until the end of January 2004 is not a transitional measure, since it does not allow 
execution if these basic instruments have not been approved. Parliament has made an effort to work very quickly in order 
to make it in time, but we do not know what is going to happen in the conciliation procedure and, if it fails, the 
commission is obliged to stand by its word and seek a solution – and I would repeat its own words – in order to ‘allocate 
subsidies in 2004 while awaiting the adoption of the basic instruments’. 
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With regard to the conciliation of 24 November, the fundamental issues to be negotiated are going to be, firstly, the 
financial contribution for each programme, their duration and the application of degressivity – which has already been 
mentioned – but, above all, it is the issue of the application of the pre-allocation in what we call ear-marking which will 
undoubtedly be the main stumbling block, Commissioner. I will therefore expand further on this point. 
 
The pre-allocation relates to the proposal on culture and citizenship, and Parliament wishes to maintain its right to this 
prerogative, and this is something it is going to defend before the Council. I would like to say once again that I have never 
been in favour of pre-allocation, but, like Mrs Rühle, I must recognise that, recently and above all thanks to the 
Commission's attitude, I am beginning to change my opinion, because, when I see the Commission's unwillingness to find 
a solution for the executability of the subsidies in 2004, when I see the Commission's attitude to the executability of pilot 
projects and preparatory actions adopted by Parliament at first reading, I begin to ask myself many questions, 
Commissioner, and if the Commission simply places obstacles in the way of all of this Parliament's initiatives in the 
budget, it has no choice but to fight harder to defend its prerogatives. And the Commission should not tell me that its 
proposals already provide for pre-allocation; the Commission is completely convinced and knows that, in any event, we 
were going to have the stumbling block with the Council. 
 
Mr Kinnock, I am very sorry that the Commission is taking no notice of my appeals, but I have been surprised and irritated 
to see that the Commission published in the Official Journal of the European Union of 18 November, that is to say, the day 
before yesterday, the invitation for proposals for 2004 for organisations which promote mutual understanding in relations 
between the European Union and certain non-industrialised regions of the world, in other words the Sacrédeus report, 
which we are going to vote on today from 12 noon. 
 
It seems to be very serious that the Commission has allowed this invitation to be published before Parliament has approved 
its position and, naturally, before the Council has adopted its decision. In other words, there is currently no legal basis for 
this invitation. It may be the case that by doing so the Commission wanted to speed up the procedures in order to facilitate 
the execution for 2004 but I sincerely believe that it has exceeded its powers. 
 
In any event, with all the problems we still have to resolve on Monday 24, I hope, Mr President, that Parliament and the 
Council can negotiate all of this successfully.  

4-013 

Ojeda Sanz (PPE-DE), draftsman of the opinion of the Committee on Culture, Youth, Education, the Media and Sport. – 
(ES) Mr President, Commissioner, as draftsman of the opinion for this report, I must acknowledge that I agree on many of 
the aspects highlighted by the main rapporteur, Mrs Rühle. 
 
Article 49(2) of the new financial regulation, approved last year, lays down that, except in relation to institutional 
prerogatives, pilot projects, preparatory actions and operational appropriations for each institution, all other operational 
expenses will require a basic instrument for their execution. As has already been pointed out, this means proposing legal 
bases for these subsidies which are currently in part A, as in the case of the report we are dealing with. 
 
Nobody here will be surprised if I say that the work of preparing this report has been particularly delicate, since the 
economic interests of many bodies working to promote active European citizenship are at stake. 
 
This proposal includes ten budget lines which I am not going to repeat and whose objective is to stimulate the bodies 
defined in the different budgetary lines so that they may contribute to the promotion of active and participatory citizenship. 
This is the common objective of these subsidies, that is, to enhance the role of these organisations and to promote actions 
which in turn strengthen the European message. 
 
The most controversial aspect is undoubtedly the earmarking which some Member States are opposed to, as has been 
pointed out. But we represent the interests of the citizens and this report, together with another establishing a Community 
action programme for the promotion of bodies active at European level in the fields of culture, youth, education and 
training, are of key importance in terms of the European Union's credibility, and by means of them it is possible to 
communicate the fundamental message of our work, which is to build Europe with the participation of the citizens. 
 
I would therefore call on the Council and the Commission, within the framework of the new legislation, to act in favour of 
this interest, removing procedural obstacles which are overly complicated. 
 
Finally, let us not forget that, as Salvador de Madariaga said, Europe will exist when it exists in the conscience of all its 
citizens.  

4-014 

Coelho (PPE-DE). – (PT) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, I congratulate all the draftsmen of the 
reports that we are discussing today, specifically Mr Sacrédeus and Mrs Kratsa-Tsagaropoulou, although I shall use this 
speaking time in the joint debate on the subsidy package to discuss Mrs Rühle’s report and the creation of a Community 
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action programme to promote active European citizenship. I congratulate Mrs Rühle on her work, and we broadly support 
her proposals. I thank her for the willingness she demonstrated in the Committee on Citizens’ Freedoms and Rights, 
Justice and Home Affairs, to accept the amendments that I tabled, together with Messrs Hernández Mollar and Marcelino 
Oreja. I agree with the rapporteur when she insists that the fact that the programme’s main ambition centres on reducing 
the democratic deficit must be clarified and emphasised. Some reports that this Parliament has adopted clearly underline 
the need to strengthen and enhance the idea of European citizenship which, to judge by the levels of participation in the 
elections to this Parliament, needs to be promoted as a matter of urgency. 
 
I also agree with the need to give greater visibility to the obligation for transparency. Organisations that receive funds must 
clearly state that they have done so and also quote the amounts, both in the publications that they promote and on the 
websites that they own or contribute to. We must also call for the results of these programmes to be disseminated: the use 
of European taxpayers’ money must be counterbalanced by an evaluation of the practical benefits of the actions receiving 
funds. 
 
I also add my voice to that of the rapporteur and that of the previous speaker Mr Ojeda Sanz, when they call for 
bureaucratic procedures to be simplified. These must be reduced to the absolute minimum. Commissioner, the 
Commission must ensure that payments are made on time. Unjustifiable delays in transferring grants often compromise the 
effectiveness of the actions, damage the European Union’s image and create difficulties for the organisations which, in 
good faith, work together with us on disseminating this ideal. 
 
This programme is about strengthening the bonds of European citizenship, boosting civic and democratic participation and 
raising awareness of the European ideal and the workings of its institutions. There is no doubting the need to promote 
active citizenship, both by supporting organisations working in this field and by promoting actions with this aim. This is, 
therefore, an attempt to bring the citizens of the European Union closer, involving them in a direct or indirect dialogue 
with the Union and its institutions. 
 
I also agree with the need to adopt exceptional and provisional measures to ensure the funding and implementation of 
actions in 2004. For all of these reasons, taking into account the amendments that we tabled, we will vote in favour of this 
report.  

4-015 

De Keyser (PSE). – (FR) Mr President, the Sacrédeus report as presented to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Human 
Rights, Common Security and Defence Policy, was adopted unanimously without amendments. My group warmly 
welcomed this report, which would have put an end to the shameful lack of transparency with which grants had been 
awarded to various bodies in the world over many years. Meanwhile, however, in the context of the budgetary procedure 
for 2004, Parliament has once again pronounced itself in favour of earmarking funds for various bodies that are dear to 
some of the Members of this House. Personally, I deplore that pronouncement. 
 
This situation now compels us to accept amendments tabled by Mr Salafranca, which are entirely out of tune with the spirit 
of the original report by my honourable colleague Mr Sacrédeus. Nevertheless, we rely on the Council, in its wisdom, to 
take the right decision in order to ensure that the future budgets of the European Union are transparent. We need to 
guarantee fair competition among the regional bodies and to identify those that can best contribute to the propagation of 
knowledge about the European Union.  

4-016 

IN THE CHAIR: MR PUERTA 
Vice-President 

4-017 

Dybkjær (ELDR). – (DA) Mr President, in purely formal terms, the three reports we are debating today concern the issue 
of the legal basis. The general attitude has, therefore, also been that it was not the budget and its contents that were up for 
discussion. Rather, it was a matter of needing to put the legal basis in order. 
 
Of course the legal basis must be put in order. In the case of two of the reports, this happens with the help of Article 308, 
and this, in a way, shows the importance of Article 308. We are obliged to have such an article in case matters were 
suddenly to arise that, for example, needed to be put right. On the other hand, the same article must not of course be 
abused, as there has perhaps been a tendency for it to have been. 
 
In reality, however, the reports are much more than just a question of formally getting the legal basis right. In reality, it is a 
question of something that is extremely political: firstly, a power struggle between the EU institutions and, secondly, our 
relations with people in the European democracy within and outside Europe. 
 
Quite a lot has already been said about the first matter. I wish, in any case, to make a general remark, however, namely that 
it is striking that the women’s programme is the shortest one. Excuse me, but I do not think that the Commission has 
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produced a particularly good explanation, for everything that has been said about the candidate countries can justifiably be 
said about all three programmes. I therefore take the view that, as the work continues, some thought might be given to why 
on earth women, as usual, have to be in the most vulnerable position. That, I have to say, is the attitude as I perceive it. 
 
Regarding the second matter, I should like to say that I come from a country that has been a member of the EU since 1972. 
We have tested public opinion on the EU from time to time and have had quite a lot of referendums, and we know that, if 
we do not arrange for people to be more actively involved in the EU, both in terms of internal democracy and also in 
relation to other countries, then the project will not succeed in the long term. It will be something beyond people's ken, and 
we may be in danger of their ending up feeling poorly disposed towards the project. It is therefore incredibly important 
that we set to work on involving people in this work. 
 
I am slightly annoyed that women, specifically, have been given the shortest programme. I would say again that 
experience from my own country shows that it is women who are most sceptical towards the project. There may be a 
variety of explanations for this, but that is not something I can go into now, because I do not have the time. Precisely for 
that reason, however, it is incredibly important that the women’s organisations too have a stable situation in which to work 
so that they do not have to spend all their time just finding the money for their work. 
 
I shall just comment on the individual reports. The first of these is concerned, as the rapporteur also emphasised in the 
report itself, with an incredibly important subject, that of the EU’s relations with other countries, and we can see on a day-
to-day basis that it is becoming more and more important to increase this understanding of the fact that there exist cultures 
other than the specifically mainstreamed culture that is most widespread in Europe. In that context, I simply ask myself 
whether this programme would enable the candidate countries in actual fact to join on the basis of those criteria. I should 
like to ask the Commissioner responsible to look into this, because we know that the candidate countries basically use their 
development aid to benefit neighbouring countries rather than countries farther away. There is not therefore perhaps so 
much basic material to work on in the candidate countries when it comes to relations with third countries. 
 
The second report concerns the issue of citizenship, to which I have already referred. I just want to emphasise, however, 
that this must be developed all the time so that we ensure that not only the NGOs but also people in general are given the 
opportunity to participate in this work. In that way, we can increase understanding of the good things the EU has to offer. 
In that context, it is incredibly important that there not only be traditional organisations involved, but also organisations 
that take very broad cultural initiatives. I believe that this is one of the ways in which to make things happen. 
 
Finally, the issue of the programme for women. I engaged in some constructive cooperation with the rapporteur prior to 
the publication of this report, but there is considerable disagreement in the committee. There are therefore also a number of 
us who are in actual fact voting in favour of extending the programme and in favour of various other amendments that I 
had heard the Commission had rejected but for which we nonetheless hope a majority can be created.  

4-018 

Fraisse (GUE/NGL). – (FR) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, without wishing to engage in polemics 
with our rapporteur, I must emphasise that European lobbies, in my view, are an excellent source of information and 
coordination on a number of issues that arise in the countries of the European Union. I therefore wish to pay tribute to the 
work of those lobbies. 
 
Given my desire to avoid entering into an argument on this point, however, I shall begin by stressing the following point: 
regardless of the usefulness of the European Women’s Lobby, if some Members – and I agree with the previous speaker 
here – are calling for the extension of the programme for women, it is because they know from their dialogue with the 
relevant associations that the main problem lies in the way they work. For any association to work properly, it has to know 
where it is going, and it must be able to organise itself. This is why I strongly emphasise how important it is that we do not 
finance a particular event organised by an association or group of associations; on the contrary, we should use our funds to 
ensure that these associations operate in favourable conditions. Let me add that opening up to the new Member States and 
to third countries is also of fundamental importance in this context. 
 
When I look back on my experience of the past four years as a member of the Committee on Women’s Rights and Equal 
Opportunities, I realise that we have widened the scope of our concerns quite considerably. This is another key dimension. 
We have moved into new areas of activity not only through the reports we have compiled on our own initiative but also 
because, as the Charter of Fundamental Rights states, the issue of women’s rights is relevant to every domain of activity. I 
have therefore seen us deal with reports on women’s health, on women and sport, on the information society and on 
violence against women. All of these reports demonstrate the need for us to take an interest in the development of the 
funding of associations, because each of these new areas on which we are now focusing is also undergoing development. 
 
This is why – and this is my final point, which is addressed primarily to the Commissioner, I am still absolutely astonished 
that the European Commission did not endorse Mrs Diamantopoulou’s proposal for a directive implementing Article 13 of 
the EC Treaty, as amended by the Treaty of Amsterdam. Three years ago, the Racism Directive was adopted on the basis 
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of Article 13. The directive on discrimination against women has just been undermined at the very time when we are in the 
process of broadening our horizons. I do not understand how the Commission can be so reticent, particularly with regard to 
the media, a sector in which we certainly need the associations and their support in order to combat all forms of 
discrimination.  

4-019 

Boumediene-Thiery (Verts/ALE). – (FR) Mr President, as you know, numerous opinion polls have revealed how remote 
Europe is from its people and how much remains to be done to bridge that gap. 
 
Community initiatives designed to promote European citizenship do exist, but of course they are still inadequate. The 
decision to establish a five-year programme of subsidies to promote active European citizenship is a good thing. Promoting 
the idea of European citizenship so that the people assume responsibility for Europe and equip themselves with the means 
of exercising that responsibility is certainly the aim of this proposal, which should strengthen the democratic legitimacy of 
the Union and enhance its transparency. 
 
To that end, however, we must also simplify procedures with a view to ensuring that the largest possible number of 
associations can benefit from this new instrument. Moreover, it is observable that a hierarchical structure is developing 
among these organisations, a structure for which, I regret to say, there is not always any justification. Objective criteria 
should be defined by the European Commission for funding the operation and activities of the various NGOs, particularly 
those that are directly involved on the ground in practising the solidarity to which we are pledged. Let us not forget that it 
is thanks to them that social cohesion is maintained in the socially deprived areas of Europe where exclusion and 
discrimination are rife. How can we convince young people that Europe is a reality, how can we give them confidence in 
Europe, if Europe takes no practical action to combat discrimination? 
 
People in the field have been heard to say that the Commission maintains special relationships with particular associations. 
If this assertion were true, such a situation would be unacceptable. On the other hand, while the social dimension is 
accentuated, for which we thank our rapporteur, we cannot choose to disregard the political dimension, which is 
indispensable if the present democratic deficit is to be reduced. 
 
So what citizenship are we discussing? The report specifies that citizenship of the European Union complements and 
broadens national citizenship through the recognition of common rights. It derives from the need felt by the members of 
this Community to share their common democratic values in the process of constructing the Union. 
 
How long can we go on talking about a European construction process that excludes those 15 to 18 million residents of 
Europe who are nationals of third countries? By virtue of their active participation in European integration, they are no less 
European citizens than anyone else, and their associations and NGOs are also actively engaged in the effort to promote 
Europe. 
 
We undoubtedly want a Europe of the people, a truly democratic Europe where solidarity prevails. To that end, we must 
renew and enhance this European citizenship. Now that we have free movement of capital, goods and persons, it goes 
without saying that the people of Europe must be able to assume their responsibilities and enjoy their rights in whatever 
European country they have chosen to live. Europe cannot accept a tiered system of citizenship in which some of its 
inhabitants are more equal than others. Everyone who shares this one European territory must be able to enjoy equal rights 
in his or her country of normal residence. 
 
To this end, the European citizenship we create must no longer be based on nationality but on residence. Too often in 
Europe, nationality and citizenship are indissolubly linked. In this respect, we can benefit from the interesting experience 
of the acceding countries, which distinguish between the concepts of citizenship and nationality. We want our old Europe 
to draw inspiration from this injection of fresh impetus in order to create a new definition of European citizenship, based 
on residence.  

4-020 

Ribeiro e Castro (UEN). – (PT) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, we have come to feel that European 
citizenship has been consolidated through a set of events such as the introduction of the euro or the elimination of the 
Community's internal borders. In situations such as these, we see how the existence of European citizenship can 
complement national citizenship. There are, however, areas in which it is harder to discern this achievement. The 
structures created by the Community with the intention of promoting this European citizenship receive Community 
funding and might even have carried out work but do not reach the majority of the citizens. The lack of knowledge about 
the work undertaken in the various institutions is profound but, due to a lack of transparency, to bureaucracy and to the 
visible gulf between Europe's citizens and the institutions that supposedly represent them and the organisations set up to 
serve them, there is no real knowledge of what goes on. 
 
Only recently we were surprised at the results of surveys that demonstrate the complete ignorance of the European citizens 
about the work of the Convention, despite the considerable resources that have been invested in informing them. I myself, 
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two years ago, was rapporteur on the euro, an extremely important Community service, essential to mobility and to 
promoting cross-border employment, and I became aware of the widespread lack of knowledge among the public about the 
euro. Two years on, even though this was one of the areas strategically identified in the resolution we adopted, 
highlighting the need for a major awareness-raising campaign, the situation remains more or less the same, due to the 
shortcomings of the Commission and to the lack of interest of the Member States. 
 
It is, therefore, crucial that measures are adopted. On the one hand, greater transparency must be demanded of 
organisations receiving Community grants. I agree with Mrs Rühle on the need for the investments that the European 
Union makes in informing its citizens and promoting citizenship to be made public, in particular on the websites of the 
organisations that benefit from this funding. This is one way of dispelling the idea that Europe is only for eurocrats and is 
far removed from the citizens, letting them know that this Europe works for all of us directly on a day-to-day basis and 
also offering citizens real participation at the social and political levels. 
 
The Community institutions are not entirely blameless and can improve their performance by simplifying procedures for 
submitting applications for Community funds earmarked for civic promotion, by promoting easy access to documents 
through user-friendly systems, by strengthening the intermediate structures between institutions and citizens, by really 
listening and genuinely opening up. This is furthermore the right time to encourage citizens’ participation in the 
construction of the European Union. The Intergovernmental Conference is preparing the new Treaty with constitutional 
aspirations that will have enormous repercussions for the future of European citizens. I therefore issue a universal 
challenge: promote real European citizenship now and make it compulsory for all Member State governments to hold 
referendums on this new Treaty, as many have already decided to do. Consultation on the subject of the future Treaty must 
take place in all the Member States. In this way, we will all be able to contribute to the genuine exercise of active 
European citizenship. There is no point in telling our fellow citizens that we are European citizens too, but continually 
telling them to ‘shush’. It is not right, having proclaimed European citizenship for ourselves in Maastricht, that we then 
ensure that nothing at all is said about it by imposing a strict vow of silence on the people. We cannot accept the idea that 
European citizenship is all well and good as long as the citizens do not commit the sin of asking permission to speak. Let 
us, then, give a commitment to active European citizenship.  

4-021 

Berthu (NI). – (FR) Mr President, the Community action programme to promote active European citizenship uses a 
pretentious name to camouflage a nefarious scheme to legitimise illegal subsidies granted by the Commission to its 
cronies. 
 
In fact, subsidies have been paid for many years to associations with an allegedly ‘European mission’ without any legal 
basis. They are often concealed among the appropriations made under Part A of the budget, in other words they are 
merged, with the aid of creative accounting, into the administrative expenditure of the Commission. Every year we protest 
against the selective granting of these subsidies to organisations promoting a federal Europe – the Jean Monnet 
Association, the International European Movement, diverse federalist think-tanks, etc. Every year we have refused to vote 
for them. Every year an overwhelming majority of this House has approved their renewal. Now, following observations 
made by the Court of Auditors – and oh, how justified they were – the new Financial Regulation that entered into force in 
2002 requires the specification of a legal basis – which, of course, does not exist. Hence the proposal presented by the 
Commission today, which is designed to provide this basis for some of these outgoings, packaged together into what is 
called the ‘Community action programme to promote active European citizenship’. This approach speaks volumes about 
Community customs and practices, and indeed the comments it evokes could fill several books. I shall confine myself to 
six of these comments. 
 
Firstly, even if a legal basis were provided now, what would be done about the subsidies that have been paid in the past 
without any legal basis? Secondly, it is a complete mockery to launch an action programme defining objectives on the 
basis of which grant applications will be assessed when everyone knows full well from the outset which associations will 
ultimately be selected. Thirdly, the subsidised associations have a European mission, at least as defined by the 
Commission. The others are, by definition, anti-European. When will the Council intervene in this business, either to stop 
all these subsidies or to distribute them equitably among associations with different visions of the future of Europe? 
Fourthly, the European institutions are meanwhile trying to establish a system for the funding of the self-styled European 
political parties from the public purse. As these subsidies pile up, do you not think that taxpayers will eventually have had 
their fill of this recklessness? Fifthly, the list of eligible associations contained in the report reveals a motley assortment of 
organisations, many of which have nothing to do with European citizenship, such as the European Council on Refugees 
and Exiles. In addition, since it is all so simple, the European Parliament could not resist adding to this list through its 
amendments. I also wonder, by the way, about the Association of the Councils of State and Supreme Administrative 
Jurisdictions of the European Union. How can it be that an association of leading judges who are supposed to be part of an 
entirely independent judiciary can receive money to promote active European citizenship? My sixth and final point is that 
the only legal basis which anyone was able to find for this programme was Article 308 of the Treaty Establishing the 
European Union, the selfsame wretched article that we have often tried to have repealed, because it provides the 
Community with scope to stretch the limits of its powers. The report presented today will not change our minds on that 
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point. It is true, however, that the said article requires the Council to act unanimously, and so I ask the following question: 
will there be a single government that is honest enough to oppose this concocted programme in the Council, a programme 
whose underlying principles are tinged with totalitarianism, because a sense of European citizenship, ladies and gentlemen, 
should be spontaneous, born of affection for Europe, for the European Union and its achievements. It is not manufactured 
with the aid of subsidies.  

4-022 

Lulling (PPE-DE). – (FR) Mr President, the Commission has presented a felicitous initiative to our Parliament under the 
codecision procedure, an initiative that should lead to a decision establishing a Community action programme to promote 
organisations active at the European level in the field of equality between men and women. 
 
Having spent ten years at the head of such an organisation, namely the European Centre of the International Council of 
Women, which has affiliated organisations in the European Union, in the new Member States, in Bulgaria, Romania, 
Turkey, the EFTA countries and in other countries too, I am better placed to assess the real value of this programme, 
which is intended to help the numerous women’s organisations that are active at the European level in the domain of 
sexual equality. These organisations will be eligible to benefit from subsidisation from an appropriation that, according to 
the proposal, will amount to EUR 2.222 million. Our Committee on Budgets, for its part, has proposed an allocation of 
EUR 5.5 million covering the period from 2004 to 2008. This is not a huge amount, but women’s organisations, be they 
national or European, are used to living and operating on small budgets. 
 
The main reason why I welcome this initiative is that it puts an end to the monopoly on operating subsidies that has been 
enjoyed by the European Women’s Lobby ever since its creation. Having been one of the women activists who dreamed 
up and created that lobby in my capacity as president of CECIF, the organisation I referred to a moment ago, and since I 
am still president of a national organisation affiliated to the EWL, I must surely be immune to any accusations of seeking 
to undermine the EWL, whose work I greatly appreciate. 
 
The Commission has clearly understood that, in this as in all other domains, monopolies are unhealthy. Unfortunately, 
however, it did not take that principle to its logical conclusion, because the draft presented to us still reserves privileges for 
the EWL in the new framework. I do not wish to question the payment of an operating grant to the EWL, which is an 
established subsidy, but other organisations that are active at the European level in the struggle against all forms of 
discrimination, particularly discrimination on grounds of sex, should be able to benefit from financial support in the 
framework of the aforementioned appropriation in the form of operating subsidies designed to guarantee the continuity of 
their activities. 
 
Our rapporteur had judiciously amended the Commission’s proposal for a decision. Unfortunately, within the Committee 
on Women’s Rights and Equal Opportunities, the dogmatism of the Left triumphed once again over equality of treatment 
and opportunity for all the relevant women’s organisations. This is regrettable. Since the draft programme was totally 
distorted, Mrs Kratsa and other members of my group voted against it. If our efforts to restore the balance between the 
EWL and the other women’s organisations should fail, I shall vote against the report again, while still helping to prepare 
the ground for the second reading.  

4-023 

Hazan (PSE). – (FR) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, may I begin by congratulating the rapporteur, 
Mrs Rühle, on the work that has been done on the basis of her report, which is, I believe, a useful complement to the work 
of the European Commission. 
 
We know that citizenship of the Union should serve to involve more and more of the people of the Member States in the 
common project for European integration. Sadly, it is an undeniable fact that there are still many obstacles to overcome 
before European citizenship can become a reality. This is why the Rühle report, in its technical aspects, is actually an 
eminently political report, because it provides a channel through which we can support those bodies that are working to 
promote active European citizenship. 
 
It is absolutely essential that the public is better informed about what the European Union is doing to harmonise national 
policies and what it will be doing in the context of enlargement. Efforts are also needed to improve the promotion of 
current initiatives. This applies, for example, to the European Info-Points, whose networked operations meet with general 
satisfaction. Let me declare most solemnly here that the European Parliament has tried to deal with the financial threats 
facing the Info-Points and that a solution must be found quickly. I believe that this is now being done, but nothing is 
absolutely certain yet. 
 
The concept of European citizenship must therefore be applied in all its dimensions: political, administrative, judicial, 
social and economic. We must therefore continue to work towards the removal of those obstacles – and they do still exist – 
which are preventing the people of our countries from exercising their rights as European citizens. 
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In the year 2000, as has already been mentioned, the Charter of Fundamental Rights finally put the citizen at the heart of 
the process of European integration process. Public involvement in the creation of the draft European constitution is 
another step in this direction. It was high time, for how is it possible to engage in politics at the European level, and indeed 
nationally and locally too, without making people the focus of all deliberations, of all welfare measures and of all social 
planning? The public must become active players rather than mere passive spectators, as is still too often the case. 
 
It will obviously be even more difficult to communicate with the citizens of Europe when the population of the Union rises 
to almost 500 million from the present figure of 370 million, but that is precisely what we must do, using all the facilities 
that will enable us to conduct and enhance that dialogue. 
 
I shall conclude by recalling that one of the points highlighted by the report is this very lack of information, resulting in the 
stunted development of a sense of European citizenship. This is reflected, and regrettably so, in the turnout for European 
elections, which averages less than 50% � a shocking state of affairs. As the red-letter days of June 2004 draw near, it is 
therefore more essential than ever to strengthen the information and communication policy of the European Union by 
every available means. The challenge is truly formidable: it is a matter of building a genuinely political Europe, a genuine 
people’s Europe.  

4-024 

Schmidt, Olle (ELDR). � (SV) Mr President, Commissioner, I wish to begin by thanking the rapporteurs for their 
constructive work. I shall start with the Kratsa-Tsagaropoulous report. 
 
As Mrs Dybkjær says, it is of course symptomatic that the gender equality programme is the least comprehensive, but that 
is something to which we are fairly accustomed, Mr Kinnock. 
 
Equality between men and women begins in the home. The liberal challenge regarding gender equality consists in ensuring 
that women are given more power over their own lives. Even I as a liberal can say that it is a question of identifying 
structures that present obstacles to women being given the same opportunities as men. I am convinced that you, 
Mr Kinnock, are especially knowledgeable about this area. 
 
Equality between women and men has of course been one of the EU’s basic principles since the Treaty of Rome. That 
principle was reinforced in the Treaty of Amsterdam and has gradually gained in prominence. It is therefore clear that we 
especially welcome this action programme and the legal basis that give the women’s organisations financial opportunities 
to do better work. 
 
I think it important to say too that the activities engaged in by the European Women’s Lobby, which was founded by 
Mrs Lulling, is at present represented in fifteen Member States and has more than 3 000 members, should be prioritised 
and supported by us in this House today. Mrs Kratsa-Tsagaropoulou has talked in this Chamber about other organisations 
not included within the European Women’s Lobby, but they too are included in the action programme. I agree with Mrs 
Kratsa-Tsagaropoulou about the importance of diversity and of having organisations at all levels, but I would also give an 
assurance that the action programme is aimed at supporting both the European Women’s Lobby and other organisations. 
 
I should like to say to Mr Kinnock that it is important for the EU also to guarantee that the organisations working on 
gender equality are treated equally and are given financial aid for longer than the two years you propose. A two-year aid 
programme does not provide financial security for any organisation. Another reason for supporting the action programme, 
which extends to 2008, is that we must be able to guarantee that organisations in our new Member States are also given an 
opportunity to seek aid within this programme. I think it important to add, and to emphasise, that it should provide more 
long-term security. 
 
Mr Sacrédeus, who unfortunately appears to have left the Chamber, has done a good job concerning the programme 
covered by his report. The programme should help us and exists so that people in the various countries, regions and parts 
of the world that cooperate might have a better knowledge of each other. As a liberal, I fully and entirely support this 
work. 
 
I nonetheless want to present three wishes based upon experience, of which I think we should take account. The aid must 
be easy to administer and apply for; it must be unbureaucratic; and it must be obtainable quickly. We know that many are 
reluctant to seek aid from the EU and within the financial framework we have, because there is a lot of red tape and it can 
be too late when the money is finally paid out. It must not be the case that, through these financial programmes partly 
aimed at making us more European, the European Union is associated with red tape, bureaucracy and tardiness, which are 
precisely what people do associate it with. That must not happen, and I hope, Mr Kinnock, that, in your continued work, 
you will ensure that we are given more aid and that there is increased access to these action programmes and to the money, 
so that they are of use.  

4-025 
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Figueiredo (GEU/NGL). – (PT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, Commissioner, first of all, I wish to emphasise the 
need for transparency, information and simplification in the field of Community grants. Secondly, I should like to 
highlight the importance of a Community action programme to promote organisations active at European level in the field 
of equality between men and women, in activities as important as integrating the gender perspective into education, sport, 
health, social protection, cooperation with women’s associations in third countries, without detracting from the important 
work of the European Women’s Lobby. I would also emphasise the need for more actions to combat violence because this 
is an obstacle to equality and to the recognition of women’s dignity. 
 
Lastly, I regret that the funds for these actions are still so limited, which reveals an ongoing lack of respect for the work 
undertaken to promote equality of rights and women’s opportunities in a huge range of fields. I would like a guarantee to 
be given now that the programme will be extended to 2008, because we must commit to continuing this extremely 
important work of promoting equality of rights and opportunities between men and women.  

4-026 

Bastos (PPE-DE). – (PT) Mr President, Commissioners, ladies and gentlemen, I wish to start by congratulating the 
rapporteurs, Mr Sacrédeus, Mrs Rühle and specifically Mrs Kratsa-Tsagaropoulou, on whose report I wish to speak. We 
must always remember that the aim of the programme in question is to support women’s organisations whose primary task 
is to promote, monitor and publicise Community actions designed for women, with the aim of achieving gender equality. 
 
The amendments tabled in the Committee on Women’s Rights and Equal Opportunities changed the nature of the report 
and, what is worse, diverted it from the overall objective. Consequently, the members of that committee from the Group of 
the European People’s Party (Christian Democrats) and European Democrats, including the rapporteur, voted against 
them. I must, therefore, congratulate Mrs Kratsa-Tsagaropoulou on the coherence and persistence of the work she has 
carried out and which can be seen in the amendments tabled for the vote in this plenary session. 
 
In actual fact, what is at stake are crucial issues; firstly, the reference to the European Women’s Lobby in the text that is 
annexed and not in the legislative part; secondly, the intention to award grants for organisations’ operational needs and not 
for specific actions; thirdly, co-financing and degressivity rates must be identical both for the European Women’s Lobby 
and for other organisations operating at European level. We would certainly not deny the fundamental role of the European 
Women’s Lobby, but the work of other organisations that share these aims and which undertake their own activities that do 
not receive financial support also needs to be recognised. Consequently, in order to ensure equal opportunities for all of 
these organisations, their names must be given only in the annex. Furthermore, this programme must award operational 
grants to organisations active at European level in the field of equality between women and men. The programme is not 
intended to subsidise specific actions that could receive funding under other programmes. This point must be crystal clear! 
 
Lastly, in contrast to the Commission proposals, standard criteria must be adopted for the various organisations as regards 
co-financing and degressivity.  

4-027 

Valenciano Martínez-Orozco (PSE). – (ES) Mr President, I would like to welcome the Commission's initiative to 
establish this Community action programme and I would also like to congratulate Parliament, which in a very short time 
has had to study and draw up its amendments, on its work. 
 
I would like to use this speech to defend the fundamental role of women’s organisations in the promotion of the European 
Union’s equal opportunities policy. Without them, without women’s organisations, it would have been very difficult to 
implement and extend the progress made in the promotion of women’s rights. It would also have been very difficult to 
diagnose the real situation of women in the different countries of the European Union. The progress made by the women’s 
movement stems from the solid work of their organisations. 
 
Women’s organisations also have the capacity to propose solutions which are very close to the ground and therefore very 
effective. Consequently, I believe that establishing a Community programme to support and promote these organisations is 
fundamental. There are many women’s organisations, each with its own specific nature and importance, all of which have 
done extremely respectable and useful work. But the problem is that not all organisations are equal and egalitarianism, in 
this case, could lead to clear injustice. 
 
The European Women’s Lobby is a great organisation made up of many others. That is to say, the European Women’s 
Lobby is a great umbrella organisation containing thousands of women’s organisations, hundreds and thousands of women 
who work on a daily basis in favour of women’s rights. 
 
We cannot compare an umbrella organisation with organisations that work individually. Therefore, from the outset, the 
Commission is proposing different treatment for the European Women’s Lobby and for all the other organisations. And 
naturally my group supports that approach. Why? Because those of us who come from the women’s movement know that 
to fragment the movement, to disintegrate it, to break it into tiny pieces, is ineffective, that the most effective way is to 
work together, because united we are stronger. Dividing resources is of no use whatsoever, except to weaken the women’s 
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movement. And therefore, defending and supporting each and every women’s organisation which works for equality, we 
must not treat those which are not equal equally.  

4-028 

Bordes (GUE/NGL). – (FR) Mr President, we shall vote for the Kratsa report, because we approve of the aim it sets, 
namely the establishment of a Community action programme to promote organisations active at European level in the field 
of equality between men and women, even if we have doubts about its scope. 
 
How can anyone fail to endorse the principles set out in Amendment 13: the participation of women in decision-making, 
the suppression of all forms of violence against women, of sexual stereotyping and of discrimination against women in the 
workplace and the integration of the aim of sexual equality into the domains of education, sport, health and social welfare? 
At the same time, though, how can anyone fail to notice that the European institutions themselves are setting a bad 
example? Why do they not intervene to put an end, in every country of the Union, to the form of violence against women 
that consists in denying them the choice between having and not having a child? How can the European institutions wield 
any influence in the effort to combat discrimination against women at work if they refuse to enact coercive legislation 
against employers in this domain, as in others? How can equality between men and women, in deeds rather than words, be 
guaranteed unless sufficient numbers of crèches, childcare facilities and nursery schools are built, an aim which the 
austerity policies favoured by the European institutions and national governments are making more and more difficult to 
achieve? 
 
So while voting for this report on the basis that some aid for women’s organisations is better than none, I must observe that 
the European institutions are evading their own responsibilities as far as the promotion of equality is concerned, because 
they are more concerned with competition, profit and capital than with the lives of human beings.  

4-029 

Scallon (PPE-DE). – Mr President, I would like to support the point raised by Mrs Kratsa-Tsagaropoulou, the rapporteur, 
and I welcome the initiative proposed by the Commission to provide a basic instrument to fund and to promote 
organisations active in the field of equality between men and women at European level. 
 
As mentioned earlier, many organisations are eligible for this funding. We cannot allow a Europe where some are more 
equal than others. We must vote in favour of equal treatment between men and women but also between the European 
Women's Lobby � EWL � and other women's associations. 
 
It is not equal treatment when one organisation can receive funding without needing to make a proposal to the 
Commission, and yet other organisations must compete against many other worthwhile proposals. It is not equal treatment 
when there is such a huge difference in the proportion of funding received by one organisation as compared to that granted 
to other women's organisations. 
 
We know that a great deal of the EWL budget goes to coordination and research, but EWL does not offer financial aid to 
the associations that make it up. These organisations in fact pay for membership of EWL and they do not have permanent 
financial aid available to them. This discriminates against the very worthwhile organisations that need support at European 
level to make their voice heard and it undermines the appreciation of the high quality of their work. 
 
I would like to point out that when I was newly elected in 1999, I had no idea what or who EWL was. I was contacted by 
women's organisations in Germany and Spain and I was asked to make a plea on their behalf for equal funding. They did 
not receive funding from the European Union and they could not receive it unless they were part of EWL, which claimed 
to be the only voice for women throughout Europe. 
 
I do not wish to undermine the work of EWL � it has a legitimate purpose and has a right to receive funding � but I simply 
propose that the funding should also be available to other women's organisations, who feel that EWL does not speak for 
them. 
 
Many parties make up this House and sometimes people feel that their voice can be heard perhaps better with one side of 
the House than with another. That is the situation we are in. Specific organisations should not be mentioned in this 
proposal. They should be mentioned in the Annex, and there should not be funding for specific actions that can be funded 
in other programmes. This is in line with the Council position.  

4-030 

Gröner (PSE). – (DE) Mr President, I rise to speak on behalf of the Group of the Party of European Socialists on the 
subject of the programme intended to support women’s organisations and has replaced the Budget line that formerly 
funded only the European women’s lobby – that being the umbrella organisation for some 3 000 women’s organisations in 
Europe, including the national women’s councils, such as the Deutscher Frauenrat, which has about 11 million individual 
members in Germany, ranging from church groups to autonomous bodies via political women’s associations and trade 
unions. The European women’s lobby has initiated important campaigns, such as the campaign for increased involvement 
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by women in the European elections, has prompted a debate on the constitution, and is monitoring enlargement with a 
particular eye on equal opportunities issues. 
 
What the Group of the European People’s Party (Christian Democrats) and European Democrats now wants is for this line 
to be dismantled. We want to ensure quality. We want to speak for women with one voice rather than join in a chorus of 
many. In contrast to the rapporteur, my group wants, from the very outset, to make this a priority and ensure action in the 
European interest in the equal opportunities field. We will therefore reject most of the rapporteur’s amendments in favour 
of those put forward by the Committee on Women’s Rights and Equal Opportunities. 
 
We Social Democrats contend that Mrs Dührkop Dührkop has also presented a well-thought out proposal for funding, fully 
in line with the Budget Regulation, which secures provision of funding up to and including 2008, to the tune of EUR 5.5 
million. That gives women’s organisations the security they need to plan ahead, and spares us another laborious legislative 
process once the two years are up. The cofinancing arrangement, with 20% for women’s organisations, with the exception 
of the European Women’s Lobby, which gets 10%, excluding degressivity, is a solution with which all parties can live. 
 
When enlargement happens, we want the organisations from Central and Eastern Europe also to be included, and we want 
priorities set. It is therefore proposed in Amendment 13 – in which there is a translation mistake that I will bring to the 
services’ attention – that work and family life be made more compatible. We want to encourage women to play their part 
in the decision-making process; we want this programme, and the organisations, to support the fight against all forms of 
violence. We also want to support the fight against gender-specific stereotyping and discrimination of all kinds, especially 
in the workplace and in relation to pay, and we also welcome the encouragement given to women’s cooperation in third 
countries, for example in Amendment 14. 
 
At the very last minute, the Italian presidency of the Council has attempted to bring influence to bear on us to get us to go 
along with the rapporteur’s proposals. Both my group and I are hoping for a majority in this House, we are not willing to 
encourage the fragmentation of women’s voices. We want unity rather than polyphony.  

4-031 

Fatuzzo (PPE-DE). – (IT) Mr President, I have never before had the honour of speaking for three long minutes in this 
wonderful Chamber. Thank you for this kindness and this gift, which I particularly appreciate because I am to speak about 
women. 
 
This is an issue which fascinates me, Mr President; it fascinates me because I firmly believe that women’s battle to be 
accorded at least the same importance as men and to be considered equal to them is right and sacrosanct, and every 
endeavour must be made to achieve this objective. This is why I would like to thank Mrs Kratsa-Tsagaropoulou for her 
commitment in tabling a report on this Commission document. 
 
Nevertheless, I would like to ask a question: is the money destined for this purpose sufficient? According to an Italian 
proverb, silence means consent. You are silent, Mr President, but I think that you agree with me that it is not sufficient. I 
have calculated that, every year, with this programme for women five thousandths of a euro is spent every day – not EUR 
5 but five thousandths of a euro � for each woman: that is a very small amount. Look around you: what progress have 
women made in political life, in employment, in social life? In political life, Mr President, how many women vice-
chairpersons and chairpersons are there in the European Parliament? How many women have been President of the 
European Commission? None, Mr Kinnock, either in the past or at present; let us hope that things will change in the future. 
In politics, elected women are in an incredibly small minority. 
 
Now, I hope that the contributions provided for by the programmes for women will be distributed in a democratic way, not 
in the way that was so clearly criticised by Mrs Kratsa- Tsagaropoulou and other speakers before me. I genuinely hope that 
they help women to become aware of their potential and capacity to have a full role at the different political levels, 
irrespective of the political picture: it makes no difference whether the right or the left is in power. Women must have 
political power too, in addition to reigning over our homes.  

4-032 

Prets (PSE). – (DE) Mr President, Commissioner, the Commission’s presentation of these seven action programmes more 
or less simultaneously has given the impression that they have to be adapted to one another and harmonised, but I would 
like to emphasise that they have quite different subject matters, so that it cannot be conducive to the programmes’ purpose 
to approximate them. I have to say this about every report that has to do with action programmes, but, as the Commission 
has been very, very tardy in putting the reports before Parliament, the organisations concerned – including the cultural and 
educational programmes and of course the women’s programmes – now face the danger that they will get their money in 
2004 only after a substantial delay or that the programmes cannot be run at all if – as you have previously stressed – this is 
not wrapped up by December. That is, of course, highly disadvantageous, and I think this an extremely inopportune time 
for you to launch a major action of this kind. 
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On the subject of the transitional stage that you propose in the documents, I would like to ask you what you propose doing 
if there is no conclusion by December. We need a transitional stage in the event of the legal basis not being complete in 
due time. Rejecting thirty-five amendments, you appeal to Parliament’s sense of responsibility, telling us that we should 
make allowances so that the programmes can yet be implemented. When it rejects thirty-five out of over fifty amendments, 
the Commission cannot be said to possess much in the way either of a sense of responsibility or a conciliatory approach. 
That means that there still have to be some negotiations here. 
 
Referring specifically to the women’s programme, I would like to add my voice to what has been said by my fellow lady 
MEPs. The European Women's Lobby is an organisation that concentrates on equal opportunities policy and engages in it 
with determination, being able to show strength by bringing together many organisations. I do not understand why it is 
sought to erode this strength by putting it on an equal footing with many other organisations. I therefore endorse the 
special status of the Women's Lobby and stress that it should be maintained. 
 
I would, finally, like to address the subject of enlargement and take this opportunity to urge that special account be taken 
of the financial conditions for it, for an additional ten Member States also means that we have to do much more work on 
women’s issues, and one look at the number of women on the lists will make clear what we mean by that. It is here that we 
have to work harder, and for that we need more funding. The same financial conditions cannot apply to 25 Member States 
as did to 15.  

4-033 

Korhola (PPE-DE). – (FI) Mr President, I would like to deal with the report by my colleague, Lennart Sacrédeus, and at 
the very outset thank him for the excellent work he has done in drafting it. The amendments proposed in the report will 
make it easier both to support projects that are important for the European Union and to monitor them. 
 
The Commission proposal only loosely defines who will be affected, and quite a number of possible target countries are 
not at all non-industrialised. In my opinion it is important that this project should apply specifically to those countries and 
their internal regions which can otherwise be more difficult to reach and with which the European Union can be 
considered to have an obvious need to develop mutual understanding and cooperation. 
 
What I think is a particular problem is that cooperation agreements made with non-industrialised countries can easily focus 
just on promoting economic development. In this situation we should remember that improving social conditions has 
unquestionable value in international cooperation and a clear, albeit indirect, effect too in the way it promotes economic 
development. 
 
For this reason I am of the opinion that it is important in the report to stress the importance of dialogue between the 
Commission and Parliament before issuing a call for proposals. Only in this way can Parliament ensure that it has control 
over how resources are allocated and can also support humane development aims. The decisions made by the Commission 
regarding priority themes take a strong stance on European Union values, and it is very important that Parliament, which in 
the eyes of the people represents the Union, can influence these decisions.  

4-034 

Hieronymi (PPE-DE). – (DE) Mr President, the issues addressed by these three reports appear at first sight to be of a 
technical nature. The new Financial Regulation requires specific legal bases, but, as many speakers have pointed out – and 
I am particularly obliged to the rapporteurs for doing so – this new legal basis does in fact entail far-reaching practical 
consequences for the individual areas in question. 
 
I am speaking primarily about the report on active civic participation. We talk constantly about giving citizens more 
information about the European process and getting them more involved in it, but I want now to make it abundantly clear 
that there is a great danger of us, for the sake of the new legal basis and the Financial Regulation, throwing the baby out 
with the bathwater, and that we will, next year, be complaining that we have more problems with public information in the 
year of the European elections than we ever did before. I therefore appeal in urgent terms, particularly to the Commission 
and to the Council, that greater account be taken of how Parliament votes on these issues, especially as regards the 
conciliation procedure this coming Monday. 
 
Let me give you just two examples. The first is the Info-Points, to which Mrs Rühle was right to make reference, and I also 
strongly endorse the amendment she has moved. It utterly passes my understanding how the Commission is unwilling to 
support this amendment. You are all aware that, in our home countries, the Info-Points serve as points of contact for 
information on Europe and the European institutions. Can you imagine the Info-Points in your region being able to do their 
job if they were restricted by a call for proposals? 
 
This financial insecurity and inadequate institutional backup means that the Info-Points will, in future, be unable to 
perform their function. That is what the Commission is proposing to us in this report, and so I want to forcefully draw your 
attention to this danger. The same is true of town twinning, from which all of you, in your regions, receive support in your 
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work. Here too, the bureaucratic process associated with this new legal basis can very much threaten the continuation of 
the work they do. 
 
And so, let me conclude by reiterating my appeal to the Commission and the Council. I urge them to take Parliament’s 
vote on board and arrive at fair compromises that will guarantee rather than imperil public information in the future!  

4-035 

Kinnock, Neil, Commission. � Mr President, I would like to respond briefly to this joint debate in order, firstly to thank 
Members, rapporteurs and other participants in the discussions this morning and also to express appreciation for all the 
work that has been put into the issues covered by this joint debate. Secondly, I would like to clarify the Commission's 
position on a number of points relating to the three reports and, thirdly, to respond to a number of points that have been 
raised. 
 
On the report by Mr Sacrédeus, I sympathise very strongly with the emphasis he put on dialogue between cultures and 
civilisations as a contribution to peace and understanding. I am reminded of Abba Eban's response when asked why he was 
continually seeking to open conversation with enemies. He explained that it was because his friends already agreed with 
him. That is a valid maxim for the conduct of international affairs. I am sure Mr Sacrédeus agrees. Indeed, it is not a bad 
definition of the relationship that is sometimes desirable between Parliament and the Commission. 
 
I would also like to add, in response to Mr Sacrédeus, that I understand that four additional amendments have been tabled 
which were not supported or proposed by the rapporteur. If adopted, those amendments, numbers 16, 17, 18 and 19, would 
radically alter the Commission's proposal and the effect would be to open the possibility of awarding grants without a call 
for proposals, thereby undermining the principles of transparency and equal treatment, not to mention the principles of 
order in Parliament, which is always desirable - though I understand it is difficult when people are coming in. 
 
Specifically in response to Mrs Dührkop Dührkop's comments about the publication of the call for tenders yesterday in the 
Official Journal, I have to inform her that the Commission had to do this to comply with the deadlines established by the 
financial regulation, which requires applications for operating grants to be submitted by 31 December. I know she has a 
forceful point relating to the legal standing of this action. If she does not have time to participate in the present debate, I 
hope she will be able to take the matter up with the relevant Commission authorities to get a clear explanation. 
 
In relation to the report by Mrs Kratsa-Tsagaropoulou, I must add that, in order to be consistent, the Commission must also 
reject the later amendments: 21, 23, 25, 27, 31 and 32. 
 
In relation to the Rühle report, I am afraid that a gremlin crept into the list we received and I have to say that the 
Commission also rejects Amendment 18. More importantly, I should reply to Mrs Rühle that the reason for the 
Commission's rejection of Amendments 35, 36 and 37 is that they would jeopardise the speedy adoption of the proposal 
because of the requirement for unanimity in the Council. I know she agrees with the Commission that delay is to be 
avoided wherever possible. 
 
Moreover, there would inevitably be a long discussion on the potential beneficiaries to be included in the list. Given that 
the proposal is of an essentially technical nature, the Commission must guarantee the continuity of funding for existing 
activities, which clearly lack a legal basis. Any widening of the scope of this proposal is likely to jeopardise that objective, 
which I know is shared by Mrs Rühle. 
 
The Commission understands, however, the rationale behind the amendment and could take account of Amendment 35 
when developing a proposal for the possible extension of this programme. I know that Mrs Rühle will take the opportunity 
that that affords. 
 
To Mrs Prets, who, together with many other speakers in the debate, made a very valuable contribution, I would say that it 
has been agreed with the Council that we could add a clause in the legal basis to allow retroactivity in financing 
operational grants for beneficiaries from January 2004 onwards. 
 
The question of earmarking, mentioned by a number of Members this morning, was discussed at last week's trialogue. The 
Council proposed that the beneficiaries should be named in a list annexed to each programme for 2004. 
 
From 2005 the call for public proposals open to all organisations will be launched. The Commission has decided to align 
itself with that proposal as a realistic compromise. It must be seen in the context of the overall effort to find solutions for 
all seven proposals. 
 
The Commission has compromised on the duration of programmes, where we proposed to limit them, until the end of 
2006.  

4-036 
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President. � The joint debate is closed. 
 
The vote will take place today at noon.  

4-037 

IN THE CHAIR: MR COX 
President 

4-038 

Announcement by the President 

4-039 

President. � I regret to inform the House that earlier this morning Istanbul was rocked by a series of explosions. A number 
of British targets were involved, among them the British Consulate. At least five people are reported dead and over 100 
injured, and there are staff unaccounted for. 
 
On behalf of the European Parliament I wish to express our profound sympathy and condolences to the victims and their 
families, our solidarity with the Turkish authorities in getting to the root of the problem and dealing with the perpetrators 
of terror, and our solidarity with the people of Istanbul – a city that has traditionally been a place of peaceful coexistence 
but which regrettably now has become a frontline in a campaign of terror. 
 
I ask you to observe a minute's silence in respect of the victims. 
 
(The House rose and observed a minute's silence)  

4-040 

IN THE CHAIR: MR PODESTÀ 
Vice-President 

 
President. – I give the floor to Mr Bowis.  

4-041 

Bowis (PPE-DE). – Mr President, on behalf of the British Members of this House, may I thank the President of 
Parliament, through you, for his words of sympathy, and extend the sympathy of my colleagues and of colleagues across 
all parties from my country in this House at what has happened in Istanbul. We believe there are some 107 casualties; it is 
known that there are 7 dead so far and 4 British diplomats are missing. This is an atrocity that will appal the whole House 
and the European Union. We express sympathy, of course, to all those affected, whether they are British, Turkish or other 
citizens of Europe. I thank the President of Parliament for his sympathy. 
 
(Applause)  

4-042 

President. � Mr Bowis, I will be sure to inform the Presidency of the essence of your speech. I would also like to extend 
my sympathy to you and your fellow British Members. Sadly, this is a time in which many nations are affected by this 
terrible wave of terrorism.  

4-043 

Welcome 

4-044 

President. � Ladies and gentlemen, personally and on your behalf, I would like to welcome the members of the Kyrgyz 
parliament delegation who are in the official gallery and who are taking part in the fourth meeting of the European 
Union-Republic of Kyrgyzstan Parliamentary Cooperation Committee, taking place in Strasbourg, and I extend to them a 
warm welcome to our institution. This delegation is made up of four members, headed by Mr Sooronbay Jeenbekov, Vice-
President of the Kyrgyz parliament. 
 
(Applause) 
 
We welcome the continued development of relations between our parliaments, especially following the entry into force of 
the Partnership and Cooperation agreement between the European Union and Kyrgyzstan in 1999, as well as the progress 
achieved by this country in combating poverty and consolidating a democratic state. 
 
I am certain that the work of this fourth Parliamentary Cooperation Committee will be a new and important step in 
strengthening cooperation between the two parties, which are inspired by the same democratic values and which both 
attach great importance to the requirements of the rule of law. 
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(Applause) 
 

*** 

4-045 

Muscardini (UEN). – (IT) Mr President, considering that, in the Joint Statement on the EU-Russia summit, the versions 
are not compatible in that they contain different translations – the official version is the English one, which says ‘President 
of the European Council’, whilst the French and Portuguese versions say ‘Italian President of the Council’ – and, given the 
fact that the other versions could presumably contain the same error – ça va sans dire – and that the two definitions make 
the provisions below the aforementioned paragraph meaningless, I would like to ask whether, before proceeding to the 
vote, it would be possible to have all the versions brought into line, or, if not, if the vote on this resolution can be 
postponed to the next part-session in Brussels.  

4-046 

President. � As you said Mrs Muscardini, the English text is the correct one. The competent authorities will be informed 
of the matter and I can tell you that you will be able to have the text in all languages before the vote.  

4-047 

Muscardini (UEN). – (IT) Mr President, I would just like to know which version will be given to the press. The correct 
one? Or do the press already have the wrong one? We cannot continue to conduct national politics from the Chamber of 
the European Parliament!  

4-048 

President. � Mrs Muscardini, I do not know the answer to your question. If you want to initiate formal investigation 
proceedings then you can. If not, we will proceed to the vote. 
 
We shall now proceed to the vote.  

4-049 

Vote 

4-050 

Proposal by the Conference of Presidents on appointment of members of a temporary committee on improving 
safety at sea. 
 
(Parliament approved the proposal) 
 

*** 
 
Request for consultation of the Economic and Social Committee on the social dimension of culture (Rule 52) 
 
(Parliament approved the request) 
 

*** 
 
Simplified procedure 
Report (A5-0398/2003) by Mr Coelho, on behalf of the Committee on Citizens' Freedoms and Rights, Justice and 
Home Affairs, with a proposal for a European Parliament recommendation to the Council on the second-generation 
Schengen information system (SIS II) [2003/2180(INI)] 
 
(Parliament adopted the resolution) 
 

*** 
 

Report (A5-0364/2003) by the European Parliament delegation to the Conciliation Committee on the joint text 
approved by the Conciliation Committee for a European Parliament and Council directive on market access to port 
services [PE-CONS 3670/2003 � C5-0461/2003 � 2001/0047(COD)] 
 
Before the vote 

4-051 

Imbeni (PSE). – (IT) Mr President, a decision of mine is at the source of this vote: for some it is a merit, for others a fault. 
The problem is that the European Parliament delegation in the Conciliation Committee was split down the middle: seven in 
favour and seven against. My choice could have been political – to toe the group line – and, in this case, the legislative 
procedure would have resulted in no action, that is to say no directive. However, I based my decision on an institutional 
need: with the delegation split down the middle, I thought that, as chairman, the decision should be referred back to 
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plenary and I answered no to the question ‘Is it right that a legislative procedure should result in the rejection of measure 
by such a small margin when the delegation is split down the middle?’ It is better for the decision to be taken in a 
transparent way by Parliament. It may well be that this decision – which was, I assure you, a difficult, tough decision to 
make – is wrong, but I wanted to tell you the reasons why I acted in this way. I would like to add, Mr President, that, 
consistently with the institutional vote, I will abstain today. 
 
Finally, I would like to thank the European Parliament delegation for its passionate, very discerning work in the 
Conciliation Committee. 
 
(Applause)  

4-052 

Jarzembowski (PPE-DE), rapporteur. – (DE) Mr President, solely in my capacity as rapporteur, I would like to thank the 
Vice-President, Mr Imbeni. We worked together very well. There are differences of opinion as to whether the result is very 
good or very bad, but I am grateful to the Vice-President. Together we tried to bring out what was best for Parliament.  

4-053 

(Parliament rejected the joint text) 
 

*** 
 
Report (A5-0396/2003) by Mrs Kratsa-Tsagaropoulou, on behalf of the Committee on Women’s Rights and Equal 
Opportunities, on the proposal for a decision of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing a 
Community action programme to promote organisations active at European level in the field of equality between 
men and women [COM(2003) 279 � C5-0261/2003 � 2003/0109(COD)] 
 
(Parliament adopted the legislative resolution) 
 

*** 
 
Report (A5-0390/2003) by Mr Swoboda, on behalf of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Human Rights, Common 
Security and Defence Policy, on the proposal for a Council regulation on amending Council Regulation (EC) No 
1080/2000 of 22 May 2000 on support for the United Nations Interim Mission in Kosovo (UNMIK) and the Office of 
the High Representative in Bosnia and Herzegovina (OHR) [COM(2003) 389 � C5-0325/2003 � 2003/0143(CNS)] 
 
Before the vote 

4-054 

Swoboda (PSE), rapporteur. – (DE) Mr President, in view of yesterday evening’s statement by the Commission, which 
went a long way towards acceding to Parliament’s wishes on this issue, I too would like to recommend that we hold a full 
vote, including on the legislative proposal.  

4-055 

(Parliament adopted the legislative resolution) 
 

*** 
 
Report (A5-0384/2003) by Mr Sacrédeus, on behalf of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Human Rights, Common 
Security and Defence Policy, on the proposal for a Council decision establishing a Community action programme 
for bodies promoting reciprocal understanding of relations between the European Union and certain non-
industrialised regions in the world [COM(2003) 280 � C5-0350/2003 � 2003/0110(CNS)] 
 
(Parliament approved the legislative resolution) 
 

*** 
 
Report (A5-0368/2003) by Mrs Rühle, on behalf of the Committee on Citizens' Freedoms and Rights, Justice and 
Home Affairs, on the proposal for a Council decision establishing a Community action programme to promote 
active European citizenship (civic participation) [COM(2003) 276 � C5-0321/2003 � 2003/0116(CNS)] 
 
Before the vote 

4-056 

Pack (PPE-DE). – (DE) Mr President, with the agreement of the rapporteur, Mrs Rühle, I ask that the network of Europe 
Houses be included among the activities to be supported. 
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(Applause)  

4-057 

(Parliament gave its assent to the tabling of the oral amendment) 
 
(Parliament adopted the legislative resolution) 
 

*** 
 
Report (A5-0371/2003) by Mrs Frahm, on behalf of the Committee on the Environment, Public Health and 
Consumer Policy, on the proposal for a Council decision concerning the conclusion, on behalf of the European 
Community, of the Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants [COM(2003) 331 � C5-0315/2003 � 
2003/0118(CNS)] 
 
Before the vote 

4-058 

Frahm (GUE/NGL), rapporteur. – (DA) Mr President, with these proposals, we wish to see two international agreements 
implemented on Persistent Organic Pollutants, otherwise known as POPs. The term designates a broad range of very 
harmful substances that are to be found everywhere. They have even been found in Commissioner Wallström’s blood. By 
that I mean they are in everyone, and they affect the environment and our health, even in extremely small concentrations. 
The international agreements we are now entering into are there to ensure that some of the world’s most poisonous 
substances are phased out through measures to eliminate them and through controls on their use, import and export, as well 
as on emissions from them. 
 
I have a couple of comments on the legal basis in the original proposal by the Commission, which recommended both 
Articles 95 and 175. Since the Stockholm Convention itself refers to the environment and public health, the point of 
departure must be the environment, and we have therefore chosen to bet on its being Article 175, namely the environment 
article, that will be used. 
 
I also just want to emphasise that the two binding agreements mean that we must completely eliminate these poisonous 
substances. This means that we must proceed on the basis of the precautionary principle. We must ensure that the 
procedure for adding new POPs to the list of banned substances is as uncomplicated as possible. We must ensure that we 
stick to the existing stocks on the basis of the ‘polluter pays’ principle. We must ensure that we do not produce unintended 
POPs through waste incineration. It means that we in Europe must reduce the quantity of waste, partly through sorting and 
partly through recycling. Finally, we must also ensure that the developing countries are in a position to comply with these 
agreements, which also cover, for example, DDT. It means that we must be willing to guarantee research into, and the 
development of, new substances that can be used and that do not have harmful effects. I want to recommend that you vote 
in favour of the proposal, and I wish to thank you for your constructive cooperation, as well as my fellow MEPs for their 
own solid and very constructive cooperation.  

4-059 

(Parliament adopted the legislative resolution) 
 

*** 
 
Report (A5-0372/2003) by Mrs Frahm, on behalf of the Committee on the Environment, Public Health and 
Consumer Policy, on the proposal for a Council decision concerning the conclusion, on behalf of the European 
Community, of the 1998 Protocol to the 1979 Convention on Long Range Transboundary Air Pollution on 
Persistent Organic Pollutants [COM(2003) 332 � C5-0318/2003 � 2003/0117(CNS)] 
 
(Parliament adopted the legislative resolution) 
 

*** 
 
Motion for a resolution (B5-0482/2003) on the financial provisions in the draft Treaty establishing a Constitution 
for Europe 
 
(Parliament adopted the resolution) 
 

*** 
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Joint motion for a resolution1 on Euromed 
 
(Parliament adopted the joint resolution) 
 

*** 
 
Joint motion for a resolution2 on the EU-Russia Summit 
 
(Parliament adopted the joint resolution) 
 

*** 
 
Report (A5-0378/2003) by Mrs Napoletano, on behalf of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Human Rights, 
Common Security and Defence Policy, on 'Wider Europe - Neighbourhood: A New Framework for Relations with 
our Eastern and Southern Neighbours – (COM(2003) 104 � 2003/2018(INI)) 
 
Regarding Amendment 10 

4-060 

Napoletano (PSE), rapporteur. – (IT) After the words ‘neighbourhood policy’ the words ‘is not least’ need to be added. I 
think we all agree on that.  

4-061 

(Parliament gave its assent to the tabling of the oral amendment) 
 
(Parliament adopted the resolution) 
 

*** 
 
Joint motion for a resolution3 on the Northern dimension 
 
(Parliament adopted the joint resolution) 
 

*** 
 
Second report (A5-0370/2003) by Mr Queiró, on behalf of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Human Rights, 
Common Security and Defence Policy, on the communication from the Commission to the Council, the European 
Parliament, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions – European Defence 
– Industrial and market issues – Towards an EU Defence Equipment Policy [COM(2003) 113 � 2003/2096(INI)] 
 
Regarding Amendment 2 

4-062 

Swoboda (PSE). – Mr President, I should like to move an oral amendment to Amendment 2, so that it would read: '... the 
increase in cooperation and interoperability that are the priorities in the field of European defence...'.  

4-063 

Queiró (UEN), rapporteur. – (PT) Mr President, I simply wished to say that, as rapporteur, I oppose this oral amendment, 
because the same group tabled this amendment to recital b) of the report. I wish to say that either of these amendments 
changes the meaning of the original recital b), which won the majority of votes in the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
Human Rights, Common Security and Defence Policy and which still, therefore, warrants my support as rapporteur. I am 
talking here about the original wording of recital b).  

4-064 

(Since more than 32 Members rose, the oral amendment was not taken into consideration) 

                                                           
1 Tabled by Mr Fiori and Mr Morillon on behalf of the PPE-DE Group, Mrs Napoletano on behalf of the PSE Group, Mr Vallvé on behalf of the ELDR 
Group, Mrs Flautre and Mrs Frassoni on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group and Mrs Muscardini and Mr Queiró on behalf of the UEN Group, seeking to 
replace motions for resolutions B5-0471/2003, B5-0475/2003, B5-0481/2003, B5-0484/2003 and B5-0489/2003 with a new text. 
2 Tabled by Mr Suominen, Mr Oostlander and Mr Posselt on behalf of the PPE-DE Group, Mr Barón Crespo, Mrs Paasilinna and Mr Fava on behalf of 
the PSE Group, Mr Andreasen, Mr Väyrynen and Mrs Thors on behalf of the ELDR Group, Mr Cohn-Bendit and others on behalf of the Verts/ALE 
Group and Mr Markov on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group, seeking to replace motions for resolutions B5-0479/2003, B5-0483/2003, B5-0485/2003, B5-
0486/2003, B5-0487/2003 and B5-0488/2003 with a new text. 
3 Tabled by Mr Suominen and Mr Oostlander on behalf of the PPE-DE Group, Mrs Paasilinna, Mrs Myller and Mrs Iivari on behalf of the PSE Group, 
Mr Vÿrynen on behalf of the ELDR Group, Mr Wuori and Mr Staes on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group, Mr Seppänen, Mrs Frahm and Mrs Eriksson on 
behalf of the GUE/NGL Group and Mr Camre on behalf of the UEN Group, seeking to replace motions for resolutions B5-0472/2003, B5-0473/2003, 
B5-0474/2003, B5-0477/2003 and B5-0480/2003 with a new text. 
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(Parliament adopted the resolution) 
 

*** 
 
Report (A5-0397/2003) by Mr Lagendijk, on behalf of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Human Rights, Common 
Security and Defence Policy, on the Stabilisation and Association Process for South East Europe: Second Annual 
Report [COM(2003) 139 – 2003/2094(INI)] 
 
(Parliament adopted the resolution) 
 

EXPLANATIONS OF VOTE 

4-065 

- Coelho report(A5-0398/2003)  

4-066 

Figueiredo (GEU/NGL), in writing – (PT) We broadly agree with the criticism made of the proposal for a European 
Parliament recommendation on SIS II as to its effects on safeguards for citizens’ fundamental rights (protection of data and 
privacy) and to the growing use of the SIS as a tool for police cooperation, in an increasingly supranational context 
without any proper checks. 
 
Our main reasons for rejecting this proposal are: 
 
- the extension of SIS II to encompass new areas and functions, allowing undefined users – possibly even private 
operators; 
 
- a confused and obscure jumble, out of which emerges an exaggerated and accelerated (ultra)federalist approach: for 
example, the prospect of creating a single and centralised ‘EU information system’ – a real ‘Big Brother’; 
 
- a dangerous approach to cooperation with third countries, particularly with the USA and its ‘war on terrorism’; 
 
- inadequate and poorly-defined data protection. 
 
What is more crucial for the moment is keeping the system strictly within the limits for which it was created, not providing 
third countries access to information, ensuring that national bodies protect their data, in line with the national regulations 
that apply in each State, and opening a debate on the system, by introducing a moratorium.  

4-067 

Ribeiro e Castro (UEN), in writing. – (PT). I voted in favour, although I am afraid that some of the lines suggested for 
reforming the current management model of the Schengen Information System (SIS) could lead either to excessive 
monitoring – which would limit citizens’ freedom of movement – or to excesses in the activities of this System. I believe 
that a solution could involve proposing to create a European agency steered by a management board composed of 
representatives of the European institutions and Member States, and financed entirely from the EU budget and subject to 
control by the European Parliament. This would give us much greater balance between ensuring security and the freedom 
of movement of persons and goods, and also in the checks carried out by States at their own borders. 
 
Bearing in mind the new reality that has emerged since 11 September 2001, the proper use of our monitoring and 
information-sharing mechanisms for monitoring our borders – in particular the new technologies – must be guaranteed. 
One issue of particular concern is the streamlining of the collective security instruments that are the subject of this 
proposal. On this point I have confidence that access for a greater number of authorities to SIS data will be moderate and 
rigorous and feel certain that only clearly indicated bodies (Europol, Eurojust and Police Authorities) will be able to access 
it and that the justification for this access will be objective and documented, in addition... 
 
(Explanation of vote abbreviated in accordance with Rule 137(1) of the Rules of Procedure)  

4-068 

- Jarzembowski report (A5-0364)  

4-069 

Beysen (NI). – (NL) Mr President, formally, the issue of self-handling received the most attention during the debate on the 
Directive on market access to port services. This is justified, as it can have a major social impact. In the process, however, 
we lost sight of the fact that the issue of self-handling cannot be considered separately from the policy on authorisations, 
since the Member States can make self-handling subject to prior authorisation. It is regrettable that we have missed the 
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opportunity of communitising authorisations policy. A new competitive battle now threatens to be joined between ports 
imposing stricter criteria and those with less strict criteria, and likewise when it comes to issuing authorisations.  

4-070 

Berthu (NI), in writing. – (FR) The draft directive on market access to port services, which was the subject of the 
Jarzembowski report, was designed to provide a transparent legal framework governing commercial services provided to 
users of seaports in exchange for payment and to open these services to competition. 
 
This was an excellent aim, and it should serve to make French ports more competitive. 
 
Nevertheless, the draft took very scant account of the safety and control matters, which are normally the preserve of the 
public authorities. In particular, pilotage services should not have been included within the scope of the planned directive. 
 
The final version of the text as it emerged from the Conciliation Committee brought some improvements in this respect, in 
that the competent authorities could now limit the provision of pilotage services to a single provider for safety reasons, and 
the limitation of the period of authorisation was abandoned. Lastly, the Member States were now free to decide whether or 
not to set a compulsory limit on the number of authorisations to provide port services. 
 
Even with these amendments, however, the proposed directive remained unsatisfactory. I personally abstained, and the 
draft was rejected by a narrow majority.  

4-071 

Carlotti (PSE), in writing. – (FR) We have already pronounced ourselves twice on the draft directive for the liberalisation 
of port services (cargo-handling, passenger services, pilotage, mooring and towing). 
 
Hugely important interests are at stake: economic and financial interests, but above all social and human interests. 
 
Since our first vote on this matter, almost three years ago to the day, the French Socialists have fought to safeguard the 
public-service character of port services. 
 
After several amendment battles, we achieved significant progress, particularly in securing the exclusion of pilotage and 
mooring services from the scope of the directive. 
 
Having been unable to achieve the same success on cargo-handling, a service provided by dockers, by the time the second 
reading came round on 11 March 2003, we voted against a draft that is an integral part of the policy of relentlessly 
liberalising all modes of transport in Europe. 
 
Today, the draft on which we are called to pass judgment, in the form of the joint text resulting from the conciliation 
procedure between Parliament and the Commission, represents a very distinct regression on all the points we fought to 
improve. 
 
As it stands, this text is unacceptable. 
 
(Explanation of vote abbreviated in accordance with Article 137(1) of the Rules of Procedure)  

4-072 

Figueiredo (GEU/NGL), in writing. – (PT). We welcome the rejection of the directive on ports. This result concludes an 
intense fight by unions in the sector – which had our support and that of our political group – as could be seen from the 
enormous demonstrations in front of the European Parliament in March of this year and in Barcelona and Rotterdam, in 
September, or even this week, with a petition containing over 16 000 workers’ signatures, in addition to the strikes, 
demonstrations and other actions. All of the sector’s unions opposed both this directive and the agreement reached at the 
conciliation meeting between the Council and Parliament, which has now been rejected. 
 
This was a further piece of the overall package contained in the so-called ‘Lisbon Strategy’, which seeks to speed up the 
process of liberalizations and of opening up the markets in various sectors, from postal services to port services. This 
constitutes not only a swingeing attack on the public sector, but also calls into question the very concept of public service. 
The agreement that has just been rejected would, by introducing the principle of self-handling, promote social dumping 
and the gradual erosion of the salary and working conditions of the cargo handlers. The agreement failed to acknowledge 
the public service nature of port services, and left everything to be determined by the law of the market and by the primacy 
of competition. It did not even accept the system of prior authorisation for service providers.  

4-073 

Lang (NI), in writing. – (FR) For months Brussels and the governments have been indifferent to the fate of the employees 
of European port services, particularly the cargo handlers in French ports. 
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It is the latter, first and foremost, who will pay the high price for this miserable ultraliberal, antinational and antisocial 
offensive that has been launched against an unjustly stigmatised trade. The supposed ‘guarantees’ that have been 
introduced to restrict the right of carriers to handle their own cargo do not fool anyone; this provision, desired and 
prepared by the powerful shipping lobby, is designed to ensure the imminent disappearance of cargo handlers from 
European ports. 
 
More precisely, the directive that has happily been rejected today would have opened the door wide to mass recruitment of 
foreign workers from third countries, an influx of cheap labour intended to replace the men and women whose 
professionalism and devotion to duty guarantee the competitiveness of our ports. 
 
With the complicity of increasingly antinationalist governments, and especially the French authorities, Brussels is brutally 
imposing its Euro-globalist ideology of open markets, along with its corollary, preferential employment of foreign labour. 
 
Anxious to defend the interests of French workers above anything else, the Front National vehemently reiterates its 
opposition to this scandalous piece of draft legislation. 
 
This is why the Members from the Front National have voted against the Jarzembowski report.  

4-074 

Martinez (NI), in writing. – (FR) The European Commission is pursuing its efforts to construct an area of unbridled 
global free trade in which the workers of the South, with no competitive advantage but their poverty, are used as a weapon 
against the workers of the northern hemisphere. 
 
This regression strategy, which has already hit the men and women who work in our textile, leather, steel, coal and 
electronics industries, not to mention our rural populations, is now being applied to the service sector – all in the name of 
ultraliberal globalism. This is why Brussels has targeted port services, cargo-handling, pilots and dockers. Disregarding the 
need for safety and prepared to dismantle the social progress achieved through a century of struggles, the ideologists of 
Euro-federalism and the Talibans of free trade want to man their merchant vessels, many of them sailing under flags of 
convenience, with immigrant labour from Asia and the developing world that will undertake all the work and services 
currently performed by French workers in ports from Sète to Bordeaux, from Marseilles to Dunkirk, Le Havre or Anvers. 
 
And so I, who represent the town of Sète in the European Parliament, and the movement led by Jean-Marie Le Pen say no 
to this policy of the slave shippers of global free trade, which is the scourge of nations.  

4-075 

Ribeiro e Castro (UEN), in writing. � (PT). I welcome the outcome achieved in conciliation and declared my favourable 
vote in writing. 
 
Throughout this complex process, the text has changed considerably, from one that was very negative on crucial aspects to 
one that provides balanced solutions that would lead to clearer and more transparent rules on access to the port services 
market. For those who want to access this market, of course. 
 
The controversial ‘self-handling’ would be restricted to being undertaken only by the ship’s own crew and in coordination 
with the competent port operator. In the case of pilotage, the Member States would be given the necessary leeway for 
granting the necessary authorisation for tough rules and qualifications. Finally, the broad framework of the principle of 
subsidiarity would be respected. Every single port or port facility would be obliged to provide information on its own 
financial relations, thereby avoiding distortions of competition. 
 
I therefore believe that this was a positive outcome – of course the outcome that was possible, given the make-up of the 
interests in question and of the controversy the issue has stirred up. 
 
I regret that conciliation has been rejected by a slim majority. I am afraid that we will return to the worst stage of this 
process, delaying port development for years. I am also surprised that, in the final vote, more than a dozen voting machines 
– all belonging to Members who were voting in favour – stopped working for some strange reason and that, despite their 
immediate complaints, the President did not restart the vote.  

4-076 

Souchet (NI), in writing. – (FR) The Members from the Mouvement Pour la France approve the aim of transparency with 
regard to access to port services. The companies operating in the domain of port services must enjoy full equality of 
treatment. 
 
Nevertheless, we remain deeply attached to the safety of our ports. In the absence of sufficiently strict rules and 
sufficiently rigorous selection criteria, a number of operations where safety is of the essence, particularly in the realms of 
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cargo-handling and pilotage, could be entrusted by rather unscrupulous ship owners to badly trained and underpaid crew 
members, which would turn our ports into veritable ports of convenience. 
 
Because of our fierce opposition to this aberration, we have voted against the measures proposed by the Conciliation 
Committee, which are liable to encourage disruption in those services with a direct bearing on the safety of our ports. In 
particular, we believe that pilotage constitutes a public service whose function is to guarantee maritime safety and is not 
therefore one of the activities whose purpose is the organisation of services with commercial value. 
 
Barely a year after the wreck of the Prestige, we strongly condemn the common attitude of the Commission, Parliament 
and the Council, which is paving the way for a misguided relaxation of the risk-management effort in our ports.  

4-077 

Vachetta (GUE/NGL), in writing. – (FR) By a majority of 229 votes to 209, we have rejected the Jarzembowski report. 
Had we approved it, we should have run the risk of seeing disasters like those involving the Erika, the Tricolor or the 
Prestige, which have hitherto occurred exclusively in offshore waters, starting to happen within the confines of our 
European ports. I welcome the rejection of this directive. 
 
In practice, it would have achieved nothing more or less than a proliferation of ports of convenience and widespread social 
dumping, to the detriment of safety, the workforce and the environment. It would have authorised shippers to use 
inexperienced, untrained and temporary labour to handle their own cargo. It would have undermined the terms of 
employment of port employees, especially of dockers. The same applies to employees in other trades, such as pilots, tug 
masters and inshore pilots, the quality and independence of whose services were jeopardised by the draft directive. The 
dockers had put us on guard against the dangers of this directive with a wave of Europe-wide strikes. Within a single 
week, more than 20 000 signatures were collected on a European petition against the liberalisation of port services, 
reflecting the anxiety of everyone in the sector. It is up to us politicians to continue listening to these professionals and to 
develop public port services on a European scale, which are the only possible guarantor of safety, legality, continuity and 
quality, of the preservation of past achievements in the field of social welfare and of respect for the environment. Let us 
hope that this defeat for the advocates of liberalism will be decisive and not merely a temporary respite.  

4-078 

Vlasto (PPE-DE), in writing. – (FR) Yes to liberalisation, but on the right terms. 
 
I am in favour of opening port services to competition, subject to conditions, which ensure satisfactory safety standards. 
 
I chose to abstain on the compromise that emerged from the conciliation procedure, because the result of the 
interinstitutional negotiations fail to reflect the work that has been done over a period of more than two years. Had the text 
been approved as it now stands, port services would have been opened to competition on terms which were far removed 
from the reality of seaport operations and, more seriously, which were detrimental to maritime safety. 
 
On the issue of self-handling, there should have been a provision designed to guarantee that each of the handling services 
would be performed by suitably qualified staff, but the draft in its present form contains no such provision. 
 
I am in favour of gradual opening of port services to competition, and I am convinced of its beneficial economic effects, 
but all these things have to be properly prepared. As the elected representative of a coastal city, I do not consider that the 
proposed directive was worded in such a way that it corresponded to the actual situation on the ground. This radical 
change in the life of seaports has to be prepared differently. Ideally, each port service should be the subject of a specific 
instrument rather than being crammed into an ‘all-inclusive’ package like this latest proposal. I hope that the 
Commission’s future proposals will be based on this different approach.  

4-079 

- Kratsa-Tsagaropoulou report (A5-0396/2003)  

4-080 

Kratsa-Τsagaropoulou (PPE-DE). – (EL) Mr President, I wanted to mention that the majority of my political group 
abstained or voted against the report, because the final result was not what we wished for as the continuation of efforts 
towards a Community action plan for women's organisations in the field of equality. 
 
The proposal which came from plenary was not what we wanted. We want there to be equal distribution and equal rights 
between women's organisations. We recognise that the role and the work of the European Women's Lobby need to be 
safeguarded but, at the same time, other organisations also need to be given the opportunity to have a viable action 
programme. This did not come out of Parliament's proposal; on the contrary, Parliament maintains that there must be 
discriminatory treatment between organisations and that organisations which do not belong to the European Women's 
Lobby should be in a ‘second category’. 
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That is not our proposal, which is why we did not accept the final result. We consider that this programme is an 
opportunity to show that we believe in pluralism and in the variety of aims and concerns of women's organisations and to 
give them the opportunity, on a basis of equality and non-discrimination, to express their richness. We believe that it 
constitutes a basic support for our democracy and our political group will continue to work in this direction.  

4-081 

Arvidsson, Cederschiöld, Grönfeldt Bergman, Stenmarck and Wachtmeister (PPE-DE), in writing. � (SV) The 
principle of subsidiarity is important to us. We want to see a limited and efficient EU dealing with cross-border problems. 
To the extent that equality is a political issue, we believe that it is an area of responsibility for the Member States. 
Consequently, we do not want the EU to use its budget for distributing funds to organisations concerned with gender 
equality. 
 
We have therefore abstained from voting on this matter.  

4-082 

Marques (PPE-DE), in writing. � (PT) I congratulate Mrs Kratsa-Tsagaropoulou on her excellent report on the proposal 
for a decision of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing a Community action programme to promote 
organisations active at European level in the field of equality between men and women, which I fully support, in particular 
as regards the need for this programme to ensure that the various women’s organisations undertake high-quality actions 
that are extended for as long as it takes for them to achieve their aim. 
 
I also wish to emphasise that implementing this programme must not lead to cuts in other programmes or funds that 
implement annual priority issues set by the Union in this field, such as wage equality, participation in decision-making and 
reconciling working life with family life.  

4-083 

Ribeiro e Castro (UEN), in writing. � (PT) I voted in favour of the rapporteur’s amendments geared towards significantly 
improving the Commission text. 
 
I condemn the existence of mechanisms attributing uniqueness, which create situations of privilege and of discrimination 
that breach fundamental rights themselves, specifically those enshrined in the Charter on Fundamental Rights, since these 
mechanisms impose conditions on or even run counter to the basic principles of social structures. This fact has been 
referred to by various women’s organisations working in this field at European level and who feel discriminated against. In 
particular, I would highlight Amendment 4, in the hope that the final text of the decision will move broadly in this 
direction. All the rules that give the European Women’s Lobby an advantage over other organisations are politically 
iniquitous and legally questionable. I agree in particular with Mrs Lulling’s speech in the debate. I am all in favour of 
women’s organisations receiving funding, but as in all other sectors, we must guarantee and promote the plurality of 
specific interests and of a specific vision for women. 
 
In light of the votes in the specialised committee, I felt bound to vote against the report in the overall vote and will wait for 
the second reading.  

4-084 

Sacrédeus (PPE-DE), in writing. � (SV) I voted against the report as a whole and thus supported the rapporteur from the 
Group of the European People’s Party (Christian Democrats) and European Democrats, Mrs Kratsa-Tsagaropoulou. There 
is still unfair treatment when it comes to distributing financial aid between those organisations that are part of the 
European Women’s Lobby and those that have chosen not to join this umbrella organisation. 
 
Even though, thanks to action by the Christian Democrats, the monopoly situation no longer exists, the European 
Parliament and the Commission want to continue to discriminate against women’s organisations outside the European 
Women’s Lobby by imposing special application requirements and by only approving such activities as are carried out by 
organisations that combat the abuse of women. 
 
I find that unjust and difficult to understand, and I recommend fair and equal treatment.  

4-085 

- Swoboda report (A5-0390/2003)  

4-086 

Ribeiro e Castro (UEN), in writing. � (PT). Like the rapporteur, I believe that transferring the financing of the 
administrative costs related to the activity of the Special Coordinator for South-East Europe and the corresponding office 
to the first pillar of the Union's activity should be done with ‘respect …[for] the competence of each Institution and should 
facilitate reinforcing the political accompaniment and monitoring of the Stability Pact's activity by the European Union 
institutions, in order to ensure that it will be complementary with the Stabilisation and Association Process.’ 
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In this context and given the importance of the task, I support the proposal that the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Human 
Rights, Common Security and Defence Policy should have the opportunity to hold a hearing for the person nominated by 
the Commission and have the option of ratifying or rejecting this nomination. 
 
The aim of the amendments proposed is consequently to ensure the participation of the European Parliament in this 
decision-making process for nominating a Special Coordinator and to establish a deadline for the duration of the term of 
office of the appointee. 
 
I am interested in the rapporteur’s proposal that the ‘Stability Pact for South-East Europe’ could become a permanent task 
for the European Union, with the ensuing creation of new, permanent administrative structures, although the adequacy, 
proportionality and feasibility of this proposal will need to be evaluated in light of the stated aims. 
 
I voted in favour.  

4-087 

- Sacrédeus report (A5-0384/2003)  

4-088 

Arvidsson, Cederschiöld, Grönfeldt Bergman, Stenmarck and Wachtmeister (PPE-DE), in writing. � (SV) We in the 
Moderate Party have always been of the view that non-profit-making organisations are more efficient than state 
organisations at the job of combating destitution and hardship in the non-industrialised world. Earmarked funds are, as a 
rule, made better use of through such arrangements. 
 
The same reasoning naturally applies also to the EU’s development work and reciprocal cooperation with developing 
countries. We have therefore voted in favour of the report. Organisations receiving EU aid must nonetheless be selected 
objectively and without bias.  

4-089 

Ribeiro e Castro (UEN), in writing. � (PT). I voted in favour of the report because I believe that the amendments tabled 
by the rapporteur improve the wording of the Commission proposal, by introducing criteria that are feasible, rational and, 
at the same time, humane. Although, on the one hand, there is an attempt to avoid the duplication of spending and to 
improve the coordination of activities in order to prevent wasted efforts and expenditure, on the other, the report takes 
particular care to ensure that the dignity of the human person – something that is so neglected in the least-developed 
regions – is given the respect it deserves, as well as reciprocal knowledge and understanding, factors that should govern all 
Union policies towards third peoples and States. 
 
I agree with the rapporteur’s statement that dialogue between cultures and civilisations now, more than ever, has a crucial 
role to play in ensuring peace and stability in the world. The same applies to universal respect for human rights. 
 
I would emphasise the programme’s geographical coverage, because this should facilitate closer dialogue with the 
countries of Africa and Latin America (the ALA countries), the countries of the euro-Mediterranean partnership (MEDA 
countries), the countries of the former USSR (TACIS countries), the countries of the former Yugoslavia (CARDS 
countries) and the candidate countries.  

4-090 

- Rühle report (A5-0368/2003)  

4-091 

Arvidsson, Cederschiöld, Grönfeldt Bergman, Stenmarck and Wachtmeister (PPE-DE), in writing. � (SV) The big 
challenge now faced by the EU is to bring about national understanding for cross-border measures and European 
cooperation, arising from the insight that a national perspective is not enough where every issue is concerned. There must 
be an integrated approach to the European issue, taking place at European level and within the national parties and civil 
society, and the issue must, above all, be a part of the political consciousness of Europeans. If people’s perception is that 
politicians and administrators are producing propaganda-style material, this may damage the European idea. 
Understanding should instead be brought about in relation to those issues that people confront in their everyday lives and 
that they see as being impossible to resolve on the basis of a national perspective. There is also always a risk of 
arbitrariness in determining and distributing this type of public aid. We therefore choose to abstain from voting on this 
matter.  

4-092 

Marques (PPE-DE), in writing. � (PT). I congratulate Mrs Rühle on the report she has drawn up on a proposal for a 
Council decision establishing a Community action programme to promote active Community citizenship, to which I give 
my vote, in particular because of the need to support organisations working in the field of promoting active European 
citizenship. 
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I also wish to emphasise that it is not enough to develop the concept of citizenship from a legal point of view in order to 
exercise the rights permitted by the Community acquis. The citizens must be involved in developing the European project 
and must be brought closer to the European reality. Attaining this objective will specifically require fully and effectively 
disseminating the Union’s values and objectives, using the media for example and involving the Community’s citizens in 
discussions and debates on European integration, relying on the multiplier effect of passing on their views. 
 
I would also like to emphasise that promoting active citizenship must be undertaken for all of the Union’s citizens, by no 
means overlooking those who live in regions that are far from the centre of Europe, particularly the citizens of the 
outermost regions.  

4-093 

Ribeiro e Castro (UEN), in writing. – (PT). I supported this report, although I feel that the problem often lies elsewhere 
and is basically of a more general political nature. 
 
I already made some observations on the technical aspects in my speech during the debate in plenary. I do, however, wish 
to criticise the blatant favouritism in the process of identifying organisations to benefit from generous Community 
financial support, which apart from being discriminatory and contrary to a proper understanding of fundamental rights, is 
totally counterproductive. Such an approach alienates the citizens and increases their suspicion instead of bringing them 
closer. The scant interest on the part of European citizens in European issues clearly reveals the urgent need to adapt some 
variables and to revise fundamental policies and attitudes.  

4-094 

Vairinhos (PSE), in writing. – (PT). The concept of ‘European citizenship’ must not be an exclusively legal argument. 
Dialogue between the citizens and the European institutions must be enhanced and the intermediate structures linking 
citizens with the European Union and its institutions - ‘the media, national parliaments’, etc... must be strengthened. To 
this end I would emphasise the need to continue to support town-‘twinning’ schemes between the various peoples of the 
Union given the important role that these have in promoting civic identity and mutual understanding between the peoples 
of Europe. It is important to ensure that adequate and sustainable funding is provided to support twinning.  

4-095 

- Frahm report (A5-0372/2003)  

4-096 

Ribeiro e Castro (UEN), in writing. – (PT). As I have said on so many other occasions, I support measures that make an 
effective and active contribution to raising environmental quality standards. This proposal seeks to protect human health 
and the environment from persistent organic pollutants (POPs), which are chemical substances that remain in the 
environment, accumulate in living organisms through the trophic network – a complex networked interaction of the food 
chains – and therefore risk having harmful and particularly prolonged effects on human health and the environment. These 
pollutants are transported far from their source, cross international borders and can even affect regions in which they have 
never been used or produced. 
 
These proposals address the integration of these two international agreements into the Community legal framework. As 
regards the Stockholm Convention, on the basis of its signing by the European Union and all its Member States on 22 May 
2001. 
 
This warrants my full support.  

4-097 

- Financial provisions in the draft Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe (B5-0482/2003)  

4-098 

Corbett (PSE). – Mr President, on behalf of my Group, I would like to underline that we support this resolution very 
strongly. At the Intergovernmental Conference, different governments have already tabled many amendments to the draft 
Constitution. This is already creating the danger that the draft Constitution will unravel as different bits are taken away by 
different governments objecting to different points. 
 
On top of that, sectoral councils � different Council formations with different sectoral ministers � are suddenly coming in 
with new proposals half-way through an IGC. These proposals focus on the particular sectors of the ministers involved, 
and do not take an overall view. This, for the first time, suggests that the budgetary powers of this Parliament should be 
reduced in comparison with their current status. We consider this to be an alarming and unacceptable way of proceeding. 
These positions were not staked out by any single government either at the beginning or end of the Convention, or at the 
beginning of the IGC. To have sectoral ministers suddenly, in the middle of the IGC, coming up with new points that were 
not even listed by their own governments as issues for discussion in the IGC represents a new threat and a new danger. 
That is why my Group as a whole vigorously supported the resolution that we have just adopted.  

4-099 
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Berthu (NI), in writing. – (FR) The European Parliament is furious about the initiative taken by the national ministers of 
finance, who have asked the Intergovernmental Conference to undertake a radical revision of the budgetary provisions of 
the draft European Constitution. According to Parliament, the ministers want to diminish its powers and restore those of 
the Member States. 
 
In fact, there is more reason to be furious about the draft produced by the Convention, which managed, under the tutelage 
of the European institutions, to enshrine a huge increase in the budgetary powers of the European Parliament in its articles 
on the finances of the Union, giving it the same powers as a national parliament, with the exception of the power to levy 
taxes; moreover, it charged the Council to legislate on the ‘modalities’ relating to the Union's own resources, thereby 
leaving the door ajar for further developments in the direction of tax-raising powers. 
 
To the extent that the Union is funded by its Member States – an excellent rule – it is only right and proper that they 
should have the last word on the budget, or at least on the multi-annual financial framework. If this were not so, the 
European Parliament would be free to vote for expenditure matching its inflated perception of its own powers. 
 
We therefore consider the finance ministers’ initiative to be justified, and so we refused to vote for the resolution of the 
European Parliament.  

4-100 

Evans, Jonathan and Stenmarck (PPE-DE), in writing. � Conservative MEPs and MEPs from the Moderate Party 
believe that the financial perspective should be decided upon by Member States in unanimity and that the European 
Parliament should not be involved in this process. 
 
However, once the financial perspective has been fixed, we believe that the European Parliament and the Council should 
have an equal say in deciding how the money should be spent.  

4-101 

Figueiredo (GEU/NGL), in writing. � (PT). We have rejected this attempt to impose a pseudo-constitutional process to 
legitimise the Convention document and we disagree with the support expressed for the financial provisions it establishes. 
These provisions seek to achieve a major change as regards substance in relation to the existing Treaty, by including the 
financial perspective and the budgetary discharge in the so-called ‘Constitution’. In other words, they wish to transform 
the current interinstitutional agreement and to ‘constitutionalise’ the financial perspective, erecting a more substantial 
barrier, not only to its revision or modification, but also making approval of the annual budget dependent on the upper 
limit of the financial perspective, as stated clearly in the reading of Article 52(5) and Article 54(3) and of the provisions of 
Article III-308. 
 
We have always argued for financial perspectives that safeguard the principle of economic and social cohesion in an 
enlarged EU and we must not forget that today’s budget is the lowest since 1987, in relative terms, in other words, less 
than 1% of Community GNI, which makes a revision of the financial perspectives necessary. 
 
As to the amendment relating to the referendum on the results of the IGC, I wish to say that our vote in favour of the 
referendum is unambiguous and makes it clear that we are against a European referendum or a referendum on the same 
day as the European elections and that we demand that the constitutional rules of the Member States be respected.  

4-102 

- Euromed (B5-0471/2003)  

4-103 

Alyssandrakis (GUE/NGL), in writing. – (EL) EU policy towards the other countries of the Mediterranean is becoming 
more and more aggressive. Its basic objective is to turn these countries into its satellites, penetrate their markets and 
exploit their people and wealth. 
 
To be specific, the ΕU is calling for alignment on issues of 'terrorism', judicial and police cooperation, even participation 
in its actions within the framework of foreign policy and defence policy, offering training for the necessary political and 
military staff. At the same time, it is demanding privatisation and liberalisation, even in the service sector, while promising 
investments solely in the private sector. As if that were not enough, it is trying to force through immigrant expulsion 
agreements. 
 
Under these circumstances, talk of dialogue between civilisations sounds ridiculous and we wonder what purpose the 
proposed parliamentary conference will serve. 
 
The European Parliament resolution sticks to this line and, while giving lessons about human rights, says not a word about 
their flagrant violation in Turkey or about the occupation of Cyprus, while Palestine is dealt with in the usual way of 
sitting on the fence between sacrificer and victim. It is more than clear that the development of the Mediterranean will not 
come about through cooperation with the ΕU. 
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That is why the MEPs of the Communist Party of Greece voted against the resolution.  

4-104 

Bordes, Cauquil and Laguiller (GUE/NGL), in writing. – (FR) The issue here is the revival of the Euro-Mediterranean 
partnership. The people who live around the Mediterranean have needed no vote by a European Parliament to establish 
relations among each other, as they have done since time immemorial. For thousands of years, the Mediterranean has not 
been an obstacle, but a link between peoples. 
 
It is significant, however, that in this, the twenty-first century, where the means exist whereby humanity may form one 
united and fraternal community, society is going backwards. Now that the Mediterranean is no longer a physical obstacle 
as such, thanks to modern transport facilities, it is being surrounded by legal and material barbed wire. Those who live in 
the southern Mediterranean, in Morocco, governed by ‘our friend, the King’, in Algeria, governed by the dual dictatorship 
of the military and Islamic fundamentalists, in Tunisia, which only French diplomats consider to be democratic, find it 
increasingly difficult simply to come to France despite the fact that there are a thousand links between these peoples of the 
southern and northern Mediterranean. 
 
Therefore, if we want to talk about a ‘Euro-Mediterranean partnership’, the least we can do is to allow those from the 
Maghreb who live in France to live there with dignity, as human beings in the twenty-first century, whether they are there 
legally or illegally. They should be granted all civil rights, in particular the right to vote and the right to move freely 
throughout the European Union. 
 
Rather than opening the borders between EU countries slightly only to close them even tighter on the outside, Europe must 
be an open Europe that shares its resources with the peoples of these countries, which it pillaged, colonised and exploited 
for so long.  

4-105 

Figueiredo (GEU/NGL), in writing. – (PT). The resolution contains points with which I agree, specifically the aim of 
establishing ‘genuinely equitable cooperation’ in the Mediterranean, support for ‘those Israelis and Palestinians who are 
working for a fair and equitable settlement to the conflict’, ‘opposition to the practice of the death penalty’ and 
establishing a moratorium or the active commitment of the EU to ‘settling the conflict in the Western Sahara’. 
 
I must emphasise, however, that, amongst other aspects: 
 
- the resolution advocates a ‘policy of economic openness and of internal liberalisation in third countries’ and urges 
‘extending the processes of South-South cooperation as the sole means of achieving a genuine free trade area’, which is the 
real dogma of neoliberal capitalism; 
 
- it defends the EU’s current repressive policy on immigration, when it suggests as a priority measure ‘stepping up efforts 
for readmission to countries of origin and of transit’, and rejects amendments tabled by my group condemning the recent 
creation of ‘European charters’ for expelling foreigners. Let us remember that such action is prohibited under the European 
Convention of Human Rights; 
 
- the resolution does not criticise the Israeli Government’s policy of occupying Palestine and of repressing the Palestinian 
people. 
 
Hence my vote against.  

4-106 

Queiró (UEN), in writing. � (PT). I voted in favour of the resolution on EUROMED, because I believe we should also 
look to the South, where the Mediterranean, North Africa, and the Middle East are of the utmost importance to the 
European Union and not only for reasons of geography. Our political and strategic partnership must, therefore, definitely 
go beyond the economic and financial level and attempt to bridge the gulf that exists between current living standards in 
the various parts of the Mediterranean. 
 
Contributing to the privatisation of economies, to support for small and medium-sized businesses that create employment, 
which help to stabilise immigration in the countries of origin, and contributing to eliminating illiteracy, accepting 
education as one of the most important factors for development, and increasing cooperation in the field of justice, the fight 
against drugs, organised crime and terrorism, constitute key priorities that add to the dialogue between cultures and 
civilizations. 
 
Much, therefore, remains to be done, starting with the institutionalisation of the Euro-Mediterranean parliamentary 
assembly. I hope, then, that the Naples Ministerial Conference is a success.  

4-107 



38  20/11/2003 

- EU/Russia Summit (B5-0479/2003)  

4-108 

Bordes, Cauquil and Laguiller (GUE/NGL), in writing. – (FR) This joint motion for a resolution contains both good and 
bad. There are some protests against the war that Putin is leading in Chechnya but also self-congratulations on the progress 
made in the area of police cooperation, not to mention the hope that ‘the progress made in Russia to create a positive 
environment for the development of trade and investment by Russian and foreign companies’ will continue. 
 
We voted in favour of the amendments that protest against the war in Chechnya and abstained on the remainder of the 
resolution. 
 
It should be remembered that while the European Parliament is getting ready to speak out against ‘the human rights 
violations in Chechnya’, the European Heads of State, from Berlusconi to Chirac, are falling over each other to play host 
to Putin. It is true that ‘birds of a feather stick together’ and that the major Western states have as many and more wars of 
oppression to their name as Russia.  

4-109 

Queiró (UEN), in writing. - (PT). Russia is undoubtedly a country of considerable strategic importance, not only in terms 
of developing democratic values, but also of enhancing the Common European Economic Area. We must not, however, 
allow our view of Russia as a partner or even an ally to prevent us from genuinely addressing any potential problems there. 
Without wishing for a moment to challenge Russia’s territorial integrity or sovereignty, the fact is that there are some 
issues to which we cannot simply turn a blind eye. Our concern at the current crisis in Chechnya, with the steady stream of 
reports of serious human rights breaches, obliges us to keep this as a special item on the European agenda and to ask the 
Russian authorities to reopen negotiations with all the parties involved, in order to reach a political solution to the conflict. 
Although this issue was not covered by the conclusions of the latest EU-Russia Summit, its inclusion in the European 
Parliament motion for a resolution determined my vote in favour, because the paragraph criticising the Italian presidency, 
which could have turned my final vote the other way, was voted on separately, and I was therefore able to express my 
opposition to it.  

4-110 

- Napoletano report (A5-0378/2003)  

4-111 

Patakis (GUE/NGL), in writing. – (EL) The Commission communication and the Napoletano report follow on from and 
specify the Solana doctrine presented at the Thessaloniki summit setting the priorities for the Union's foreign policy. 
 
Following enlargement, within the framework of competition with the USA to divide up the planet, the ΕU is seeking to 
control its new eastern and southern neighbours. The texts impudently talk about creating a 'circle of cooperation' at a time 
when they contain direct or indirect coercion and the stick follows the carrot. For example, for the areas of Transnistria and 
Moldova, which are seen as sources of instability, ideas are being examined to send even military forces, while in the 
Ukraine, the carrot of aspiration to join the European Union is offered in order to stop it joining the ΚΕΚ. 
 
The prospect of creating a Free Trade Area is also offered, provided that they liberalise their markets and join the EU 
single market, in other words once the western European monopolies have been allowed to penetrate and plunder their 
economies. 
 
As far as border security is concerned, the position of the ΕU can be summarised as follows: electrified fences for 
immigrants and 'terrorists', open doors to trade. 
 
We are voting against the report, because it endorses the strengthening of the European Union's political and military 
interventionism, militates against the right of every people to choose their own path to social and economic development 
and adds new threats to peace.  

4-112 

Queiró (UEN), in writing. � (PT) With the forthcoming enlargement, the future Member States of the European Union 
will come into contact with countries which, whilst sharing various strategies and partnerships with the EU, do not have 
any institutional link of a Community nature with the Union. This being the case, the stability and security of the entire 
European continent depends on better relations being developed between all its States: those of the European Union and its 
new neighbours on the one hand, and between these new neighbours, on the other. A policy of mutual good neighbourly 
relations is therefore not just desirable – it is crucial. 
 
Since there are no plans in the foreseeable future for further enlargements, despite the high expectations of many of the 
new neighbouring countries, and since enlargement is a politically distinct process, the aim must be to create an inclusive 
strategy for relations with the States neighbouring the enlarged Union which does not yet have an appropriate framework 
and it is consequently this framework that we are now addressing. As the rapporteur explained, the aim is to move beyond 
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the approach of bilateral relations between the European Union and each of the countries in question, by promoting 
relations with all these countries as a whole, and at the same time by encouraging all of these countries to develop 
balanced and mutually beneficial relations amongst themselves. 
 
Consequently, I voted in favour of the report.  

4-113 

Ribeiro e Castro (UEN), in writing. (PT). � For many years, Europe has promoted itself as a melting pot of many 
different cultures, whose constant intermeshing has had an impact throughout the world. Europe has grown, developed and 
finally united as a result of its fruitful relations with peoples and cultures from all over the world, starting, of course, with 
its closest neighbours. I therefore believe this communication by the European Commission to be of the utmost 
importance, because it is proof of the historic task and duty being fulfilled and I am very pleased to see this. 
 
I agree with the idea of creating areas of cooperation, as proposed in the report, that include policies devoted to human 
rights, democracy, civil society, education, research, culture, the movement of persons, judicial cooperation, the fight 
against terrorism, conflict prevention, the movement of goods, services and capital, employment, infrastructures and 
information and communication networks. The general conditions must therefore be established to enable us gradually to 
share common values and principles and, of course, well-being and progress with all the countries involved. 
 
I therefore voted in favour.  
  

4-114 

Sacrédeus (PPE-DE), in writing. � (SV) I am delighted that the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Human Rights, Common 
Security and Defence Policy, and now Parliament as a whole, has adopted paragraph 15 with its positive wording 
concerning European states’, especially Ukraine’s, future opportunities to become members of the EU. Originally, that was 
an amendment I tabled in the committee. 
 
I also welcome the fact that Parliament approved my Amendment 21, supported by the Group of the European People’s 
Party (Christian Democrats) and European Democrats in its entirety and clearly condemning those ‘who use violence in 
the name of religion’. 
 
It is especially important to issue such repudiations in these times of Islamicist terrorist attacks such as those as recent as 
today’s attack on the British Consulate in Istanbul and the attack at the weekend on two Jewish synagogues in the same 
town.  

4-115 

Schleicher (PPE-DE), in writing. � (DE) In good time, the Commission has submitted its communication on ‘Wider 
Europe’ and clarified how it might shape its relations with its ‘New Neighbours’ following enlargement in 2004. It is 
regrettable that the region of the Southern Caucasus is not included in it, even though we will have immediate external 
borders with it when Romania accedes to membership. 
 
It is not only from televised images of the post-election demonstrations in Georgia or the confusion in Azerbaijan, also 
following elections, that we know how explosive the situation in these countries is. When, too, the European Commission 
constantly stresses that Europe has more of a presence in these countries, is exerting greater influence and providing more 
financial support than is generally known, it is all the more surprising that this region is not even mentioned once in such 
an important document on the European Union’s future relations with its eastern neighbours. 
 
I am, then, all the more grateful to the rapporteur, Mrs Napoletano, and to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Human 
Rights, Common Security and Defence Policy, for remedying these defects and, in their excellent report, making explicit 
reference to the Southern Caucasus region. I very much hope that the Commission will take Parliament’s demands 
seriously.  

4-116 

- Queiró report (A5-0370/2003)  

4-117 

McKenna (Verts/ALE). – Mr President, my Group voted against this report because we feel that this issue has been 
pushed and promoted by the arms industry. The rapporteur took offence at my saying this, but in reality you only have to 
look at the report and the conclusions of the Thessaloniki summit to see that it is clearly the arms industry in Europe who 
is setting the agenda and that everyone else is following. This is all about creating a European arms industry that can 
compete at an international level. It is about channelling our precious resources for research into producing weapons that 
are going to cause conflict in other parts of the world. 
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The European Union space policy, for example, is heavily oriented towards security and defence applications such as 
signals. It is quite clear right down the line, that this is basically about promoting and supporting the arms industry. The 
CEO of the second largest aerospace and defence company in the world � EADS � has actually bemoaned the fact that the 
US already invests six times more than Europe in armaments research and that while the research budgets in the US 
continue to rise, those in Europe stagnate. That is something to be welcomed rather than criticised. We should be 
channelling our resources into something of greater benefit to mankind. 
 
He goes on to say that our defence industry is already at a serious competitive disadvantage, but the time has come for that 
industry to realise that it should move away from producing weapons that cause havoc around the world and start to 
produce something that will contribute to the betterment of society rather than to its destruction. 
 
Anyone who challenges my claim that this is basically aimed at the vested interests of the arms industry only has to look at 
what we voted on today and what the Council decided. There is absolutely no argument here. It is quite clear that this is at 
the behest of the arms industry. It is also quite clear from the rapporteur's report that this is the case. It is unacceptable. We 
believe that this is an incorrect use of resources.  

4-118 

Alyssandrakis (GUE/NGL), in writing. – (EL) The report which we have examined is a monument to warmongering 
rhetoric which reveals the real intentions of the ΕU to share the role of global policeman with the USA, while at the same 
time donating billions to the military/industrial complex. 
 
The text, without any trace of shame, laments the reduction in military orders after the end of the cold war. It is concerned 
about the 'failure of several Member States to spend more on defence', which 'may jeopardise the cohesion of ΝΑΤΟ', 
which 'remains not only a fundamental guarantee for the stability and security of the Euro-Atlantic area, but also an 
essential framework for developing joint operations'. It therefore calls for the development of a 'European defence 
equipment industry which is competitive and viable' in keeping with the decision taken at the Thessaloniki Council, the 
Solana letter and the European constitution, which obliges everyone to improve their military capabilities. 
 
Let this decision be the EC's answer to all those who deceive the world by saying that the ΕU is the guardian of world 
peace and that the objective of the common defence policy is to safeguard security. For them peace means war and 
security means repression. 
 
Needless to add that the MEPs of the Communist Party of Greece condemn the warmongers and voted against the report.  

4-119 

Coelho (PPE-DE), in writing. � (PT). I support the report drawn up by my fellow countryman and friend Luís Queiró, 
because I agree with the need to adopt measures that will enable us to establish favourable conditions for developing a 
competitive and viable European defence equipment industry. 
 
Savings and added value can and must be found in the field of defence, by means of cooperation involving relations of 
‘industrial and technological interdependence’ that help to ensure that defence spending is used more effectively and that 
overlapping is avoided. It is not reasonable that the situation seen in all the Member States of the European Union should 
continue, when their defence spending amounts to 50% of what the United States invests in order to obtain the equivalent 
of only 10% of the military capacities of that country, which is an ally of ours. 
 
The inadequacy of the means harnessed by the countries of the EU as a whole is not desirable either for Europe or for our 
allies in NATO. It is worth referring, moreover, to the greater responsibilities for managing civilian and military crises that 
the EU will have under the ESDP.  

4-120 

Meijer (GUE/NGL), in writing. � (NL) The European Commission and the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Human Rights, 
Common Security and Defence Policy largely agree on a greater military role in the world for a united Europe, that is to 
say, intervention outside its own borders. That role should be backed up by a European arms industry producing 
standardised products. The Member States should spend more money on it. This report goes that little bit further again by 
calling for even deeper integration of the EU and NATO, by demanding money from the Structural Funds – which were 
intended for regional development – to fund arms programmes, and by proposing that the European arms trade no longer 
be held back by national controls. I note this with horror, partly because the envisaged combination of a strong European 
arms industry and free-market competition will result in people no longer wanting to remain dependent on European 
armies’ fluctuating need for new arms. New markets outside the EU will therefore be sought. A recent example of this is 
Belgian arms exports to Nepal, which enable the Nepalese army to commit preventive murders of poor farmers who might 
possibly at some stage be in a position to offer armed resistance. Even if employment and economy are allowed to take 
precedence over everything else, there are better ways to spend our tax revenues.  

4-121 
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Ribeiro e Castro (UEN), in writing. � (PT) I share the rapporteur’s position on Community policy in the field of defence 
equipment and congratulate him on the balance he has managed to achieve in an area of obvious importance and 
sensitivity, and which often provides the backdrop to the most deeply held differences of opinion. 
 
I believe that the approach adopted, which is one of cooperation, not of competition, between NATO and the European 
Union when it comes to their respective competences is one way of realistically and clearly viewing the common defence 
effort that, since 1949, has borne fruit. It is also a way of respecting the Member States that do not shy away from giving 
pride of place and importance to transatlantic relations and that wish to cherish the Atlantic Alliance rather than destroy it. 
 
Strengthening and streamlining the European defence equipment industry with a view to creating a competitive European 
market for defence equipment is an aim that could be justified by the need to streamline its funding, to harmonise 
regulations on equipment, to exercise political and parliamentary control and to engage in research and development, 
provided that, in practice, genuine competitiveness is maintained in the fields of defence and security and provided that we 
fight against operational centralism and industrial concentration, which would inevitably benefit the countries with the best 
defence equipment and technologies. 
 
This report consequently enables us to offer Member States a solid framework for discussion which, whilst taking account 
of the differing interests of the Member States in ESDP... 
 
(Explanation of vote abbreviated in accordance with Rule 137(1) of the Rules of Procedure)  
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Sacrédeus (PPE-DE), in writing. � (SV) The overall tenor of the Commission’s proposal is constructive. The EU must 
make a better job of coordinating the production of defence equipment between the Member States. Taxpayers would thus 
get more from their taxes. 
 
I was unable, however, to support paragraph 12, which says that ‘Community support programmes should be set up to 
review defence equipment’, and this in a context relating to the EU’s external borders. The EU is not at present a defence 
union, and it must not therefore be described as such, either. 
 
Parliament also proposes that increased orders of military equipment are needed ‘in order to ensure a safer world’. 
Certainly, international terrorism and other worldwide crime constitute an extensive threat to the Western democracies and 
to human dignity. By definition, this evil must not, however, be combated militarily in all situations, which is why I voted 
against recital G. 
 
The coordination of production and research between the EU Member States where defence equipment is concerned will 
hopefully lead to greater efficiency and better management of resources. That may in actual fact lead to the possibility of 
reducing military appropriations, without weakening military capability. Parliament’s conviction is that the appropriations 
should instead be increased.  
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Theorin (PSE), in writing. � (SV) There is a need in the EU for a certain coordination of the use of resources in the area of 
military capability, and that is a task that we support. What, however, I cannot support is increased expenditure and 
investment in the defence area. I am also opposed to the idea of Community support programmes to review defence 
equipment. That is something I do not consider falls within the EU’s area of competence. 
 
We do not believe that a common body in the defence area constitutes a problem in principle, but it presupposes that 
cooperation be engaged in at an intergovernmental level. Defence issues are, and should be, ones about which the national 
parliaments have the sole right to take decisions.  

4-124 

Vachetta (GUE/NGL), in writing. – (FR) The Queiró report defends a Europe that is totally at odds with the values I 
uphold. It ‘insists on the need for the EU to endow itself with military capabilities, so as to ensure the credibility of its 
foreign and defence policy objectives’, affirming that ‘if this project is to be successful, Member States must make a 
commitment to military expenditure over a period of time’. It ‘expresses its conviction that NATO remains not only a 
fundamental guarantee for the stability and security of the Euro-Atlantic area, but also an essential framework for 
developing joint operations’. It defends ‘the development of a European defence equipment industry which is competitive 
and viable’ and concludes that it is essential that ‘Community support programmes be set up to review defence 
equipment’. All of this is a vibrant plea for European militarism, defending the interests of arms dealers. I, myself, refuse 
to accept military competition, irrespective of the ‘bloc’ in question. I want to promote peace in the world, which leads to 
better living conditions. Those who justify the increase in defence expenditure are doing nothing to meet social needs; 
their key concern is the interests of their shareholders. That is why I voted against this report.  
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- Lagendijk report (A5-0397/2003)  
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Meijer (GUE/NGL), in writing. � (NL) In the Western Balkans, on the territory of the former Yugoslavia, there are still a 
great many unresolved problems in relations between the peoples living there. External interference in wars has 
contributed to this. Coercion by military means without power of persuasion does not provide the key to a democratic 
future. Foreign troops are still stationed in Bosnia-Herzegovina, Kosovo and the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. 
An administrative status for the Republic of Serbia in northern Bosnia, for the areas inhabited by Croats on the south-
western fringes of Bosnia, for Kosovo and for Albanian-speaking north-western Macedonia is still being put off until some 
future time. Lasting solutions that have genuine support among the inhabitants must be found, and quickly. The admission 
of areas of the Balkans to the EU while their administrative future is still contentious could potentially suck the whole of 
the EU into civil wars and their suppression. Although I do not subscribe to the approach of the rapporteur, Mr Lagendijk, 
on the military points, I believe that the strengths of his report lie in its opposition to the undermining of the International 
Criminal Court by the USA, its demands for equal rights for the Roma and its criticism of the humiliating visa regime. I 
also support his call for a speedy settlement of the permanent status of Kosovo on the basis of far-reaching autonomy or 
independence. Unlike those in my group who are abstaining on account of Kosovo, I support this report.  
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Patakis (GUE/NGL), in writing. – (EL) The ΕU, having broken up Yugoslavia together with the Americans, is rudely 
blackmailing the countries which emerged and which are absolutely dependent on foreign aid, countries of a miserable 
protectorate. While they themselves set up the politically expedient International Criminal Court for the Former 
Yugoslavia, they are demanding that the authorities in these countries play the role of law and order authority and arrest 
and hand over other 'war criminals'. The report calls for agreements not to be signed with the USA which undermine the 
International Criminal Court, when the ΕU defends broadening trans-Atlantic relations and is currently haggling with the 
USA as to how and when it will succeed them every time they withdraw a division of their forces from the Balkans in 
order to turn them against some other people. 
 
Why this continuing interest on the part of the ΕU? ‘The stabilisation and association process countries’, as they are called, 
’have become the most challenging test case for a mature and effective European common foreign and security policy’, the 
explanatory statement cynically admits. In other words, the countries of the Western Balkans are simply a test laboratory 
for the application of the CFSP. A laboratory constructed over the dead body of Yugoslavia! 
 
That is why the MEPs of the Communist Party of Greece voted against the report.  
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Ribeiro e Castro (UEN), in writing. – (PT). On 16 June 2003, the Thessaloniki European Council adopted the Agenda for 
the Western Balkans and, a few days later, the Heads of State or Government of the EU, of the future Member States and 
of the countries of the Stabilisation and Association Process (SAP) issued a Joint Declaration on prospects for the SAP and 
for the accession of these countries to the European Union. 
 
This report considers the positions expressed in these initiatives, and its key component is the prospect of the future 
accession of the countries of South East Europe. It also aims to present clear guidelines for countries participating in the 
stabilisation and association process on the best way of addressing the challenges specific to each of these countries in 
their attempts to come closer to the European Union and in the context of the negotiations they have embarked on with the 
European Institutions. 
 
At a time when criteria are being presented to these States and standards are being set, we would do well to advise the 
Member States to show the same humility and the same capacity to accept criticism about the issues they raise and to think 
carefully about them, specifically in relation to protecting human life and to conducting active policies against corruption, 
organised crime and trafficking in human beings, weapons and drugs. 
 
The process of stabilisation and association that has been proposed could constitute an ambitious accession strategy, and it 
therefore won my vote.  
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Vachetta (GUE/NGL), in writing. – (FR) The Lagendijk report supports the general direction of the Thessaloniki Joint 
Declaration of June 2003, to the effect that, ‘the preparation of the countries of South-East Europe for their future 
integration into the European structures is a major priority of the European Union.’ The Stabilisation and Association 
Process is considered to be a decisive stage in this respect. 
 
I, myself, do not have a ‘closed’ idea of European integration. We are steeped in hypocrisy here: should Bosnia-
Herzegovina ‘take responsibility for its own development and rely less on the international community’? We are waiting to 
see the results of the adverse social and institutional effects of an interminable protectorate that is producing what 
independent Bosnian researchers term a ‘dependency syndrome’. In addition, how can we talk about ‘neutrality’ while the 
EU’s economic, political and military actions have encouraged first Montenegro and then Kosovo to strive for 
independence, only to urge them subsequently to abandon the idea? The first challenge is to do away with protectorates. 
This requires a critical assessment from the European Parliament, taking account of the opinions of the societies in 
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question, of the choices and responsibilities of the EU and NATO. That is not the approach followed in this report, and for 
that reason I abstained.  

4-130 

President. � That concludes the vote. 
 
(The sitting was suspended at 1.15 p.m. and resumed at 3 p.m.)  
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IN THE CHAIR: MR VIDAL-QUADRAS ROCA 
Vice-President1 
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European networks and Info-Points 

4-133 

President. � The next item is the debate on the oral question (B5-0413/2003) by Mr Rocard, on behalf of the Committee 
on Culture, Youth, Education, the Media and Sport, on the current situation of the European networks and Info-Points.  
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Prets (PSE). – (DE) Mr President, Commissioner, our committee has put down this oral question because our members, 
the public and the staff of the European Info-Points have learned that the Commission wrote to the Info-Points in 
September 2003, informing them that, with effect from 1 January 2004, the beginning of the election year, financial 
support for these information agencies, which are of such great importance to the public, was to be curtailed. This course 
of action amounts to closing down some 270 Info-Points in the European Union, each of which receives approximately 
EUR 20 000 per annum to support them in their work, but it does not, in principle, affect other Info-Points attached to 
other, larger institutional structures such as national or regional parliaments. 
 
I would like to start by pointing out that the Commission did not think it necessary to inform Parliament about this, 
whether by writing to it or within the framework of the Interinstitutional Information Group, which, as you will be aware, 
is composed of the chairmen of Parliament’s Committees and the Commissioners responsible for information and 
communications policy. I leave it to you to judge the quality of our interinstitutional relations! In this instance, however, 
we are not dealing with a simple financial problem, such as often crops up with programmes or projects in other policy 
areas. This, on the other hand, is about a strict interpretation of the new Financial Regulation and about the serious 
consequences – for us and the Commission – resulting from such a rigorous application of this legal act. 
 
We are well aware that the new Financial Regulation that we adopted in this House, does not permit operating grants, but a 
solution must nevertheless be found to this grave problem so that the Info-Points affected can continue to work through 
2004 and can continue to inform the public about the activities of the European Union and the work that we do on a daily 
basis. 
 
The Commission should be aware that the European elections, although they are often described as a matter for 
Parliament, are not only that; they are far more a process of active public participation in which the Commission should 
also join. The Info-Points and Carrefours make a substantial contribution to the European Union’s information and 
communications policy, and their significance should not be underestimated, particularly at a time when enlargement is 
within sight and in view of the continued and increasing need for information campaigns. 
 
The European elections and the signing of the EU’s new constitution are almost upon us, and need particular attention in 
addition to ongoing information on what is going on in the EU. These information offices, which are intended to address 
primarily the local population and people living in the regions, are indispensable, and so I would like to put three questions 
to you, and I would also like to urge you to answer them. What action will the Commission be taking to guarantee that the 
networks and Info-Points can carry on unhindered with their valuable work in a year that is to see both the European 
elections and the enlargement of the EU? How will the Commission ensure the future provision of funding for this work? 
When will the Commission take a decision on the funding arrangements for the future?  
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Kinnock, Commission. � I regret that Parliament was not informed. This is not within my portfolio but I am told it was not 
intentional, and would not want it to lead to any deterioration in the essential cooperation between our institutions. We 
recognise the acuteness of feelings, especially since the work of the information system and centres is of clear importance 
not only to Members of this House, but also to anyone committed to developing an understanding of the European Union, 
what it does and what it stands for. 
 

                                                           
1 Approval of the Minutes of the previous sitting: See Minutes. 
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The honourable Member has made it clear that she, like many other Members, has criticisms of the Commission's decision 
to cancel from next year the operating grants hitherto provided to networks and Info-Points. I would therefore like to 
clarify exactly which information outlets we are dealing with, explain the nature, size and impact of the subsidies provided 
by the Commission to them and update her and the House on the Commission’s latest course of action in direct response to 
her question and the numerous questions and representations on this issue by Members of this House and others. 
 
There are currently more than a thousand grassroots public information relays and networks overseen by the Commission’s 
Directorate General for Press and Communication. They are housed in what are known as 'host structures', which are 
generally national, regional or local authorities, NGOs or universities. They include: 126 rural information and promotion 
Carrefours; 140 Info-Points Europe � IPE � in urban areas of the Union; nearly 800 European Documentation Centres � 
EDC � generally situated in large higher education establishments worldwide; and a network of around 500 experts in one 
or more areas of European Union policy as conference or other forms of public speakers known as 'Team Europe'. 
 
All of these public information relays receive support services in kind from the Commission. The main types of support 
are: free public documentation and publication: around 3 million copies a year and specialised assistance via a dedicated 
helpdesk at a cost of about EUR 1.5 million a year; free training for relay staff totalling about 800 person-days a year; 
access to an interactive intranet; and an exchange programme for relay staff � with over 3 000 person-days a year. 
 
These services are designed to help the relays provide their correspondents with quick and up-to-date responses to their 
questions on EU policies, programmes and funding opportunities. They are not in jeopardy. It has long been the 
Commission’s intention not only to maintain such technical assistance but also to increase it. 
 
Meanwhile, it is important to note, in order to avoid any misunderstanding, that only the 266 host structures of the first two 
of these relays and networks – the IPEs and Carrefours – have ever received operating grants from the Commission since 
DG Press started overseeing them in 2001. They generally amount to about EUR 20 000 a year or EUR 5.4 million in total. 
In the majority of cases, the money given to the host structures has been supplemented by larger contributions provided 
from domestic resources. 
 
As the House is aware, the Financial Regulation that came into force on 1 January 2003 no longer permits direct operating 
subsidies to be awarded to external bodies without either a call for proposals or the establishment of a legal basis for 
expenditure. 
 
I would also add that, in its 2002 Activity Report, the Director-General of DG Press felt compelled to enter a reservation 
about the management of the relays because it was not possible to guarantee, with the resources at its disposal, proper 
monitoring and control of a relatively high number of small grants. Those misgivings were borne out by the recent findings 
of the Commission’s Internal Audit Service which recommended first, the development of different working methods and 
audit practices, second, the introduction of more appropriate management tools, and third, the improvement of the standard 
of agreements and the structure of the expenditure financed. 
 
The Commission therefore confirms that the proposal adopted on 29 September 2003 to terminate grants with effect from 
2004 complied fully with the Financial Regulation and its implementing provisions. It was therefore right, in legal terms 
and for practical purposes. 
 
The Commission acknowledges, of course, that the decision provoked sharp reactions and protests from many national 
relay coordinators, several Member States, and several Members of this House. We understand the reasons but we also 
seek to abide by the letter and spirit of the law of the European Union. 
 
Further to the amendment to the 2004 draft budget tabled in this House, and placing in reserve the appropriations under 
three of the budget headings related to the activities of DG Press, the Commission was given the task of trying to reach an 
accommodation that, as far as possible, satisfied the demands for operational continuity sought by Parliament, whilst also 
securing financial monitoring and control. 
 
The Commission is aware of the particular political importance of the year ahead and, in response to the honourable 
Member’s question, I would make the following points. 
 
First, at our meeting on 11 November 2003, the Commission noted that we would have to take up the matter of host 
entities’ grants again, with a view to taking a final decision in the light of the outcome of the budget trialogue of 13 
November. 
 
Second, in order to retain the current system for 2004, there would need to be a Commission decision providing for a 
waiver to the rule in the Financial Regulation that requires a call for proposals that is accompanied by adequate monitoring 
and control provisions tailored to the results of risk analysis and backed by a joint policy declaration by the three 
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institutions. This solution would be justifiable for one year only, but may provide a kind of bridge that would ensure the 
continuity the honourable Member seeks. 
 
That proposed solution was subsequently examined by the budgetary trialogue and will now be formally presented for 
approval at the Conciliation Committee meeting of 24 November 2003. 
 
In response to the honourable Member’s third question, the Commission has instructed DG Press to formulate proposals 
that will ensure the proper availability of comprehensive information for citizens in the Union of 25 Member States. These 
proposals, to be set out in a communication that will hopefully be produced before Christmas, will build on the July 2002 
communication on Information and Communication Strategy for the European Union, and will follow four principles for 
relay management set out in that communication: a more homogenous brand; a more streamlined and decentralised set of 
information outlets and networks; closer partnership with Member State authorities; and more interinstitutional 
cooperation. 
 
The relays act as a uniquely important bridge between the European Union’s policy-making mechanism and the citizens to 
whom we are all accountable. The Commission will therefore do its utmost to ensure that they continue to provide that 
facility at the dispersed centres throughout the Union, which obviously is one of the features that gives them their greatest 
value.  
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Bayona de Perogordo (PPE-DE). – (ES) Mr President, Mr Kinnock, I would like to thank you for being here to reply to 
this question and you will agree with me that certain measures have the virtue of inspiring unanimity, even if, as in this 
case, the unanimity is in favour of rejection. You will not find anybody in this House prepared to defend this removal, you 
do not do so and the Commission in no way does so, I would say again. 
 
We are in a peculiar situation, which is curious, because in an atmosphere of budgetary forecasts, such as the one we are in 
at the moment, with conciliation scheduled for next Monday, we are seeing the story of a lack of budgetary foresight, in 
other words, that regulation, which enters into force on 1 January 2003 and which has not received the attention of any 
Commission body until the communication of 29 September in which the issue of subsidies for information centres was 
considered settled. 
 
I will not insist on the importance of information centres, since Mr Kinnock himself has pointed it out – in your words, this 
is an essential element. This morning in the joint debate it was expressed by Mrs Rühle and Mrs Hieronymi, it has just 
been expressed by Mrs Prets and I believe that we should all be in agreement. Furthermore, the European Parliament has 
highlighted it on several occasions, such as in the report on information and communication policy which it was my 
honour to present to this House. 
 
In that report I pointed out that information centres were useful in terms of reaching all corners of the European Union and 
how they could be useful meeting points and instruments for the work of MEPs in their respective constituencies. 
Amendment 42 of the Rühle report, which the Commission opposed this morning, also stressed the importance of these 
information centres. The effects of removal have also been stressed by Mr Kinnock, in the sense that 270 may be deprived 
of subsidies and some 1000 would be affected. I therefore feel it is important to seek a transitional provision, such as that 
of maintaining a kind of phasing-out of these subsidies during 2004. 
 
Furthermore, I would like to analyse a certain contradiction between the Commission’s position in the Interinstitutional 
Group on information and its attitude in relation to information centres. On 23 September of this year, we attended a 
meeting of the Interinstitutional Group on information and we observed once again Commissioner Vitorino's enthusiasm 
with regard to the need to arbitrate these measures and to coordinate the actions of all instruments in view of the three 
fundamental challenges facing us; enlargement, the new Constitution and the European elections. Six days later, it 
published the communication we are debating. 
 
It is difficult to believe that there was no knowledge of it and that there could have been no mention of it in the 
Interinstitutional Group on information. Mr Vidal-Quadras, chairman of that information group, stressed it in a letter 
addressed personally to Commissioner Vitorino. I therefore believe that there is legitimate doubt about what we should 
believe most, his fine words or the firmness of his actions, and we believe that the two things should be coherent. 
 
In view of the need to seek a legal basis for the invitations for offers of participation, I would suggest to the Commission 
that it introduce three principles. 
 
Firstly, the simplification of the procedure – information centres are small units, they are not multinationals which can 
dedicate a unit to filling in thousands of forms in order to obtain subsidies or Community funds; secondly, the staff in these 
information centres should be given professional status, making them true information and communication professionals, 
and not simply auxiliary staff to hand out brochures – as Mr Kinnock has said; and, thirdly, the criterion of proportionality 
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in order to provide a policy such as information and communication policy, which is essential to the future of the European 
Union, with sufficient means.  
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Zrihen (PSE). – (FR) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, this debate is very important because, in fact, it 
raises the fundamental issue of the coherence of the European Union’s various instruments. It shows clearly that we can 
imagine the most innovative of policies possible, but when the budgetary machine is established, it is one-eyed. 
 
Mrs Bayona de Perogordo highlighted this. The assessment of all of us, since there is impressive unanimity on this point, 
is that we must compensate for the democratic deficit between us and the public. To a lesser extent, we should also 
compensate for the deficit as regards internal communication and information. 
 
I am a product of adult education and am convinced that knowledge and information are the key instruments of active and 
responsible citizenship, so I can only welcome the excellent work carried out by the Info-Points Europe. They are 
educational, they are innovative, they have a remarkable capacity for initiative and, above all, they enable us to raise 
awareness of Europe and to spread Europe’s messages to its citizens of all ages, all areas, and all cultures with a proximity 
that cannot be matched and that other institutions fail to match. 
 
I would also like to point out that it is because we provide a financial contribution that this is possible. In fact, we call on 
other powers to carry out this communication role for us. These other powers are local powers that are sensitive to the 
European question, naturally, but that might, if we do not make more effort, wish to return to their initial role and perhaps 
abandon this vital aspect. 
 
If the support we are going to be guaranteed for 2004 gave us the time to conceive arrangements for collaboration that 
enabled this system to continue on a permanent basis, that would indeed be effective. It would also enable us, since the 
other partners also have budgetary contingencies, to continue to operate and to make plans for the coming years. It would 
be insane to abandon these proposals at the risk of losing transparency and, thus, European democracy. I believe that the 
solutions are simple: administrative simplification, respect for work and, what is perhaps also necessary, an audit.  

4-138 

André-Léonard (ELDR). – (FR) Mr President, the decision made at the end of September by the Commission’s 
Directorate-General for Press and Communication regarding the end to subsidies for the operation of the European Info-
Points and Carrefours has given rise to significant disappointment and significant surprise among their managers and staff. 
The citizens of the European Union will also be the losers as a result of this end to operating subsidies for 2004. 
 
Let us be frank: at a time when Europe is facing enormous difficulties in moving closer to the citizens and raising its 
profile, an undeniable gap is opening up once again. For example, the closure of the European Carrefours is a great loss as 
regards the information distributed in the most rural regions. The decentralised structures are an essential asset and given 
the immense amount of communications work to be done, these structures must be maintained, or even receive additional 
funding enabling them to play their role to the full. 
 
At a time when Europe is at an important turning point in its history, benefiting from a forthcoming enlargement and 
Constitution, it would be unacceptable to put an end to the necessary and vital aid of the Info-Points. In light of this 
context, we must combine all of our efforts to find a fair solution because we are all worried. The Info-Points are, and must 
continue to be, among the Community’s communication tools. Their activity and the efforts made by these structures have 
proved the effectiveness of their action. The Info-Points have always made every effort to carry out the role entrusted to 
them, in this case acting as an interface for a dynamic platform. Close to the citizens, they have made it possible to 
maintain a European social fabric. So are we going to remain deaf and mute in the face of the expectations of the public, 
who constantly need to be informed of our interinstitutional activities? 
 
Being aware of this need and convinced of the important role played by these structures, I call on the Commission to 
review its decision and to allow these European information networks to continue to perform the functions we have 
entrusted to them, which are more essential now then ever. I thank the Commissioner for being here and, in response to his 
comments, I will say that it is all the better if there are other documentation centres and forums that have the 
Commission’s support, but it does not disguise the fact that the information deficit is all too real and not appreciated by the 
public. If a legal basis is required – and this may well be the case – one must be established. However, a minimum amount 
of time is needed to resolve this type of problem and that does not mean four months, Commissioner. That seems to be 
much too short and the Commission’s methods far from courteous, so we hope that the proposal for a trialogue meets with 
a favourable response.  
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Dhaene (Verts/ALE). – (NL) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, I wish to thank the Commissioner for 
his answer, because I, too, am of the opinion that the abolition of the provincial Info-Points would signify a loss to the 
image of the European Union. 
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First of all, these information centres are close to the citizen, and this can be taken literally. The information centres are 
physically present in the provinces. The proximity of the centres ensures that those seeking information do not have to 
travel a long way, saving them time and money. I think that this is the EU’s trump card, and a way of being customer 
friendly. 
 
Secondly, the European Parliament has already stated its opinion on the European Union’s information and 
communication strategy, and, in so doing, has expressed the desire to bring communications as close as possible to the 
citizen. In its motion for a resolution, it expresses the desire to invest more in a well-functioning information network, 
including Info-Points. The word is ‘invest’, not ‘abolish’. I quote: ‘The European Parliament ... considers that there is a 
need to introduce measures for administrative adjustment, structuring and staff training, aimed at the effective operation of 
the external offices and the network of information centres ..., which could also be used by MEPs in their respective 
constituencies’. 
 
When we talk about bringing the European Union closer to the citizen and bridging the gap with the citizen – because 
research reveals that that gap really exists – investing more in the Info-Points is part of the solution. I should like to make a 
plea, then, that we by no means abolish these Info-Points, but, on the contrary, improve their functioning, particularly now, 
in the light of the elections and enlargement taking place in 2004. We must not make savings on the promotion of the 
European Union, a Union that brings peace, security and prosperity to the Member States.  
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Perry (PPE-DE). – Mr President, I am sorry that it is Commissioner Kinnock who has to be here this afternoon to take 
this criticism on the chin, because I in no way regard him as personally responsible for the situation in which we find 
ourselves. 
 
I shall put some simple questions to which we all know the answers and on which we are all agreed. Is the average 
European citizen in need of extra information about the European Union? Yes. Is information needed in the Member States 
and locally rather than in Brussels? Yes. Do the Info-Points help meet that need? Yes. Is next year, with enlargement, with 
the new Constitution, with elections, a year when the information will be more necessary than usual? Yes. Has the 
Commission got its organisation and priorities right on information policy? That is questionable. 
 
Of course expenditure must meet legal requirements and if a legal base is necessary then it must be found. We employ 
lawyers precisely to check on those points in good time, advise if there is a problem and indicate a solution. We knew 
about the problem in January and the Commission's solution was to send the Info-Points a letter at the end of September. 
That really is not good enough. After all, the amount of expenditure is pretty minimal. It has been allocated over a good 
many years. 
 
If the Commission doubts the need for Info-Points and the more effective information programme, let me draw attention to 
statistics in recent polls. 90% of Spaniards have never heard of the Convention. 31% of Germans have never heard of the 
Commission and 25% of Britons do not even know that the United Kingdom is a member of the European Union � but 7% 
of them think that America is! 
 
The English language is rich in expressions. Let me try and find some that fit this situation. The tail is wagging the dog. 
The Commission appears to be unable to see the wood for the trees. Experts should be on tap, not on top. I could carry on 
with vulgar expressions about breweries and organising parties in them. There is not a major legal difficulty here, it is a 
technical problem. If the Commission had clear and accepted priorities and could see the wood for the trees, we would not 
be having this debate this afternoon. 
 
I welcome Commissioner Kinnock's statement, but he knows as well as we do that it has come far too late and it really 
should not have been necessary. Sadly, this is another own goal by the Commission. I hope that the letter that will be sent 
to the Info-Points will contain an apology.  

4-141 

Guy-Quint (PSE). – (FR) Mr President, Commissioner, I am not going to emphasise the importance of the networks and 
of the Info-Points, on which I think that we all – both the Commission and Parliament – agree. 
 
For my part, I am going to consider a more financial aspect, that is, the Financial Regulation – the new Financial 
Regulation. I believe that we all agree on that issue too. We worked together, Parliament approved it and it has been 
accepted. All that remains is to implement it. We also all agree that the procedures under this Financial Regulation must be 
adhered to, including the procedures that allow for genuine transparency in the implementation of the budget. Moreover, if 
we have understood correctly, the Commission has been given every ad hoc resource required for this implementation. I 
believe, Mr Kinnock, that this is a key element not only in this case, but also for the future. 
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For the implementation of the budget, however, it is also essential for the sums to arrive on time. We talk in the industry of 
‘just on time’, and that is where the problem lies. We are now in a situation where the Commission did not think far 
enough ahead and where, rather than coming to see us to explain that perhaps there was a problem or further difficulties, it 
waited until we were alerted by the public and by the networks, and are now extremely worried. 
 
Not only was the Commission slow in warning us, Mr Kinnock; more important, several things have been covered up. For 
example, when we are told that ‘several structures have agreed not to receive any money’, I disagree! Several structures 
have agreed to be provided with material resources, but have never said that they did not need any money. I find this 
approach somewhat disagreeable in view of the need for us to be as sincere as possible in our joint work. 
 
Today, we must find a solution for 2004 and I believe that we will find it on Monday. In any event, I hope that we will, so 
that it can continue through to 2005. However, what we need now is for the Commission to assure us that it is going to be 
able to implement the solution that I am sure we are going to find, without fail and in good time to enable the Info-Points 
to continue operating. This is vital, as we have said, for Europe cannot withstand any further democratic breakdown. 
Europe can continue to work at an administrative level, but without the citizens it will not do so for long, and the Info-
Points are one of the key intermediaries in ensuring that we finally have a Europe of Citizens.  

4-142 

Ebner (PPE-DE). – (DE) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, I would like to begin by thanking Mr 
Rocard, who is now absent, for raising this issue in the plenary of the European Parliament. 
 
Commissioner, it often happens, as Mr Perry has already said, that the wrong people get criticised. So, there is no legal 
basis; I do not believe there is any political will either, or, if there is, it is at least deficient. And if the political will is 
lacking, then what happens – as it has done in this case – is that people try a partial solution of the problem for a short 
transitional period, without coming up with a proper arrangement for the future. 
 
We, as politicians whose business is with Europe, know for a fact that national politicians have a very pronounced 
tendency to project their own defects, errors and inabilities onto Brussels and to heap curses upon it. That is easily done, it 
goes down well, and there is as a rule no risk of them being put straight. I believe that information agencies on the 
European Union counteract this sort of tendency. 
 
They know how the media report things, and not only in their own country. Reporting of the European Union is deficient 
in other countries too; there too, it needs to be counteracted, and those Info-Points and offices, which are in a position to 
supply objective information, are the offices that are working for Europe. 
 
If Info-Points and likewise Carrefours are to be phased out and we now hear that there is the possibility of a transitional 
period of a year or perhaps even longer, that does nothing to counteract this tendency. It is not that we need another year or 
two because we have elections next year; it is that we need a solution for the future! Commissioner, it is for me a matter of 
profound conviction that if we talk in terms – as we have done several times today – of pooling strengths, then we must 
also consider the need to link up the offices of Parliament and the Commission in the Member States with the Info-Points 
and Carrefours, in order to build up our presence in the territory in question. We have to embark on a general expansion of 
the information services, and we have to change our priorities. It is a matter of absolute necessity that we involve the 
Member States’ voluntary sectors in these information offices and strive towards improving cooperation with local 
organisations and bodies, making for greater efficiency and better financial conditions.  

4-143 

Paasilinna (PSE). – (FI) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, it so happens that the Commissioner saved 
himself with this excellent opening speech when he said what we actually wanted to hear. This is how a clever and 
experienced Commissioner obviously operates, but thank you, Neil Kinnock, for what you just said. 
 
Nevertheless, on that day, 29 September, when the Directorate-General for Press and Communication sent off a letter to all 
the Info-Points, it was as if a lump of ice had been dropped in the bath water. It rocked the boat and people panicked. One 
obviously cannot act this way, and all of us here are proof of that. 
 
These Info-Points have only been set up in recent years, and the Commission has itself made the excellent remark that 
these centres had an extremely valuable contribution to make as they had a good deal of experience and could work 
flexibly and very close to civil society and the people, and that they were a vital tool in the European Union’s information 
and communication strategy, representing the EU in the field. Excellent. You yourself provided evidence of this as the 
Commission, and I believe that in the future too you will ensure that there are information points in the field. 
 
It has already been mentioned here that the need for information is growing. The impact of enlargement will create a 
continuous need for information in all Member States. People have to be informed about the results of the 
Intergovernmental Conference, in other words the Constitutional Treaty. This is a document more than 300 pages long, 
which so far fewer than 2% of the citizens of the Union have read. The parliamentary elections and in particular the 
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attempt to increase people’s interest in voting in them are of course massive tasks, which the points may happily be 
saddled with. 
 
Standards of monitoring have to be improved. If it is a matter of some points operating slightly dubiously, I would like the 
Commissioner to comment, but clearly that cannot be allowed to affect the entire network – those sections which have 
acted properly. 
 
I am very much in favour of the idea that next year the Commission will seek a better, more workable and more easily 
controllable solution. The need for information is growing as more and more issues are decided upon here, Europe’s 
central point, and I therefore support the Commissioner in his reforms.  

4-144 

Santini (PPE-DE). – (IT) Mr President, I would like to thank the Members that have tabled this oral question in the 
House, although I do find it too mild and vague given the seriousness and the complexity of the issue that is raised. The 
very replies given by Commissioner Kinnock – which were actually too cautious, almost embarrassed – confirm that the 
instability which we are condemning is real and that the problems are genuine. Furthermore, we have already tabled a 
written question, on 9 October 2003: I was the first to put my name to it, but 48 MEPs signed it from all the political 
groups. This question referred, in a much more detailed, specific way, to the concerns of those working – some for many 
years – at Info Centres, Info-Points and Carrefours, all the European information points. Now, given that we have still not 
received a written reply – at least not one that I have seen – I will take the liberty of quickly going over the points in this 
question. 
 
It began by stressing how the European Parliament, exactly as it is doing today, has often drawn attention to the 
importance, as regards information and communication policy, of these networks created in more or less all the Member 
States. The Commission, too, stressed a similar opinion, and did so in two official documents: Communication 354 of 
2001 and Communication 350 of 2002, which concluded with more or less the same words, saying that Info-Points, Info 
Centres and Carrefours are invaluable heritage because of their experience, flexibility and immediate vicinity to the 
representatives of civil society and the citizens. 
 
Even Mr Prodi specifically praised these institutions in a reply given to another question on 27 September 2002. Not least, 
he said that awareness of the measures proposed and the projects implemented by the European Union is increasing thanks 
to the information networks. This is why we are even more bewildered and saddened to read the letter of 29 September 
2003, in which the DG Press, contrary to all these good promises, notified the national structures housing these networks 
that extending the agreement for 2004 would no longer include the right to a subsidy, whilst, as far as the future is 
concerned, the Commission will look into – as the text states – new forms of cooperation. As Commissioner Kinnock 
mentioned, this is all because of the entry into force, on 1 January 2003, of Financial Regulations No 1605 and No 2342. 
 
This is a new and unprecedented situation which places a question mark over the very survival of these networks and, in 
any case, drastically reduces the capacity for dialogue with the citizens at precisely a time when, on the contrary, such 
dialogue should be increased. There is a great need, Commissioner, an infinite thirst for knowledge – as other Members 
have said, even from the opposite bench – at this time, as we are approaching the European elections, when the European 
Constitution is taking shape and when enlargement will soon be taking place, which will certainly mean that this need for 
information will be even more widespread. 
 
I would like, however, to stress the need for an immediate reply to the queries contained in the written question. What does 
the Commission intend to do to act in good time, for example to give legal personality to Carrefours and to Info-Points by 
applying Articles 54, 55 and 185 of Council Regulation No 1605 of 2002? Above all, though, an immediate reply must be 
given for 2004: it is not enough to say ‘we will guarantee it for a year but for any longer we are not sure’. In saying this I 
am thinking, above all, of the most disadvantaged areas, of these rural Carrefours, especially in mountain regions, that are 
often the only, irreplaceable sources of information and a sign that the European institution is close to the people, 
especially in these disadvantaged areas.  

4-145 

Korhola (PPE-DE). – (FI) Mr President, I too want to thank Mr Rocard for raising this important subject. The Info-Points 
Europe in the Member States are a natural and simple channel for the public to acquire information on the European 
Union. Of course that has been said here several times but I feel I have to repeat it myself. As a channel of communication 
they are perhaps not irreplaceable and their work is not absolutely dependent on Commission support. They are none the 
less hugely important. 
 
In my country the best thing about Info-Points Europe is that they are where the people are. If the EU feels a long way off, 
they at least are not to blame. On the contrary, it is these very Info-Points that ease the situation. The EU Carrefours are in 
rural areas and the Info-Points Europe in regional libraries. It is easy for people to look for the information they want and 
so they do. For example, everyday in Finland people look for information on the draft EU Constitution in these places. 
 



50  20/11/2003 

We, the Members of the European Parliament, are often the ones the public consults on different issues. As, however, it is 
legislation that we deal with first and foremost, my own work has unquestionably been made easier by the fact that in 
many cases I can refer people with questions to the services of the Info-Points. 
 
The turnout has been small at previous European Parliament elections. In Finland last time it was only slightly greater than 
31%. Furthermore, many citizens of the European Union feel the new Constitution is a driving force behind a 
federalist-style Union and that the administration of the Union is drifting further and further away from grassroots level. 
We have to be able to allay such fears by increasing the amount of relevant information we provide. 
 
Consequently, I do not think it wise to reduce or announce an intention to reduce direct communication with the citizens of 
Europe. It is absolutely essential that the European elections reach the people through involvement in the voting on the part 
of the public media as well as the Union’s own organs of communication. The combined effect of this will be to get 
support for the notion of the people experiencing their own election and their own Union, and to establish the idea of a 
human European Union that is subject to the influence of its citizens.  

4-146 

Kinnock, Commission. � Mr President, I shall respond quickly, and I hope perceptively, to the main points made by 
several honourable Members. 
 
In the course of this debate, the Commission has been described as discourteous, our action improvised, dysfunctional and 
laggardly. I guess in some ways the Commission provides an open target on which people can vent their complaints, 
especially when there is cause to believe that some difficulties have been encountered because of accidental � not 
malevolent � omissions. I would simply underline that there are those who will criticise the Commission when there is any 
doubt about our conforming as far as Union law is concerned. That is a political criticism we have to face. However, it 
becomes difficult to take when we make efforts to uphold the law and in response we are castigated for our inflexibility 
and dysfunctionality. 
 
I know this House � and certainly the people present at this debate � understand the problems. To ensure that there is 
complete clarity on the subject � something that did not come through in all the speeches � I repeat: taking, if you like, Mr 
Bayona de Perogordo's suggestion that there should be a transitional approach, I would simply say that we have done 
rather better than adopt a transitional approach. We are not suggesting calls for proposals. We have an interim solution 
which is, as I announced, the waiver for 2004 � although, obviously, we will require Council understanding and consent. 
 
The Info-Points do not depend on us for survival. In most cases, and even under the original proposal to end subsidies, the 
Commission still offered to provide technical assistance in 2004 for those relays that wanted to avail themselves of it. 
 
I hope no one will leave this debate with the idea that we are thoughtlessly and discourteously abandoning these critical 
information outlets, or the people who provide that service, to their fate. We are certainly not doing that. 
 
Finally, let me turn to Mr Perry's comments, put with his customary delicacy and charm and all the more forceful because 
they were wrapped in silk and polished with scented soap. He could have quoted a number of other clichés, but they are 
only clichés because they are true. He missed out 'keep off the grass' and 'a miss is as good as a mile'. However, in this 
case it would have been quite legitimate and I fully understand that. 
 
The whole experience has been a real lesson in the handling of the transitional requirement that arises automatically when 
we are making very necessary but quite sudden changes in our management and financing relationships. I hope the lessons 
that we have learnt will be properly applied. I also hope that the interim arrangements the Commission has suggested will 
commend themselves to the House.  

4-147 

President. � The debate is closed.  

4-148 

Debates on cases of breaches of human rights, democracy and the rule of law (Rule 50)  

4-149 

President. � The next item is the debate on cases of breaches of human rights, democracy and the Rule of Law.  

4-150 

Sri Lanka 

4-151 

President. � The next item is the joint debate on the following motions for resolutions: 
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- (B5-0490/2003) by Mr Cushnahan, Mr Van Orden, Mr Mann, Mr Bradbourn and Mr Posselt, on behalf of the PPE-DE 
Group, on Sri Lanka 
 
- (B5-0492/2003) by Mr van den Berg and Mrs Carrilho, on behalf of the PSE Group, on the situation in Sri Lanka; 
 
- (B5-0495/2003) by Mr Collins, on behalf of the UEN Group, on the threat to the peace process in Sri Lanka; 
 
- (B5-0498/2003) by Mr Andreasen, on behalf of the ELDR Group, on the political situation in Sri Lanka; 
 
- (B5-0505/2003) by Mr Messner and Mrs Lambert, on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group, on the peace process in Sri Lanka; 
 
- (B5-0510/2003) by Mr Vinci, on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group, on Sri Lanka.  

4-152 

Cushnahan (PPE-DE). – Mr President, anyone who has had the privilege of visiting Sri Lanka is profoundly affected by 
the warmth and generous spirit of its people. 
 
That was why there was such universal goodwill and support for the brave steps taken by the current Prime Minister, Ranil 
Wickremesinghe, and the LTTE in launching a peace process to end the terrible conflict in which 65 000 people have lost 
their lives, many thousands have been maimed, and untold harm was inflicted on the economy and indeed the quality of 
life of the Sri Lankan people. 
 
In Tokyo in June 2003, the international community pledged USD 4.5 billion to underpin the peace process. It is therefore 
tragic that a constitutional crisis has occurred between the President and the Prime Minister, threatening to derail the peace 
process. 
 
I deeply regret the actions of President Chandrika Kumaratunga. I would appeal to her to pause and reflect on the 
consequences. I do so because I am aware that despite the personal tragedies she has experienced at the hands of the 
LTTE, she courageously initiated moves which paved the way for the current peace initiative. She invited the Norwegian 
Government to become involved as far back as 1997. She presented a draft constitution with proposals for devolution in 
2000. I believe that history will justifiably acknowledge her contribution, if the present negotiations bring permanent 
peace. 
 
Bi-partisanship in both the British and Irish Parliaments has been fundamental to the continuation of the Irish peace 
process, particularly when there were difficulties. It is equally important to ensure that similar bi-partisanship exists in its 
Sri Lankan counterpart. 
 
Through its actions today, the European Parliament, in sending once again a message of goodwill to Sri Lanka, is also 
expressing its wish for the President and the Prime Minister to work together in the national interest. We remain willing to 
assist them in the search for permanent peace in their beautiful country.  

4-153 

André-Léonard (ELDR). – (FR) Mr President, the current political crisis in Sri Lanka is having enormous repercussions 
on the peace process and the country’s economic future. 
 
The political divides and the rivalry between Sri Lanka’s President and its Prime Minister threaten the island’s stability 
and prosperity. Last week, in fact, three ministers were sacked, the parliament was suspended and a state of emergency 
was declared. The conflict between these leaders is based in particular on the issue of the attitude to be adopted in relation 
to the Tamil separatists. Mrs Chandrika Kumaratunga wishes to suspend the peace talks with the separatists, while the Sri 
Lankan Prime Minister wants to continue with them. It is essential that some understanding be reached in order to put an 
end to the crisis of confidence that is rife among the population, who are already weary of the conflict involving the Tamil 
separatists, which has gone on for over twenty years. 
 
The Sri Lankan people are suffering and have suffered a great deal as a result of the terrorist acts carried out in their 
country and the climate of insecurity to which these have led. They hope for peace in their island and a stable future. Those 
are the facts that the Sri Lankan authorities must consider. While the Sri Lankans welcome the progress made in the peace 
process involving the Tamil separatists, the instability that the President has provoked leaves the country in the grip of a 
serious crisis of confidence, from both a political and an economic point of view. At a political level, the departure of the 
Norwegian negotiators, who played a key role in the peace negotiations between the Tamil separatists and the Sri Lankan 
government, is extremely regrettable. At an economic level, in the textile industry for example, numerous traders are 
complaining that many orders are being cancelled. Another sector that drives the country’s economy, the tourism industry, 
is unfortunately also in turmoil. The fact is that travel agents are also reporting a number of cancellations. 
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Many Sri Lankans believe that the gravity of the situation is directly linked to the attitude of the President, who refuses to 
continue with the peace talks. In light of this climate of hostility, we are calling on the Sri Lankan authorities to resolve 
these issues as quickly as possible so that they can finally offer their people the stability and the security they deserve.  

4-154 

Rod (Verts/ALE). – (FR) Mr President, the conflict between the Sri Lankan Government and the Tamil Tigers has been 
going on for thirty years and has resulted in tens of thousands of deaths. The negotiations having been suspended in April, 
the resumption of dialogue at the end of October with the Prime Minister, Ranil Wickremesinghe, was a significant step 
forward on the road to peace. Institutionally speaking, substantial progress had been made towards the resolution of the 
conflict. 
 
The legal coup d’état, however, by the President, Chandrika Kumaratunga, which interrupted the negotiations, was a giant 
leap backwards. The proclamation of a state of emergency, the concentration of the most important State posts – Ministers 
for the Interior, Defence and Information – in the hands of the President, the intervention of the army and the suspension 
of parliamentary activities all show that the situation is getting worse. It could deteriorate rapidly and even result in a 
resumption of the war and new elections with uncertain results. 
 
The President’s accusations against the government and the uncertainty surrounding the ceasefire are very worrying. We 
support the efforts of the Prime Minister to engage in dialogue. The President must resume contacts with the Prime 
Minister as soon as possible in order to find a constitutional solution. At the same time, the cooperation must be extended 
to include all the political leaders and all interest groups. 
 
Whatever happens, the immediate end to the state of emergency is essential if the peace process is to be resumed 
immediately. In this respect, we fully support the Norwegian Government in its role as mediator and hope that it resumes 
its efforts as soon as possible. The situation is particularly worrying in relation to the issue of human rights. The 
emergency regime must not lead to an increase in infringements of fundamental freedoms. We are especially concerned 
about the risk of a fresh upsurge of police and military interventions and, above all, the risk of torture or inhumane 
treatment. In conclusion, we hope that the state of emergency does not slow down the distribution of the aid pledged at the 
Donor Conference in May. It is because we know that the peace process cannot move forward until internal relations are 
eased that we are calling for an end to the emergency regime as soon as possible.  

4-155 

Meijer (GUE/NGL). – (NL) Mr President, Sri Lanka has three population groups of differing origins. In addition to the 
Sinhalese majority, Tamils – who are related to the inhabitants of southern India – predominate in the north-east, whilst 
descendents of Europeans from colonial times live in and around the capital, Colombo. Following independence, left and 
right within the ethnic majority have been fiercely opposed to each other. The two parties have alternated in government, 
and have lost face politically to a great extent in the meanwhile. They have been outbidding each other in their aversion to 
minorities. Sinhalese votes can be won by saying that the Tamils must move to India and that European cultural influences 
must be eliminated. It is only after a long, hopeless war of secession that a government has emerged ready to talk seriously 
with the Tamil resistance movement, which wants its own State. Norwegian assistance has played an indispensable part in 
this. 
 
It is the quest for self-glorification of the President, who belongs to a party whose origins I find more pleasant in 
themselves than those of the ruling party, that is now threatening to ruin everything again. Europe must give a clear signal 
that a lasting peace agreement is inescapable, and that resumption of the devastating war is unacceptable. Without a lasting 
solution for the north-east, the country will suffer disruption and people will be uprooted. Any illusions the ethnic 
majority, or the President, may have that things can continue without a solution to this problem will only lead to a repeat of 
the disasters of recent decades. For that reason, the outside world should make it as clear as possible that this is an 
unacceptable situation and that a peaceful solution really is needed. 
 
(Applause)  

4-156 

Mann, Thomas (PPE-DE). – (DE) Mr President, in February 2001, a delegation from SAARC – the South Asian 
Association for Regional Cooperation – travelled to Sri Lanka; I, as its Vice-President, was with them. We met the former 
opposition leader, who is now the Head of Government. We spoke with Buddhists, Hindus and Christians, including 
Bishop Dr Joseph, who had a mediating role. We flew by helicopter to Jaffna, saw the villages that had been destroyed, 
and demonstrations by the people who wanted to go home. 
 
The civil war had lasted twenty years, had claimed a toll of over 60 000 dead, and human rights organisations told us that 
‘war is an institution’. A year later, though, there was a ceasefire, a triumph for the Norwegian peace mission, whose work 
has always enjoyed our support. They are perfectly justified in now closing their operation down in response to the home-
made crisis for which President Chandrika Kumaratunga must bear responsibility. It was she who took control of three 
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government ministries, she who dissolved the democratically-elected parliament and promptly declared the country to be 
in a state of emergency. She charged the prime minister with making too many concessions to the Tamil Tigers. 
 
Although the two rivals, meeting in Colombo, agreed two days ago to set up a commission to lay down rules on the basis 
of which they could cooperate in future, the conflict does not appear to have been resolved. For that to happen, agreement 
is needed, enabling the initial favourable developments to be followed up. My party of visitors is well aware of that. 
Significantly fewer people are falling victim to violence. The security situation has improved in many parts of the country. 
More people are meeting across the line of demarcation, which was formerly hermetically sealed. 
 
In economic terms, too, there are encouraging signs. Growth stands at around 5% this year. More support can be expected 
from the international community in the shape of USD 4.5 million in reconstruction aid following the Tokyo conference, 
to which Mr Rod has just referred. This is, however, dependent on a peace treaty soon being on the table. 
 
Progress has also been made in that representatives of the LTTE have, for the first time, agreed to free elections in the 
North. We wish the people of Sri Lanka a speedy end to private feuding in the interests of peace.  

4-157 

De Keyser (PSE). – (FR) Mr President, Sri Lanka is in a situation of cohabitation, with a President and a Prime Minister 
belonging to two rival political formations. For twenty years now, each political formation in power has sought to make 
peace with the Tamil Tigers and on each occasion the opposition has ruined the peace process. 
 
Thus, when the current Prime Minister was in opposition, he ruined the President’s plan to give greater autonomy to the 
Tamils in the north-east of the country, where they are in the majority. Since he has been Prime Minister, he has made 
significant progress in the negotiations with the LTTE, with the assistance of the Norwegian mediators, finally achieving a 
ceasefire that lasted several months and changed the people’s lives while allowing a limited economic upturn. 
 
For the first time since the movement came into being, the Tamil freedom fighters had just published concrete proposals 
for power-sharing in a region that, although run by the Tamils themselves, would continue to form part of Sri Lanka. 
These proposals were negotiable, but then the President took upon herself the heavy responsibility of halting this peace 
process, making the most of the Prime Minister’s trip to the United States and her constitutional prerogatives. She thus 
dissolved the parliament and recalled the Ministers for Defence, the Interior and Information in order to sack them. 
 
That was the situation up until a few days ago. Today, the parliament has resumed its activities and the President is 
negotiating with her Prime Minister, which is why I feel that we must seize this opportunity. A conciliation commission 
has even been set up between the two arms of the executive. Our group sincerely believes that the European Parliament 
must send a very clear sign to the political leaders in Sri Lanka to encourage them to find a solution to the political crisis, 
but also, and above all, a constitutional solution that will allow for a lasting agreement with the Tamils. We also express 
our support for the Norwegian mediation team in its efforts to get the peace process back on track.  

4-158 

Kinnock, Commission. – I should like to thank Mr Cushnahan for raising this issue, together with other Members of this 
House who clearly take a close and committed interest in Sri Lankan affairs. 
 
The Commission has closely followed developments in Sri Lanka and is greatly concerned by the grave setback inflicted 
on the peace process by recent events, including the deployment of troops in the capital and the decision to bring the 
cabinet portfolios of defence, interior, and communications under the remit of the President. 
 
The Council presidency and the Commission have issued a joint statement with Norway, the United States and Japan 
expressing our common concern that recent developments in Sri Lanka may jeopardise the spirit of cohabitation between 
the President and the government, which has proved vital to efforts to sustain the momentum of the peace process. 
 
The presidency and the Commission urged the two principal parties to continue to work together in support of a negotiated 
political solution to the longstanding conflict.  
 
Commissioner Patten has repeatedly contacted the Sri Lankan Prime Minister Wickremesinghe by telephone encouraging 
him to find a way to return to constructive and functional co-habitation with President Kumaratunga. The Commission will 
continue its efforts motivated by the hope that the tension can be reduced. The Commission is closely coordinating any 
action with Norway, as facilitator of the peace process, and with other co-chair countries. Naturally, the Commission 
remains in daily contact with its delegation in Colombo in order to keep abreast of all developments. 
 
Commissioner Patten will visit Sri Lanka on 25 and 26 November 2003 as planned. The visit will allow him to get a first-
hand impression of the situation and discuss the significant issues with all relevant parties, and he will again be seeking to 
impress and reinforce the views of the Commission � and indeed this House � which have already been transmitted to all 
parties in Sri Lanka. 
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The Commission is working in a coordinated manner with the Council. We welcome a resolution by this Parliament that 
encourages the Sri Lankan President and Government to return to the co-habitation that had prevailed since the last general 
election in Sri Lanka. 
 
Mrs De Keyser talked of the hope for an incipient restoration of normal relations. This is a hope that we share and are 
seeking to reinforce.  

4-159 

President. � The joint debate is closed. 
 
The vote will take place this afternoon following the debates.  

4-160 

Aceh 

4-161 

President. � The next item is the joint debate on the following motions for resolutions: 
 
- (B5-0491/2003) by Mr van den Berg and Mrs McAvan, on behalf of the PSE Group, on the situation in the Indonesian 
province of Aceh; 
 
- (B5-0496/2003) by Mrs Sandbæk, on behalf of the EDD Group, on the situation in Aceh; 
 
- (B5-0497/2003) by Mr Andreasen, on behalf of the ELDR Group, on Indonesia/Aceh; 
 
- (B5-0501/2003) by Mr Bowis, Mr Tannock and Mr Posselt, on behalf of the PPE-DE Group, on the situation in the 
Indonesian province of Aceh; 
 
- (B5-0507/2003) by Mr Wuori, Mrs Maes and Mrs McKenna, on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group, on the situation in the 
Indonesian province of Aceh; 
 
- (B5-0508/2003) by Mr Di Lello Finuoli, on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group, on Indonesia/Aceh.  

4-162 

McAvan (PSE). – Mr President, this debate comes at a very timely moment in the history of Indonesia, given the very 
grave situation in the province of Aceh. 
 
The decision by the Indonesian authorities to extend martial law and carry out a military crackdown is deeply regrettable, 
and there has been very heavy-handed military action. An estimated 45 000 troops have been sent into the province against 
5000 rebels. As ever in these situations, it is the civilian population which is paying the price, with reports of disruption to 
food supplies, infrastructure and schools being destroyed. Tens of thousands of civilians are reportedly displaced. 
 
These are only estimates, of course, because the Indonesian authorities are not allowing observers in to monitor the 
situation. This has to stop. There is no point in the Indonesian Government complaining when the international 
community, the United States, the EU and Japan, draft a resolution expressing their concern if they in turn are not prepared 
to allow international monitors in and are not prepared to allow humanitarian organisations into their country to bring 
assistance to the civilian population. Our joint resolution makes a series of demands on the Indonesian Government and I 
hope very much that it is listening and that it will heed those concerns. 
 
It is vital to get both parties back to the negotiating table as quickly as possible. Time and time again we hear people 
telling us that military action is the answer, that it will be a quick military action and that once it is over everything will be 
sorted out. We have heard this so often, but often been disappointed. So often we have seen a high price paid in human 
lives. So both sides, the GAM and the Indonesian Government, must get back to the negotiating table, stop the fighting and 
resume the talking. 
 
I am grateful to the Commission for what it is already doing as regards Indonesia, particularly Commissioner Patten, who 
has always taken up issues about Aceh when we have asked him to do so. I hope the Council and the Commission will 
now do everything possible to assist Indonesia in getting back to the negotiating table with GAM and get those talks 
started as soon as possible. This is a matter of some urgency and I am very grateful to colleagues in this Parliament for 
agreeing to have today's debate and for supporting this resolution.  

4-163 

Sandbæk (EDD). – (DA) Mr President, when President Megawati was a presidential candidate, she stated that the 
economic, social and political oppression of Aceh's people was the source of their dissatisfaction and the reason for the 
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unrest. She also pleaded with them not to let a single drop of the people’s blood stain the earth. Today, Aceh is in a state of 
emergency. Violent military operations are under way, and people are being displaced, killed and raped. There is no access 
to the province, and emergency aid is being delivered, contrary to all international standards, by the military. 
 
Concern about the population of Aceh should be growing for several reasons. In May, the message was that the insurgents 
would be defeated before long. After a six-months’ offensive, 40% of the people are living under the poverty line. Now, 
the state of emergency has, moreover, been extended, and the government has begun to speak about a lengthy war, perhaps 
of another ten years. 
 
The situation in Aceh is naturally complicated, involving as it does diametrically opposed political visions, competition for 
gas and oil resources and a population that, for a long time, has been denied the autonomy promised during the war of 
independence. Support for the separatists cannot, now or in the future, be crushed by the military operations. On the 
contrary, the military’s violent infringements of human rights will lead to still greater support for the insurgents. I fear that 
both parties’ armed forces believe that they can escape unpunished from their misdeeds when independent observers are 
unable to gain access to Aceh. Especially worrying are the latest rumours that a military group suspected of having 
committed systematic human rights abuses in East Timor in 1999, together with a group of soldiers from the Indonesian 
army charged with, or convicted or suspected of, serious human rights abuses are now also active in Aceh. 
 
This is one of the most worrying signals for the Indonesian Government. It is therefore crucially important that access to 
Aceh be given absolutely top priority internationally and in the EU’s dialogue with Mrs Megawati.  

4-164 

André-Léonard (ELDR). – (FR) Mr President, in Aceh, in the extreme north of the island of Sumatra, since the 
imposition of martial law on 19 May after the breakdown of the ceasefire that had been signed a few months before, the 
number of arbitrary arrests of civilians by the military and the police has been increasing. The situation is very worrying 
and this climate of violence throughout the province risks ending up in another diabolical spiral. Since the end of May, the 
Indonesian military have arrested or killed almost two thousand people suspected of belonging to the GAM rebel group, a 
movement that demands autonomy for Aceh. 
 
Faced with this spiral of violence, we call on the Indonesian Government and the pro-independence movement to resume 
negotiations in order to implement the Cessation of Hostilities Agreement. The populations that are at risk must be 
protected and Indonesia must quickly re-establish genuine dialogue so as to put an end to this unnecessary fighting, which 
leads to serious injustices and paves the way for the death of innocent people and poverty. 
 
In Aceh, where the security forces have for many years been present in large numbers and have been murdering citizens 
with complete impunity, the climate is getting worse every day and is further reducing the confidence of the province’s 
inhabitants. The Indonesian Government’s passive attitude to the thousands of violations reported in Aceh, the majority of 
which have been committed by its own security forces as part of the anti-insurrectionist operations in recent years, has 
fuelled the people’s resentment and created conditions likely to strengthen violent opposition. The hope of lasting peace in 
Aceh will never be fulfilled unless steps are taken to protect the civilian population from the human rights violations. 
Today, we call on the Indonesian authorities, but also the ASEAN countries, the Council and the Commission to ensure 
that Jakarta makes every effort to defuse the situation in the region and that the flagrant human rights violations are 
strongly condemned. 
 
Finally, we believe that the GAM will also have to cooperate in any investigation carried out into the human rights 
infringements attributed to its members.  

4-165 

Bowis (PPE-DE). – Mr President, for me this is not a debate on the rights and wrongs of those in Aceh who campaign for 
independence, nor is it a criticism of Indonesia's right to intervene to secure law and order, so long, of course, as that 
country does not permit human rights abuses to be committed by any of its forces. It is a debate about the escalating 
humanitarian crisis. 
 
As we know, most of Aceh's 4.2 million people live outside the two main towns. For them food, water, electricity and 
communications have been disrupted. Healthcare and education have become impossible. Five hundred schools have been 
burnt down, thousands of people have fled from their homes and Governor Puteh has said that unemployment and poverty 
are now at alarming rates. 
 
We worry about human rights and I raise two issues. One is the fact that 77 community heads have been replaced by 
military personnel and the second is that active in Aceh are people like Major General Damiri, Brigadier General Suratman 
and others who have been convicted of crimes against humanity in East Timor. They are on duty in Aceh. 
 
Kofi Annan has appealed to Indonesia to ensure access to humanitarian aid and human rights organisations. He is right. 
The obstacles to this are in Presidential Decree 43/2003, which states that international and local NGOs are not allowed to 
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conduct activities contrary to the objectives of the military emergency conditions. That is a catch-all provision that is 
exacerbating the humanitarian crisis. It is not acceptable that all aid has to be rooted through the Indonesian authorities, 
nor that NGOs are restricted to Banda Aceh. 
 
Finally, we call on Indonesia to investigate with urgency the disappearance of the human rights defender Abdussalam Deli, 
and the killing of his colleague, Raja Ismail. I hope the Commission and the Council will assist us in these aims.  

4-166 

Rod (Verts/ALE). – (FR) Mr President, the conflict in the province of Atjeh (Aceh) has been going on for 27 years and 
has already resulted in thousands of deaths. The situation deteriorated even further after the breakdown in May of the 
fragile Cessation of Hostilities Agreement, the establishment of a state of emergency by the Indonesian Government and 
the closure of the province. 
 
The imposition of martial law led this House to adopt, in June, an initial resolution, in which we denounced the lack of 
freedom for the people and of freedom of the press. We expressed our concern regarding the fresh upsurge of violence, the 
daily murders and the increase in the number of arrests and disappearances. 
 
This condemnation was not sufficient, as martial law has just been extended for six months. We regard this decision as 
unacceptable. Our main concern, however, relates to the closing-off of the region and the fact that it is impossible to gain 
access to the people, and particularly the victims of the conflict, because when there is a state of emergency the military 
governs the region and distributes the humanitarian aid. We call on the Indonesian Government to respect international 
military law and to allow humanitarian organisations access to the area so that they can provide assistance to the refugees, 
displaced persons and prisoners. 
 
We are also concerned about the radicalisation of the conflict and the marginalisation of civil society campaigners at a 
time when moderate critical voices are needed to move towards peace and reconstruction. 
 
With the hope of re-establishing dialogue, on behalf of the human rights group of the Committee on Development and 
Cooperation, I organised, in October, a discussion on the critical situation in Atjeh and Papua. Unfortunately, the 
Indonesian Government’s failure to face the separatist movements and civil society representatives prevented us from 
making any progress in achieving a peaceful resolution to the conflict. 
 
Sadly, it is all too clear that the fall of the Suharto dictatorship and the return to democracy in Indonesia have not been 
accompanied by a significant improvement in human rights. In reality, the army is still in power. Civil liberties, trade 
union freedom and the freedom of expression continue to be scorned. The tragedy in East Timor does not appear to have 
served as an example for the Government in view of the demands for autonomy that are coming from Borneo, the 
Moluccas, Atjeh and Papua. There is no doubt that the rise in fundamentalism and in the number of terrorist attacks that 
are in the headlines of the international press are of grave concern, but it is in the name of national unity and the fight 
against terrorism where, far from the view of the media, freedoms are treated with contempt every day and a savage 
repression rages, not only in Atjeh but also in Papua. 
 
Even though we do not support the armed rebellions, we call on the Indonesian Government to engage in dialogue with the 
fighters in order to build peace, and we call on the European Union to promote the reconciliation process.  

4-167 

Meijer (GUE/NGL). – (NL) Mr President, during an earlier debate on Aceh, on 5 June, I pointed out that the borders in 
the developing world are largely a product of European colonial administration. In this case, we are now seeing the result 
of the conquest of Aceh by the Netherlands a century or more ago. Peoples that have been assigned to large, powerful 
neighbours run the risk of becoming second- or third-class citizens for good, without access to leading positions, without 
the possibility of active political participation and without having their natural resources at their disposal. These peoples 
can only be protected by a large degree of self-government or by secession. The more armies are deployed to prevent such 
a possible secession by means of terror, the more hated they make themselves, and the more difficult reconciliation 
between the ruling and the other peoples becomes. This is how the breeding ground for those secession movements grows. 
 
In Indonesia, the failing government is striving for popularity among the Javanese by showing that it is dealing with other 
population groups firmly and giving the army free rein. That is comparable with the situation in Sri Lanka we discussed in 
an earlier agenda item. The President needs this war to keep herself in power. Negotiations are alternated with forceful 
military intervention. Refugees from Aceh have told me how hopeless the situation has become. Anyone who was present 
at the peace talks in Japan can no longer safely enter Indonesia. In East Timor, we saw the devastating consequences of 
this kind of policy on the part of a previous president. 
 
Europe must not resign itself to the current hopeless situation, and it must not put trade relations with Indonesia, 
particularly the supplies of arms that were resumed in 2001, above human rights. This is an alarming situation, and must 
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lead to our ensuring that the autonomy and emancipation of the peoples of Indonesia have their place, and that there is no 
military victory, oppression or uprooting of these peoples. 
 
(Applause)  

4-168 

Kinnock, Commission. � Mr President, I would like to express the Commission's gratitude to Mrs McAvan for raising this 
issue and indeed to the other Members of the House, who clearly have a close and continuing interest in and knowledge of 
Aceh. 
 
The situation in the province is obviously a matter of concern for the Commission, and in a recent statement the European 
Union presidency and the Commission, as co-chairs of the Tokyo Conference on peace and reconstruction in Aceh, voiced 
their concern about the extension of the state of military emergency in the province. We also expressed the hope that it will 
end as soon as possible. 
 
The Commission is seeking to encourage the government of Indonesia to suspend martial law as soon as possible, and in 
the meantime has impressed upon it the need to carry out its activities with the minimum possible impact on the well-being 
of the people of Aceh. In pursuing such a process we always include references to humanitarian aid, the restoration of civil 
institutions and respect for the law. 
 
The Commission is also pressing for improvement in the transparency of the situation in Aceh and continues to call, as 
honourable Members have, for access to Aceh for international agencies and relevant non-governmental humanitarian 
organisations. 
 
While the Commission reiterates its commitment to the territorial integrity of Indonesia, it is also firmly convinced that the 
conflict in Aceh can only be ended by political means. Despite the difficulties of obtaining reliable and verifiable 
information, our delegation in Jakarta is closely monitoring developments in the province in coordination with Member 
State missions to Indonesia. 
 
It regrets that a recently planned mission to Aceh by political councils from several embassies was cancelled at the last 
moment by the Indonesian authorities. The Commission will monitor the situation very closely and continue its efforts to 
impress upon the Indonesian authorities that they should return to the negotiating table as soon as possible and, in the 
meantime, allow independent humanitarian aid providers to operate in Aceh without hindrance. 
 
The cause of decency and humanity is well served by the interest demonstrated by this House, especially in the way in 
which honourable Members were able to illustrate their concern and arguments by reference to the reality of the 
wretchedness inflicted on the people of Aceh.  

4-169 

President. � The joint debate is closed. 
 
The vote will take place this afternoon following the debates.  

4-170 

Vietnam: freedom of religion 

4-171 

President. � The next item is the joint debate on the following motions for resolutions: 
 
- (B5-0493/2003) by Mr van den Berg, on behalf of the PSE Group, on religious freedoms in Vietnam; 
 
- (B5-0494/2003) by Mr Belder, on behalf of the EDD Group, on religious freedoms in Vietnam; 
 
- (B5-0499/2003) by Mrs André-Léonard, on behalf of the ELDR Group, on the lack of religious freedoms in Vietnam; 
 
- (B5-0502/2003) by Mr Nassauer, Mr Posselt and Mr Mann, on behalf of the PPE-DE Group, on religious freedoms in 
Vietnam; 
 
- (B5-0503/2003) by Mrs Angelilli, on behalf of the UEN Group, on religious freedoms in Vietnam; 
 
- (B5-0506/2003) by Mrs McKenna, Mrs Isler Béguin and Mrs Frassoni, on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group, on the lack of 
religious freedoms in Vietnam and the deliberate elimination of the Unified Buddhist Church of Vietnam; 
 
- (B5-0509/2003) by Mr Sjöstedt, on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group, on human rights in Vietnam.  
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4-172 

Belder (EDD). – (NL) Mr President, I wish to make an urgent request, as I did in May, for attention and action on the part 
of the Commission and the Council regarding the lack of rights of the indigenous Protestant population of Vietnam’s 
central highlands. Tomorrow’s meeting of the Joint EU-Vietnam Committee in Brussels provides the opportunity for this. 
Just yesterday evening I had direct contact with Hanoi by telephone, from which extremely gloomy background 
information emerged. The Vietnamese Government is conducting a vigorous campaign against the Protestant Montagnards 
via television. They are called ‘separatists’ and are a ‘social evil’: at least, that is how the authorities in Hanoi interpret the 
constant protests of these ethnic minorities against the unabated removal of their social and economic rights – land theft, 
simply – and the discrimination and religious persecution by the ethnic Vietnamese, the Kinh, who consider themselves 
superior. Incidentally, this same government is screening off the central highlands to outsiders. Even local NGOs, backed 
by foreign co-financing organisations, are saying that they will shortly have to discontinue their aid to the indigenous 
peoples. 
 
Against this depressing background, I ask that both Commission and Council show their ability to act. After all, they are 
investing a great deal of money in Vietnamese public-sector projects, so let them then ensure that that aid also benefits the 
oppressed ethnic minorities in the central highlands. Call in foreign co-financing organisations for this purpose. Urge 
strongly that the central highlands be opened up to foreign observers. Demand observance of the constitutional principle of 
freedom of religion on the basis of the international commitments that Hanoi has entered into. 
 
In the meanwhile, in spite of all the oppression, the number of Protestants in the central highlands is growing 
unmistakably. This is an interesting point for the European Union and Vietnam to reflect on for tomorrow’s meeting.  

4-173 

IN THE CHAIR: MR FRIEDRICH 
Vice-President 

4-174 

André-Léonard (ELDR). – (FR) Mr President, the recent events that have taken place in Vietnam demonstrate once again 
the repression suffered by the monks of the Unified Buddhist Church of Vietnam, the UBCV. The Vietnamese authorities 
have placed eleven dissident bonzes of the UBCV under house arrest for two years, including the Patriarch of the Buddhist 
Church, the Venerable Thich Huyen Quang, who has already spent twenty-one years in prison. This repression followed 
the first extraordinary assembly of the UBCV since it was outlawed by the communist authorities in 1981. 
 
The UBCV, which is an important religious grouping in Vietnam, and was founded decades ago, is still not allowed to 
exist. The Hanoi Government has justified these detentions by using violations of national security legislation as an 
excuse. Vietnamese law authorises local authorities to place individuals under administrative detention lasting between six 
months and two years, without trial, in cases of attacks on national security. In actual fact, through their behaviour the 
Vietnamese authorities are contradicting their grand declarations in favour of reforms and democracy. I should point out 
that religious freedom is a fundamental right in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, and the European 
Union/Vietnam Cooperation Agreement is based precisely on fundamental respect for human rights. 
 
This policy of repression, not only of the monks of the Unified Buddhist Church but also of the Hoa Hao Buddhist Church, 
the Catholic Church and the Christian Montagnards must end. In fact, all of these religions are outlawed and have no legal 
status. Vietnam is a multiethnic, multicultural and multi-religious country. This diversity is a wealth that should not be 
squandered. The Hanoi regime must show good will and implement a series of concrete reforms, beginning with those that 
guarantee complete freedom of religion, and in this way launch a real process of democratisation. Then we will be able to 
have confidence in them once again.  

4-175 

Mann, Thomas (PPE-DE). – (DE) Mr President, in Vietnam, there is a marked gulf between what is claimed to happen 
and what actually does as regards the freedom to practice a religion. The freedom to believe in a religion, or not to do so, is 
guaranteed. That is what Vietnam’s constitution claims; that is what the country has undertaken to do in a number of 
agreements, for example the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. The reality, though, is something else. 
Worshippers, priests, monks and eminent religious dignitaries are harassed, persecuted and locked up. State recognition is 
denied to such faith communities as the Montagnard Christians or the Hoa Hao Buddhists. Vietnam’s United Buddhist 
Church was banned in 1975; its Patriarch was interned for 21 years and was released only in 1998 following international 
pressure. Much hope was kindled when he met the Prime Minister in April of this year, but, following these conversations, 
the authorities stepped up their action against the adherents of this church and of other religions. 
 
In October, the Patriarch and his deputy were placed under house arrest, and many of their followers were sentenced to 
two-year terms of imprisonment. Cooperation between the European Union and Vietnam is founded upon the absence of 
any restriction on the exercise of human rights, as is stated in our cooperation agreement of 1985. The Group of the 
European People’s Party (Christian Democrats) and European Democrats strongly condemns the latest acts of repression. 
If the Hanoi Government does not want to jeopardise its cooperation with the EU, legal status must be granted to all 
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churches, and people interned for their religious beliefs must be set at liberty. We urge the Council and the Commission to 
use all diplomatic means to make religious freedom a reality in Vietnam. 
 
I ask you, Commissioner Kinnock, to use your personal influence to make this issue central to tomorrow’s meeting in 
Brussels between the representatives of Hanoi and those of the EU’s Commission in the EU-Vietnam Joint Committee. We 
believe that Parliament needs to send a delegation to Vietnam to examine the situation on the ground and have talks with 
office-holders of all religions. 
 
(Applause)  

4-176 

Korhola (PPE-DE). – (FI) Mr President, freedom of religion is an important indicator that human rights are being 
enforced: a sort of human rights litmus test. If a country’s human rights situation is poor, it is likely to be seen first among 
religious groups. It is among these that we can test to see whether human rights concerning freedom of speech, freedom of 
association and assembly, and the freedom to practise a religion are in place or not. 
 
The situation in Vietnam demands the attention of the international community. The EU has to send a clear message that 
discrimination against, for example, the Unified Buddhist Church of Vietnam, Protestant congregations and dissident 
groups must cease. These members of communities practising a peaceful religion have suffered deprivation of freedom 
and house arrest. Furthermore, the original mountain-dwelling minority Christian community has been continually 
harassed, arrested and imprisoned by the Vietnamese Government. 
 
A precondition of economic cooperation between the EU and the communist republic of Vietnam has been a respect for 
fundamental rights and the principles of democracy. In violating these principles Vietnam is violating and harming itself, 
and the EU must now clearly indicate that. 
 
It is regrettable that criticism of the Vietnamese communist party is automatically viewed there as a threat to the state 
itself. The practice of fundamental rights such as expressing one’s opinion can even be loosely interpreted as espionage on 
the basis of specific law on national security. From the point of view of human rights it is also worrying that those accused 
are considered guilty before commencement of trial, and that trials almost without exception are declared secret. 
 
A state ruled by law needs clear and precise laws that guarantee equality and legal certainty for all. In no case can a state 
ruled by law be built with laws that permit racial, religious or political discrimination.  

4-177 

Casaca (PSE). – (PT) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, I wish to start by recalling that only recently, 
six months ago to be precise, we gathered here, in this Chamber, to address the situation of human rights in Vietnam. I 
would also like to remind you that there was still some hope that the meeting that took place in April, to which Mr Mann 
has already referred, between the leaders of the Vietnamese State and the patriarch of the Unified Buddhist Church of 
Vietnam (UBCV), could lead to greater understanding on the part of the State as regards religious freedom. 
 
Today, we must clearly accept that these hopes have unfortunately proven to be quite unfounded. The situation has not 
only failed to improve but has actually worsened from all points of view. The Buddhist patriarch is under house arrest and, 
what is worse, the pagodas belonging to the Buddhist church have been locked up, in a blatant attack on the most 
important principle of the Buddhist church. At the same time, the pace of death sentences handed down and of executions 
carried out by the regime has picked up, and is already more than twice that seen in 2002. 
 
Given this situation, I wish to reiterate what has been said here and urge the Commission to make our voice, the voice of 
the European Union, heard loud and clear in Vietnam in order to ensure that religious freedom and the principles of 
universal human rights are respected.  

4-178 

Dupuis (NI). – (IT) Mr President, Mr Vice-President of the Commission, ladies and gentlemen, first of all, I would like to 
welcome Mr Vo Van Âi, president of the committee for democracy in Vietnam, who is in the official gallery with 
Mrs Volkner, vice-president of the same organisation. I believe – and Mr Casaca said this – that Parliament is tired of 
having to return to the issue of Vietnam, it is tired of lies and promises from the Hanoi Government, and I do not feel we 
can continue in this situation. Yesterday, the US congress adopted a very similar resolution to that which we will vote on 
in a few moments, and I feel that is another demonstration of weariness from the other side of the Atlantic. The issue is in 
the Commission’s hands. We are quite aware that there are problems in the Council, in which one State known as ‘the 
birthplace of human rights’ is cultivating some imperalistic nostalgia, is paying a great deal of attention to the sale of 
Airbus and harbours extremely bizarre anti-American opinions. This is an established fact, which should be clarified. I am 
sorry to say that the Council and the Member States are often absent from this House. 
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There is still the issue of the Commission: tomorrow the Joint Committee is meeting – the Commission and the Hanoi 
authorities – and it should be then that the Commission, which has a programme assigning tens of millions of euros in aid 
for legal reform in Vietnam, raises the issue of the legal status of the Unified Buddhist Church and other churches. The 
Commission should make the Hanoi authorities understand that if there is no progress in this specific area then cooperation 
aid will be suspended immediately. I believe that without a strong gesture from the Commission in the meeting tomorrow, 
this umpteenth Parliament resolution will be useless. I expect a very specific reply from Commissioner Kinnock on the 
approach that the Commission is going to take tomorrow in Brussels.  

4-179 

Posselt (PPE-DE). – (DE) Mr President, a few minutes ago, over in the Robert Schuman Room, we presented Otto von 
Habsburg and Raymond Barre with the Franco-German Paneuropa Prize, and we recalled how, for ten years under Otto 
von Habsburg’s leadership, this House took debates on topical and urgent matters like this one as an opportunity to fight 
for Greater Europe, for freedom in Central and Eastern Europe, and for human rights behind the Iron Curtain. Even then, 
there were many who told us that the work we were doing had no prospect of success whatever, that it was pointless, and 
that what we were doing would get us nowhere. Today, there are among us observers from various countries – Mr 
Landsbergis was also at the ceremony earlier – who can tell us that debates like the one we are having today changed the 
practical conditions under which they were held as political prisoners, and that, most of all, they gave them hope in 
political terms. Today, too, we are on the threshold of the enlargement of the European Union. 
 
Let that give us courage when we debate Vietnam. It is a topic that we have often discussed, and, alas, the people named in 
the resolution – some of them important religious leaders, are still in jail; human rights activists are still being suppressed, 
and peoples are still enslaved. We should, however, recognise that the time is coming when the wind of freedom will blow 
through Vietnam. We in this European Parliament must not relent in campaigning for human rights and for the freedom of 
religion, even if there are those who tell us that this is unrealistic and bid us talk business instead. 
 
We are under the great obligation of living up to our tradition and our name as Europe’s Parliament. We appeal to the 
Commission and the Council not to fail at this hour. Vietnam is an important partner, both in political and in economic 
terms. As a country, it has suffered appallingly through wars, intervention by outsiders such as Europeans, Americans and 
the Soviet Russians. Like Germany, it was a divided country; it endured a Communist regime and suffers its effects to this 
day, but it will be able to become a stable partner to the European Union only when it has become, no longer merely an 
economic factor, but a free state under the rule of law, a democracy in which freedom of faith and conscience prevail, and 
we ask you, tomorrow in Brussels, to employ your energies without reserve so that it may become that! 
 
(Applause)  

4-180 

Kinnock, Commission. � I thank Mr Belder and his colleagues for again raising the issue of Vietnam in this House, at a 
particularly apposite time. I also echo what Mr Posselt said, that no one in this House or anywhere else should fail to 
understand the critical importance of free people in free institutions, communicating their concern about those who are not 
free and who suffer because of their efforts to observe or assert their own opinions and beliefs. Everyone in this House, 
myself included, has had many encounters with people who have suffered grievously for the beliefs they hold and for 
resisting oppression. It always comes as a great inspiration to hear from them that, even in the darkest hours, in the deepest 
jails and in the worst conditions, they had their spirits lifted by messages from outside. 
 
The admired Socialist philosopher Aneurin Bevan said that each freedom is only made safe by adding another to it. So, 
when we strive for freedom in Vietnam, we are striving to secure our own freedoms and those of other people around the 
world. It is always encouraging to see the enthusiasm and energy Members of this House devote to that cause. 
 
The Commission has an overall policy towards Vietnam, with which the House is familiar. It is to encourage and support 
continued progress, with respect for human rights and democratisation, and to raise concerns where abuses occur or where 
the situation is evidently deteriorating. The Commission works closely with the European Union Member States in 
monitoring human rights developments in Vietnam and participates in all EU Troika approaches to the Vietnamese 
Government on human rights issues. 
 
I can assure the House that the Commission and the Member States have repeatedly urged the Vietnamese Government to 
respect political and religious freedoms and strengthen economic and social freedoms. 
 
Article 1 of the European Commission-Vietnam Cooperation Agreement of 1995 states that respect for human rights and 
democratic principles is the basis of our cooperation. As we informed Parliament on 15 May, this allows the Commission 
to discuss human rights issues with Vietnam, for example in joint Commission meetings held under the agreement. 
 
Since that debate six months ago, the Commission has proposed further reinforcement of the EU's human rights dialogue 
with the Vietnamese Government, in the light of the EU's experience with dialogues in other countries. That proposal, 
which has been accepted by the Vietnamese side, aims to encourage and support the continued commitment of the 
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Vietnamese Government on human rights issues. So far agreement has been reached on the dialogue, which will include 
all departments with responsibility for human rights-related matters, including the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the 
Ministry of Justice, the Ministry of the Interior, the Ministry of Public Security and the Office of the Prime Minister. 
While the Commission cautions that sweeping changes cannot realistically be expected, we look forward to further 
incremental steps that start to meet our concerns. 
 
The human rights dialogue with Vietnam is taking place on two different but complementary levels: the EU-Vietnam 
dialogue on human rights between EU Troika missions in Hanoi and the government, which will next convene on 26 
November, and the EC-Vietnam Joint Commission, which is to take place tomorrow. 
 
We also note that Vietnam’s parliament, the National Assembly, has expressed an interest in entering into a constructive 
dialogue with this House on these and other issues. Far be it from the Commission to suggest how Parliament should 
respond, but I know it will seize eagerly on any opportunity. 
 
As regards the state of religious freedom in Vietnam, the Vietnamese Constitution � as Mr Mann reminded us � enshrines 
the freedom of religion as a basic freedom of the Republic. However, that freedom is limited � and some would say 
contradicted � by other specific laws. We hope that these restrictions will be relaxed and we have made that case explicitly 
and repeatedly to the Vietnamese authorities. 
 
As Mr Belder mentioned, there are reports of increased harassment of some Christians � especially Montagnards and 
Hmong Christians � since the uprisings in the Central Highlands in 2001. It is alleged that local authorities have tried to 
force highlanders to renounce their deeply held beliefs. If they looked at history, they would see how fruitless such efforts 
have been throughout the centuries. 
 
The House is aware of the renewed detention of some leaders and members of the unrecognised Unified Buddhist Church 
of Vietnam. The European Commission and Member States have expressed their concerns over these events, and have 
called upon the Vietnamese Government to resume the dialogue initiated earlier this year between the UBCV and 
important members of the Vietnamese administration, including the Prime Minister, to restore the hope of a solution 
acceptable to all parties. 
 
I conclude by emphasising that it is clear to the Commission that Vietnam would be best served by continued and more 
rapid progress in the country’s reform programme, so that the administration learns to deal with a wider range of views 
and appreciates the value of accommodating dissent. Those vital elements of liberation still have to be secured in Vietnam.  

4-182 

Dupuis (NI). – (FR) Mr President, I think that there is ambiguity here. We do not understand. There is no progression; 
rather, there is regression in Vietnam. The question is simple: is the Commission prepared to introduce tomorrow as 
‘conditional’ in the negotiations with Vietnam the issue of granting legal status to the churches that are not recognised? 
There is no freedom of religion in Vietnam. We must therefore take a stand. You are encouraging the lack of reforms with 
millions of euro from European taxpayers. We cannot continue like this. Either money is provided for reforms, and the 
reforms are implemented, or else none is provided. I think that that is the question to which the Commission must respond.  

4-183 

Kinnock, Commission. � Mr President, I shall respond very briefly. I know that Mr Dupuis is, quite justifiably, passionate 
about this issue. I would simply say to him, without softening the attitude of the Commission at all, that in our efforts to try 
and secure protection for human rights and progress towards greater democracy, the setting of litmus tests is not always 
well advised. I can certainly see the direct and straightforward arguments for setting such tests. What we have to evaluate 
is whether that would help achieve the greater objective of bringing about the advances we all want to see. 
 
Meanwhile, European taxpayers' money is going into development and cooperation in Vietnam. That is because people's 
lives would be blighted and even endangered if that aid was not provided. Consequently, whilst I understand the argument 
for conditionality and in many cases would take that to its logical conclusion, the Commission cannot be certain that that 
approach would, in these circumstances, lead to the outcome that Members of this House and of the Commission would 
want. This requires very delicate judgment. We have to continue to exercise it in the fashion familiar to the House.  

4-184 

President. � That ends the joint debate. 
 
We will now proceed to the vote.1  

4-185 

Adjournment of the session 

                                                           
1 Results of the vote on the amendments relating to motions for a resolution on human rights, democracy and the rule of law: see Minutes. 
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4-186 

President. � That completes the agenda.1 
 
I declare this session of the European Parliament to be adjourned. 
 
(The sitting was closed at 5 p.m.)  
 
 

                                                           
1 Changes to the agenda – Verification of credentials – Composition of committees: see Minutes. 
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QUESTIONS TO COUNCIL 

 
 

Question no 13 by Bernd Posselt (H-0664/03)  
 
Subject: Freedom of religion in Bosnia-Herzegovina 
 
What is the Council's assessment of the development of religious tolerance and freedom of religion in Bosnia-Herzegovina 
and its entities, particularly as regards the legal status of churches and denominations? How does the Council view the role 
of the High Representative, Lord Ashdown, in this connection? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(IT) Freedom of religion is enshrined in the BiH Constitution, which itself forms part of the Dayton-Paris peace accords. 
The High Representative is committed to the implementation of the peace agreement. The Council supports him in his 
efforts. 
 

*** 

Question no 14 by Miquel Mayol i Raynal (H-0665/03)  
 
Subject: Closure of Basque-language newspaper Egunkaria 
 
The Basque-language newspaper ‘Euskaldunon Egunkaria’ remains closed. So far, links between it and the ETA terrorist 
gang have not been proven. Recently, there has been a further accusation of tax fraud. In this connection the Diputación de 
Gipuzkoa - the tax authority responsible on the Basque territory of Gipuzkoa, where the newspaper has its headquarters, 
has drawn up a report which notes no kind of tax fraud whatever. Nonetheless, the Spanish judicial authorities continue 
their efforts to criminalise the activities of ‘Euskaldunon Egunkaria’. Three members of the editorial team and staff of the 
newspaper are currently still in prison. Two weeks ago, nine ‘Euskaldunon Egunkaria’ employees were jailed, and then 
liberated, five of them, apparently with no charges being brought, or any bail paid, including the plaintiffs’ own lawyer. 
 
Does the Council believe that the Spanish Government has violated inviolable principles of European law? 
 
Does the Council believe that the legal principle of the presumption of innocence has been infringed? 
 
Does the Council believe that the Spanish Government is using the pretext of a criminal gang like ETA to attack the 
interests of Basque culture? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(FR) The Council would like to remind the honourable Member that it cannot rule on judicial proceedings in progress in a 
Member State. 
 
In any case, the Council refers to the terms of its answer to written question E-0800/03 in which it states that, although 
Article 33 of the EU Treaty states that the maintenance of public order and the safeguarding of internal security remain the 
competence of the Member States, the fight against terrorism is of common interest for the Union; it draws attention to the 
legislation on terrorism adopted by the Union; it recalls the principles on which the Union is founded under Article 6.1 of 
the EU Treaty, and it reiterates its support for the Member States in their fight against terrorism in the context of respect 
for the rule of law. 
 

*** 
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Question no 15 by Glyn Ford (H-0667/03)  
 
Subject: Legality of the closure of border between Gibraltar and Spain due to a virus on board the cruise ship Aurora 
 
In light of what appears to be a massive over-reaction by Spain to what is a minor outbreak of a stomach virus that is 
common to the whole of the EU including Spain, would the Council please outline what it intends to do in order to at least 
allow the re-opening of the Spanish border with Gibraltar and enable free movement of people, as laid down in the 
Treaties, between Gibraltar and Spain? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) The Council underlines that article 152(5) of the Treaty states that 'Community action in the field of public health 
shall fully respect the responsibilities of the Member States for the organisation and delivery of health services and 
medical care'. 
 
Nonetheless decision No 2119/98/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 24 September 1998 on setting up a 
network for the epidemiological surveillance and control of communicable diseases in the Community set up a network at 
Community level to promote co-operation and co-ordination between the Member States, with the assistance of the 
Commission, with a view to improving the prevention and control in the Community of, inter alia, those communicable 
diseases which are food-borne, water-borne and/or of environmental origin. 
 
The Council informs the honourable Member of the European Parliament that the border between Spain and Gibraltar has 
already been reopened. 
 

*** 

Question no 16 by Christos Zacharakis (H-0669/03)  
 
Subject: Contraventions of democratic process in the local elections in Albania 
 
One week after the local elections in Albania, the Central Elections Commission has decided to repeat, on 16 November 
2003, the elections in four constituencies (the municipalities of Piluri, Dhermi, Qeparo and southern Himara), citing 
irregularities during the election process of 12 October 2003, in spite of the fact that in two of the four cases the 
irregularities cited occurred after the finalisation and certification of the results. 
 
As a result, there are legitimate concerns that these actions are intended to overturn the results of the local elections, which 
were 65% in favour of the Unity for Human Rights Party candidate as against the opposing candidate from the socialist 
party. 
 
These concerns are heightened by the criminal prosecution of five Albanians of Greek origin who participated in the 
elections and are accused of issuing anti-Albanian propaganda and putting up foreign symbols. What steps does the 
Council intend to take, particularly within the framework of the Stability and Association Process between South East 
Europe and the European Union, to ensure that democratic process is complied with in the elections due to be held again in 
Himara on 16 November 2003? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(IT) In the Conclusions of the Council Meeting on External Relations on 29 September 2003 in Brussels, the Council 
"emphasised" that the orderly conduct of fair local elections in October is part of the process to bring Albania closer to the 
EU". The Albanian authorities are therefore fully aware of the importance that was attached by the European Union to the 
need to ensure a fully democratic electoral process in the 12 October local elections in Albania. 
 
The local elections in Albania on 12 October 2003, including the implementation of the new Electoral Code and the 
performance of the Electoral Committee, have been monitored by the OSCE/ODIHR Election Observation Mission to 
which many EU member states contributed monitors. The Preliminary Conclusions indicated that the elections were held 
in an improved political environment and they marked a further progress towards compliance with international 
commitments and standards for democratic elections, albeit shortcomings (e.g. voter lists) were also observed. The 
Council expects a final assessment by the OSCE/ODIHR Election Observation mission, including developments related to 
the issue of elections' repetition in some voting centres. 
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*** 

Question no 17 by María Izquierdo Rojo (H-0671/03)  
 
Subject: The horrendous worst-ever small boat and corpse tragedy on Spain's southern coast, the Andalusian frontier of the 
EU 
 
The tragic list of young people drowned in the sinking of a small boat carrying Moroccan refugees off the coast of Rota 
(Cádiz), continues to grow; so far, 35 rotting corpses have been washed up. 
 
Some fifty people were on board the vessel, of whom only five were able to reach the shore after the inflatable life raft 
capsized. So far this year, illegal immigration by means of small boats landing on the Spanish coast in the Canaries and the 
Andalusian Autonomous Communities has arisen by 18%. Since January, the Civil Guard has tracked down over 16 000 
immigrants, who arrived in some 800 vessels. 
 
What measures does the Council intend to adopt against this horrible and deadly traffic in human beings? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(IT) I would like to draw the honourable Member’s attention to the fact that the Council has already, on many occasions, 
given very detailed answers to similar questions that were tabled following tragic events such as those mentioned. (See, for 
example, answers to questions H-0537/03 and P 2948/02). The Council confirms that it pays a great deal of attention to 
these issues, the tragic consequences of which, as the honourable Member pointed out, must be tackled resolutely. The 
reoccurrence of these disasters confirms the legitimacy of the Council strategy, which the Council has already been able to 
present to this House. 
 
In this context, it must be pointed out that the European Council, in its recent meeting of 16 and 17 October in Brussels, 
reaffirmed the Union’s commitment to pursuing the strategy seeking to prevent and control illegal immigration (see, in 
particular, points 30-33 of the conclusions and, regarding joint border management, points 25-29). 
 

*** 

Question no 18 by Jonas Sjöstedt (H-0677/03)  
 
Subject: Bugging of Council buildings 
 
Information appeared in the media in the spring of 2003 that Council buildings and, in particular, the rooms used by the 
German and French delegations had been bugged. The equipment discovered was said to be highly sophisticated and it 
was speculated that only a few countries' intelligence agencies would have that level of technical proficiency. Reports 
indicate that the buildings may also have been bugged since the very time they were erected in the mid-1990s. 
 
What results can the Council present from the investigations launched following the discovery that the Council's buildings 
had been bugged? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(IT) Following the discovery of a number of listening devices in the Justus Lipsius building in March 2003, the General 
Secretariat of the Council launched an internal investigation in order to ascertain the nature and extent of the phone lines 
tapped. 
 
As already stated in response to question E-1177/03 on 27 June this year, following this preliminary internal investigation 
and a countermeasures operation, the Council decided on 14 April to authorise the Deputy Secretary-General to bring an 
action for criminal proceedings against person or persons unknown on the basis of the Belgian penal code. The complaint 
was accordingly lodged on 15 April. The Council has provided the Belgian judicial authorities with all the information at 
its disposal and is giving its full assistance to them in conducting their investigation. 
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Since this is now the subject of a formal criminal investigation and therefore sub judice, it is not for the Council to 
comment further 
 

*** 

Question no 19 by Brian Crowley (H-0680/03)  
 
Subject: Restoring grants for EU-Carrefours and Info Points Europe 
 
The Council is no doubt aware of the important EU information activities of the 138 European Carrefours and the 144 Info 
Points Europe covering, for example, enlargement, the new constitution and the European Parliament elections. 
 
Is the Council aware that the Commission has now cancelled the contracts with these organisations at short notice and only 
offered them a replacement contract which does not include the annual operating grant of EUR 20,000 and that this will 
result in the winding down of many information relays and, in a number of cases, collaboration will cease, and will the 
Council give a commitment that it will help to ensure that the grants for 2004 will be prolonged and that a viable and 
mutually beneficial solution will be found for the future? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(IT) The Council is aware of the importance of providing the general public with information on the EU's activities at a 
level as close as possible to users and in a way appropriate to their needs. It therefore acknowledges the fundamental role 
played by the information centres, in particular the Rural Information and Promotion Carrefours and the Info-Points 
Europe. 
 
On 23 October this year the Commission informed the members of the Council's Working Party on Information of the 
terms under which, at the end of September, the Commission had announced to the entities running the information centres 
that the operating grants would be abolished from 2004 onwards in according with the Financial Regulation. 
 
At this meeting the Commission's representatives were able to see for themselves the great concern felt by the Council. 
They also noted the Council's desire to be informed, in good time, of any decisions that the Commission might take in this 
sphere. 
 
The Council would like to inform the honourable Member that the Commission dealt with this issue at its weekly meeting 
on 12 November and reported back to the Council at the meeting of the Council's Working Party on Information on 14 
November. 
 
The Council shares the Commission's concern regarding compliance with the Financial Regulation and hopes, in this 
context, that the Commission will find a satisfactory solution to the public's information needs. Furthermore, the Council 
would stress that the administrative obligations of the entities running the information centres should not be 
underestimated, since they in turn are dependent not only on professional associations, but also on national, regional and 
local authorities. 
 

*** 

Question no 20 by Liam Hyland (H-0682/03)  
 
Subject: Action plan for people with disabilities 
 
Through the Action Plan (2004 – 2010) for people with disabilities, presented by the Commission at the end of October 
2003, the Commission hopes to develop concrete measures to improve the economic and social integration of people with 
disabilities. 
 
What is the Council’s response to this Action Plan, particularly as regards employment and equal opportunities issues? 
 
 

Answer 
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(EN) In reply to the honourable Member, the Council confirms that the Commission's Communication containing the 
Action Plan relating to Equal Opportunities for People with Disabilities was only recently presented which explains why 
the Council has not yet formulated its position. 
 
Nevertheless, I would like to point out that the Council has already given a strong political signal with regard to the need 
to promote the employment and social integration of people with disabilities. In its Resolution of 15 July this year, the 
Council particularly called on Member States to continue their efforts to remove barriers to the integration and 
participation in the labour market of people with disabilities, by enforcing equal treatment measures and improving 
integration and participation at all levels of the educational and training system. The Council also called on Member States 
to pay due attention to issues of concern to women with disabilities so as to secure equal treatment for women. 
 
The Council would also like to inform the honourable Member that, as a follow-up to the European Year of People with 
Disabilities, the relevant Council Working Party is in the process of preparing Conclusions for submission to the Council 
(EPSCO) on 1/2 December. These conclusions will naturally also refer to the Commission's Action Plan, as contained in 
its Communication of 30 October. 
 

*** 

Question no 21 by Seán Ó Neachtain (H-0684/03)  
 
Subject: European Year of Education through Sport 2004 
 
As the Council is aware 2004 will be the European Year of Education through Sport. What does the Council consider the 
main objectives of such a year should be and does it believe that the link between sport and health should be an associated 
objective of the Year and, finally, what emphasis would the Council wish to see placed on the role of education through 
sport for young people? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) As far as the role of Education through sport for young people is concerned, the Council must point out that this is 
primarily a question for national authorities. In fact the European Year of Education through Sport should be seen, among 
other considerations, as a means whereby the Community can support and reinforce action in Member States to raise 
public awareness of the educational value of sport. 
 
The objectives of the European Year of Education through Sport 2004 adopted by the Council and the European 
Parliament last February are clearly stated in some detail in article 2 of the decision. Emphasis is put on the role of sport as 
a means, and not an end, in educational contexts, whether formal or non-formal. The link between sport and health is 
obvious and is acknowledged in the preamble, but it should be pointed out that the content of the actions to be undertaken 
are not for the Council or Parliament to specify, beyond the guidelines indicated in the annex to the decision. 
 

*** 

Question no 22 by James (Jim) Fitzsimons (H-0686/03)  
 
Subject: Protecting cyberspace users against fraud 
 
The European Commission recently announced that the EU’s Joint Research Centre had developed a new system for 
protecting the rights of computer users (‘cyberspace users’) against fraud when making credit card purchases on the 
Internet. The Commission now wants to carry forward its results by means of both a research network and a Foundation. 
 
Given the important role played by the technology sector in Ireland, will the Council consider the establishment of the 
proposed research network and the proposed Foundation in Ireland and will it ensure that the beneficiaries of the new 
research will not only be institutions but also individuals? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) As the honourable Member is aware, the Community law already sets out a certain framework for protecting the 
rights of consumers when making purchases on the Internet. This includes Directives on Distance selling, Electronic 
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commerce, Consumer contracts and Data protection as well as Decisions on combating fraud and counterfeiting of non-
cash means of payment and serious forms of international crime. In addition, the Council and the European Parliament are 
currently examining, using the co-decision procedure, the Commission proposal for establishing the European Network 
and Information Security Agency, which should also contribute to enhanced “cybersecurity”. 
 
Regarding technological development in this field, the honourable Member should consider the Research Framework 
Programmes of the European Community support activities, including those carried out by the Joint Research Centre, 
which aim, amongst other objectives, at securing the rights and privacy of citizens, also in the field of “cybersecurity”, 
some results of which were referred to by the honourable Member. The Programme is implemented by the Commission, 
and it is normally for the participants of the individual research projects to exploit the results achieved. The Council does 
not have proposals from the Commission regarding possible follow up to the particular research work in question. Should 
the Commission submit such proposals, the aspects referred to by the honourable Member would certainly be taken into 
consideration in their examination. The honourable Member is therefore advised to turn to the Commission for any further 
information on this matter. 
 
On the specific question of the localisation of the future research network and proposed Foundation no decision has yet 
been taken by the competent authorities. 
 

*** 

Question no 23 by Astrid Thors (H-0689/03)  
 
Subject: Labelling of alcoholic beverages 
 
The Food Labelling Directive (2000/13/EC1) provides, among other things, for the listing of the ingredients of foodstuffs. 
However, the provisions laid down for alcoholic beverages differ from those applicable to other foodstuffs. The 
Commission presented a proposal in 1997, with the aim of determining the procedure for the adoption of rules for the 
labelling of ingredients of individual alcoholic beverages, as the general principles laid down by Directive 2000/13/EC 
cannot apply to these products, given their specific nature. 
 
The proposal had never been discussed in the Council until the Danish Presidency put it on agenda of a working group in 
2002, and a majority of the Member States agreed that alcoholic beverages had remained unregulated for too long. 
 
When does the Council intend to put the issue on the agenda and does it consider the Commission's proposal to be a 
sufficient and consistent basis for the adoption of new rules for the labelling of alcoholic beverages? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(IT) As the honourable Member correctly recalls, the Commission presented in 1997 a specific proposal on labelling of 
alcoholic beverages, aiming at modifying the existing Food Labelling Directive (79/112/EC). Following the European 
Parliament's opinion of February 1999 on this proposal, the Commission forwarded an amended proposal to the Council in 
July 1999. 
 
The Council discussed in fact this text in a Working Party at the end of 2002, in order to take stock of the situation and 
given the numerous developments which had taken place since the submission of the proposal, both in national and 
Community legislation and on the markets. 
 
On the basis of the results of the meeting, the Commission undertook to report back and consult all the interested parties 
(producers, consumers and experts from Member States) and, on the basis of these contacts, to continue its reflections on 
how to proceed. 
 
It is recalled in this context that the Directive amending Directive 2000/13/EC as regards the indication of allergenic 
ingredients in foodstuffs (adopted on 10 November 2003), provides for the labelling of certain allergenic substances in 
alcoholic beverages). 
 

*** 

                                                           
1 OJ L 109, 6.5.2000, p.29. 
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Question no 24 by Pedro Marset Campos (H-0693/03)  
 
Subject: Situation in Iraq 
 
It is obvious from the current situation in Iraq that the presence of US troops is a destabilising factor which causes 
outbreaks of violence and which makes it difficult for social, economic and political activity in the country to be revived 
on a democratic basis. 
 
Does the Council not think that, on behalf of the European Union, it should launch an initiative within the UN Security 
Council with a view to making the UN the sole guarantor of security in the country (using its own staff and resources), of a 
transition to democracy and of the restoration to the Iraqi people of authority over their own institutions? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(IT) The European Council has pointed out that a strong and vital UN role is essential for a successful political and 
economic reconstruction in Iraq. The Council has expressed its support to the UN Secretary General, Kofi Annan, and his 
Acting Special Representative for Iraq, Ramiro da Silva, in this regard. 
 
The idea, however, that the EU should launch an initiative within the UN Security Council with a view to making it the 
sole guarantor of the security, of the transition to democracy and of the handing over political responsibility to the Iraqi 
people, does not seem realistic. Indeed: 
 
Firstly, the EU as such is not a member of the UN Security Council. 
 
Secondly, it has been the understanding from the beginning that the UN Secretary General did not aspire to such a role for 
the UN. 
 
Thirdly, as the Honourable Parliamentarian is aware, the UN itself temporarily withdrew from Iraq recently because of the 
security situation. 
 

*** 

Question no 25 by Niall Andrews (H-0696/03)  
 
Subject: Developing a new European Refugee Fund 
 
With the implementation period for the first European Refugee Fund due to end on 31 December 2004, will the Council 
state what its priorities are for a new fund after 2004? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) The European Refugee Fund was established by Council Decision 2000/596/EC.1 Article 25 of this Decision states 
that the Council shall review it on the basis of a proposal from the Commission by 31 December 2004 at the latest. The 
Council is waiting for the Commission proposal. 
 

*** 

Question no 26 by Paulo Casaca (H-0699/03)  
 
Subject: Waiver of fines for exceeding the reference quantities for milk production 
 
The October 2003 Brussels European Council, according to paragraph 38 of its conclusions, approved the prolongation of 
the specific additional milk quota for the Azores, corresponding to the region's internal consumption of milk and dairy 
products as approved by the Nice European Council in 2000. This decision annulled those of the Agriculture Council 
which would have reduced the quota by 23 000 tonnes. 

                                                           
1 OJ L 252, 6.10.2000, p. 12. 
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There is, however, no mention in the same paragraph of those conclusions of a single extra litre of milk quota being 
allocated to the Azores (the region's share of the general and specific milk quotas remains unchanged in all respects). Still 
less is there any mention of any waiver - not so much as a euro's worth - of any fines. Nonetheless, the Portuguese 
government and press continue to repeat the opposite, claiming that there has been an increase in the permitted production 
level, as well as a fine waiver. 
 
The milk producers in the Azores have thus been astonished to discover that there will in fact be no waiver of fines already 
paid, and that they are not authorised to produce so much as one litre more than in the past. 
 
Will the Council approve a fine waiver for milk producers in the Azores, thus returning them the amounts they had to pay 
over the last production year? 
 
Will the Council increase the overall quantity available for milk production in the Azores, updating the estimates for 
internal consumption of milk and dairy products? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(IT) Within the framework of the political agreement reached on reform of the CAP, the Agriculture and Fisheries Council, 
at a meeting last June in Luxembourg, decided to extend the system of milk quotas up until the marketing year 2004/2005. 
In this context, the quota allocated to the Azores was increased by 50 000 tonnes as from the marketing year 2005/2006, an 
increase which means that production will be able to reach a total of 500 000 tonnes. 
 
To facilitate the gradual shift to this quota for this outermost region, the Commission tabled a proposal to the Council on 
16 October 2003 extending exemption from the system of fines in the milk sector. This would make it easier for the milk 
sector to adapt to the agreed supplementary quota by a fixed deadline. 
 
In its Brussels meeting of October 2003 to which the honourable Member referred, the European Council welcomed the 
proposal and invited the Council to examine it as soon as possible. 
 
The Agriculture and Fisheries Council will adopt the proposal at the December 2003 meeting, after it has received the 
European Parliament’s opinion. 
 

*** 

Question no 27 by Ioannis Souladakis (H-0702/03)  
 
Subject: Lowering of VAT for restaurants 
 
The lowering of VAT in the catering industry (restaurants etc.) is of vital importance for a large number of small- and 
medium-sized business which, despite coming under fierce competition from fast food chains, manage to combine quality 
and tradition while preserving the culinary heritage. 
 
Does the Council take a favourable view of lowering the rate of VAT in such cases? 
 
Does it intend to do so using fast-track procedures without time-consuming delays which create further pressures on the 
businesses concerned? 
 
Is the Council considering introducing certification which takes account of tradition, hygiene and the environment as 
criteria to qualify caterers for a lower rate of VAT? 
 
Does the Council intend to exclude fast food chains from a lower rate of VAT? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(IT) 1.The Council and its bodies are currently examining the Commission proposal on reduced rates of VAT, which, as 
the honourable Member will know, gives Member States the possibility of applying reduced rates of VAT in the catering 
industry. 
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2. At this stage in the debate, the Council discussions have not yet yielded a clear guideline on the reduction of the VAT in 
question. 
 
3. The Council is not, therefore, in a position to reply to the queries made by the honourable Member. 
 
4. The Council would like to assure the honourable Member that, pending the European Parliament’s opinion and without 
prejudice to this opinion, it is making every endeavour to advance with all speed on the case in question. 
 
 

*** 

Question no 28 by Elisabeth Schroedter (H-0706/03)  
 
Subject: Oil extraction by Russia in the Baltic Sea, near the Curonian Spit (D6 oil deposit) 
 
Before the end of 2003, the Russian oil company LUKoil is going to start oil production just 22 km away from the 
Curonian Spit, which is a World Heritage site and future NATURA 2000 area. In 2000, the EBRD granted LUKoil a US$ 
150 million loan, enabling LUKoil to resume the project. A transparent, international EIA has not been conducted by 
Russia, even though the oil platform is situated only 6 km from the Lithuanian border, endangers the Curonian Spit and 
international conventions demand such an assessment. 
 
What concrete agreements were reached at the Rome EU-Russia Summit regarding an international EIA and the phase-out 
of single-hull tankers? What will be done about the threat to the Curonian Spit of particle pollution? Does the Council 
believe that the environmental safety of the project is guaranteed? 
 
Will the EU use its majority on the EBRD Board of Directors to stop support of LUKoil until an international EIA has 
been conducted, as called for by the Helsinki Convention? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(IT) One of the priorities of the European Union for the EU-Russia summit in Rome on 6 November 2003 was to increase 
co-operation with Russia in the field of environment.  
 
The Joint Statement of the 12th EU-Russia Summit in Rome on 6 November 2003 says under point 10: "We recognised 
our responsibility to tackle together and in the framework of relevant international organisations, instruments and fora, 
common environmental challenges and shared concerns regarding climate change and transport safety." 
 
While there was no specific reference to the LukOil project or the EBRD's support, nor to any specific environmental 
impact assessment of this project at the Summit, the EU raised its concerns about the need to strengthen co-operation in 
maritime safety. The Commission has made known its intention to use upcoming meetings, also at technical level, to invite 
the Russian authorities to reinforce cooperation with other countries bordering the Baltic Sea, notably Lithuania, as far as 
environmental issues and environmental management of the Baltic Sea are concerned. The Commission announced in 
particular that it will call on Russia to agree on an accelerated timetable to phase out the use of single hull tankers and the 
immediate cessation of the use of such vessels for transporting heavy grades of oil. 
 
The Russian Federation acknowledged these concerns, as one of the environmental challenges that the EU and Russia 
should tackle together. 
 
In relation to the specific project referred to by the honourable Member of Parliament, the Council is aware of contacts 
between the concerned Parties in the framework of the Helsinki Convention on the Protection of the Marine Environment 
in the Baltic Sea area. The Council is very much attached to environmentally satisfactory conditions of any such project 
but it is not in a position to comment on the approval of the EBRD support to the specific LukOil project and the 
procedures to be followed in that context, as these are matters which fall within the competence of the Board of Directors 
of the EBRD. In general, the EBRD rules attribute a high degree of importance to environmental criteria. 
 
 
 

*** 
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Question no 29 by Ioannis Patakis (H-0708/03)  
 
Subject: Athens Olympic Games a pretext for plans to suppress and restrict democratic freedoms 
 
According to certain articles in the press, the special committee of the heads of the Member States' police forces, which 
met in Rome, decided that police authorities and networks not only from European countries but also from third countries 
would be actively involved in security for the 2004 Olympic Games, thus establishing an independent 'pan-European 
security network'. To ensure the effectiveness of this 'operation', it is considered necessary to circumvent all the provisions 
of law governing relations with third countries. The possibility is also being examined of providing rapid access to Europol 
databases for third countries' intelligence agencies under the recent agreement on terrorism with the USA. 
 
Is this information correct and which bodies, organisations etc. have requested these measures? Will the Athens Olympic 
Games be used as a pretext to implement plans for public surveillance and to suppress and restrict the democratic freedoms 
established to date? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(IT) The Council recalls the honourable Parliamentarian the framework within which the fight against terrorism is 
conducted within the Union with particular regard for the respect of the fundamental rights. 
 
The issue of the fight against international terrorism in relation to major sporting events is being discussed between the 
Member States. A seminar on this theme has been held on 10/11 April 2003 in Athens. 
 
The Council has been informed that the Task Force of Chiefs of Police, on the occasion of its 7th meeting in Crete on 19/20 
May 2003, had already decided to draw up a Specific Security Handbook to be used to develop a direct police cooperation 
during the Olympic Games, focussing on the specific nature of the threat. At the meeting of the Task Force of the Chiefs of 
Police on 6/7 October 2003 in Rome the drawing up of this Security Handbook was discussed. 
 
Moreover, it has also been agreed within the framework of the Task Force that Member States should set up an ad hoc 
multinational team with the participation of Europol, tasked with the early identification of the most concrete threats, and 
of the sources of terrorist organisations. 
 
In order to prepare the work of this multinational team, experts from the Member States including Acceding States, 
representatives of Europol as well as experts from third countries will meet in Athens during the autumn, under the 
responsibility of the Greek Police. 
 

*** 

Question no 30 by Efstratios Korakas (H-0710/03)  
 
Subject: Reactions to recent Eurobarometer opinion polls 
 
In response to a Eurobarometer survey, a very high percentage of the European public expressed its opposition to US and 
Israeli policy in the Middle East and beyond, indicating that these two countries pose the greatest threat to world peace. 
The results of this opinion poll, which reflect the strong and widely-held disapproval of Europeans regarding the war in 
Iraq and the Israeli stance in the Middle East, were described by EU officials as unacceptable and unexpected. 
 
Does the Council not consider that, instead of expressing surprise at the outcome of the opinion poll, censuring the EU 
public and endorsing US belligerence, it should stay tuned to public opinion, responding to its call for peace and respect 
for national independence and the sovereignty of the people and acting accordingly? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(IT) The Eurobarometer opinion poll the honourable Member of the European Parliament is referring to has been carried 
out under the authority of the European Commission, which has already commented on the outcome. The Council has not 
commented on the opinion poll specifically. 
 
The position of the European Union on the Middle East Peace Process has been spelled out clearly in the conclusions of 
the European Council on 16/17 October 2003. 
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*** 

Question no 31 by Konstantinos Alyssandrakis (H-0712/03)  
 
Subject: Inclusion of biometric data on the travel documents of EU Member State citizens 
 
The Council of Ministers for Justice and Home Affairs has decided to include biometric data on the travel documents of 
EU Member State citizens and on visas and residence permits issued to third country nationals, as stipulated by the 
agreement with the USA. This information will be made available to the relevant US authorities. 
 
What biometric data is to be included on the above documentation and to what extent does this infringe current legislation 
in the Member States, breach the confidentiality of personal data and encroach upon the private life of the individual? 
What action will be taken to guarantee that such data will not be used for purposes other than those for which it was 
intended, having been made available to third parties without the necessary guarantees? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(IT) The Thessaloniki European Council called upon the Commission to prepare appropriate proposals 
on the inclusion of biometric identifiers or biometric data in visas and residence permits for third country nationals and EU 
citizen's passports, starting with visas. 
 
The Commission has submitted two proposals concerning the uniform formats for visas and residence permits for third 
country nationals, which are currently under discussion in the relevant Council bodies. 
 
No final decision has been taken on the biometric identifiers to be chosen yet, but the recommendations of ICAO will be 
followed. 
 
With regard to the personal data to be processed in the context of the uniform formats for visa and residence permits, 
Directive 95/46/EC1 of the European Parliament and of the Council on the protection of individuals with regard to the 
processing of personal data and on the free movement of such data applies. 
 
The Council underlines that the draft proposals stipulate that only information provided for in the respective proposals or 
in the relevant travel document will be stored in the uniform formats for visa or for residence permits and that the draft 
proposals contain no provisions as to the sharing of information with any third country. 
 

*** 

Question no 32 by Antonios Trakatellis (H-0713/03)  
 
Subject: Elections in occupied Cyprus and mass granting of nationality 
 
The self-styled 'state' of Mr Denktash has granted 'nationality' en masse in occupied Cyprus to more than 54 000 settlers - 
and the number appears to be increasing - ahead of the elections in December. What is the Council's position on this matter 
and what measures does it consider appropriate to avoid a situation which would undermine the legitimacy of the 
forthcoming elections, the outcome of which will have a significant impact on the integration of that part of the island 
where it is currently not possible to implement the acquis communautaire? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(IT) With less than six months to go before the accession of Cyprus to the EU on 1 May 2004, there is clearly an urgent 
need to create favourable conditions for relaunching the UN process on the basis of the Annan plan. 
 
In this light, the Council has been looking into ways and means to help ensure the transparency and fairness of the 
forthcoming elections in the northern part of Cyprus, given the reasonable electoral prospects for the coalition of 
opposition parties who would seem most willing to resume negotiations. 
                                                           
1 OJ L 281, 23.11.1995, page 31. 
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Also, the attention of the interested parties has been repeatedly drawn, more recently at the Ministerial Troika meeting 
with Turkish Foreign Minister Gul, upon the need that the aforesaid elections be held in a free and transparent manner. 
From this point of view it is also to be recalled that in the northern part of the island there is provision for opposition 
against cases such as those mentioned in the question, and that a number of such recourses have been already deemed 
acceptable. 
 

*** 
QUESTIONS TO THE COMMISSION 

 
 

Question no 50 by Rodi Kratsa-Tsagaropoulou (H-0675/03)  
 
Subject: Draft constitution for Afghanistan 
 
On 3 November 2003, the Afghan Committee on Constitutional Affairs submitted to President Hamid Karzai a draft 
constitution for the creation of an Islamic republic, consisting of 160 articles and containing references to fundamental 
human rights, individual religious rights and Islam, the system of government (presidential), etc. 
 
What view does the Commission take of this document and does it consider that it guarantees the protection of 
fundamental human rights and, in particular, the rights of women in Afghanistan? 
 
Does the Commission consider that it will provide a guarantee for the post-Taliban era that the country can be run and 
further developed along stable and ordered lines? If the Commission is not thus satisfied, does it intend to act and what 
measures does it intend to take? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) The Commission welcomes the long-awaited publication of the Draft Afghan Constitution, made public on 3 
November 2003. 
 
The Commission notes that the Draft Constitution will be subject to much-welcomed public debate ahead of the 
Constitutional Loya Jirga scheduled to start on 10 December. The Constitutional Loya Jirga will then deliberate on the 
Draft and will hopefully adopt a new Constitution for Afghanistan before the end of the year 2003. This would constitute 
another important step in the implementation of the Bonn Agreement that will ultimately lead toward the establishment of 
a broad-based, gender-sensitive, multi-ethnic and fully representative government in Afghanistan as agreed in Bonn. 
 
The Commission hopes that the Constitutional Loya Jirga will approve a Constitution that will abide by the UN Charter, 
international treaties, international conventions that Afghanistan has signed, and the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights as stated in Article 7 of the Draft Constitution. 
 

*** 

Question no 51 by Dana Rosemary Scallon (H-0676/03)  
 
Subject: Development: VCCT testing 
 
Under Budget reference line 21 02 07 02 (Aid for poverty-related diseases (HIV/AIDS, malaria and tuberculosis) in 
developing countries, what services are provided under "VCCT testing" ? Which organisation(s) is(are) piloting the VCCT 
programme? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) Before the end of 2003, a call for proposals will be launched to select and finance, inter alia, initiatives aimed at 
increasing care-seeking patterns, access to prevention and care services and coverage of essential services, particularly for 
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the poorest and most vulnerable, such as initiatives which aim at increasing the Voluntary Counselling and Testing (VCT) 
uptake and detection rates of HIV infected adults and children. 
 
Voluntary HIV counselling and testing (VCT), also referred to as voluntary HIV counselling and confidential testing 
(VCCT), is the process by which an individual undergoes counselling enabling him or her to make an informed choice 
about being tested for HIV. This decision must be entirely the choice of the individual and he or she must be assured that 
the process will be confidential. HIV counselling has been defined as "a confidential dialogue between a person and a care 
provider aimed at enabling the person to cope with stress and make personal decisions related to HIV/AIDS. The 
counselling process includes an evaluation of personal risk of HIV transmission and facilitation of preventive behaviour. 
"The objectives of HIV counselling are the prevention of HIV transmission and the emotional support of those who wish 
to consider HIV testing, both to help them make a decision about whether or not to be tested, and to provide support and 
facilitate decision-making following testing. 
 
The organisations (applicants) will be selected through the call for proposals. The criteria for eligibility are those of 
the Regulation. 
 

*** 

Question no 52 by Brian Crowley (H-0681/03)  
 
Subject: Human rights and political choice in Ethiopia 
 
Ethiopia is one of the major recipients of EU aid among the APC countries and has been allocated funds for democratic 
institutions and processes. 
 
How does the Commission respond therefore to reports that the vulnerable and starving population in Ogaden, Eastern 
Ethiopia, has recently been attacked by government forces and that human rights organisations are expressing their 
concerns about the tensions and non-viable political atmosphere for the promotion of alternative movements and 
leadership in Ethiopia, and does the Commission intend to take these factors into account before releasing further funds to 
this country? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) The Ethiopian Somali Region, known as Ogaden, has long been a restless region and it is unsafe for two major 
reasons: the first being that the neighbouring Somali Republic is a failed state and the second is the presence of small 
groups of armed guerrillas fighting for the independence of this region from Ethiopia. Government military convoys are 
frequently attacked and there are casualties on both sides. The Commission is not aware of deliberate attacks by the 
Ethiopian armed forces on their own population in the Ogaden. 
 
So far neither NGOs nor other human rights organisations have approached the Commission to express their concerns on 
the political atmosphere in the country. It is important to mention that the Government decided to go ahead with the 
holding of elections in the Somali region in the coming months. These would be the first elections in that region for seven 
years. 
 
The Commission follows with great attention the situation of human rights and democracy in Ethiopia in the context of the 
Political Dialogue concluded in accordance with article 8 of the Cotonou Agreement. So far no grounds to defer the release 
of development funds is seen. 
 

*** 

Question no 53 by James (Jim) Fitzsimons (H-0687/03)  
 
Subject: Fighting landmines 
 
The Commission has just adopted its 2003 Annual Work Programme for antipersonnel mines with a budget of EUR 
18,150,000 to cover operations in Afghanistan, Angola, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Cambodia, the Democratic Republic of 
Congo, Eritrea, Guinea-Bissau, Iraq, Laos, Mozambique, Myanmar, Sri Lanka and Sudan. 
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Will the Commission state what progress has been made in these and other countries in successfully completing 
antipersonnel mine operations and does it expect to support antipersonnel mine operations in the future in other countries 
which are not included in the countries selected in 2003? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) The Annual Work Programme for antipersonnel landmines 2003 is based on the priorities identified in the EC Mine 
Action Strategy and Multiannual Indicative Programming 2002-2004. 
 
The 2004 Annual Work Programme supports actions relating to antipersonnel mines in ten countries; six of them were not 
included in the 2003 programme (Ukraine, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Somalia, Georgia/Abkhazia, Ecuador/Peru, 
Tajikistan/Kyrgyzstan). 
 
The Multiannual Indicative Programming and Annual Work Programmes are published on the Commission website. 
 
The Commission is currently in the process of drafting the 2005-2007 Multi-annual Indicative Programme. Over this 
period the European Community will provide support to mine affected countries around the world on the basis of a number 
of criteria set out in the mine action strategy. 
 
The Commission intends to perform an overall assessment of its mine action projects funded under this instrument in 
2004. This would be in line with the Regulations on antipersonnel landmines that foresee such an evaluation every three 
years after the entry into force. 
 

*** 

Question no 54 by Malcolm Harbour (H-0701/03)  
 
Subject: World Coffee Prices 
 
Would the Commission, in the context of its work on the challenges facing world commodity producers, please confirm 
that it is giving the highest priority to measures that will regenerate the coffee sector? Will the Commission confirm that is 
prepared to advocate minimum quality standards for coffee imports, along the lines of the legislation under consideration 
in the USA? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) The Commission is well aware of the importance of the coffee sector for developing countries, and is giving high 
priority to this sector in its work on agricultural commodities. The Commission’s activities include support to Commodity 
Risk Management, promoting quality production and coffee consumption through the International Coffee Organisation, 
the prevention of mould formation and some country specific development activities, for example in Ethiopia. 
 
The Commission has devoted quite some time over the last year to analysing agricultural commodity sectors, including 
coffee and published an analytical paper on challenges and possible strategies in the commodity sectors. 
 
The Community as a member of the International Coffee Organisation supports and advocates quality measures through 
the Organisation. The US is unfortunately not a member of the International Coffee Organisation but is now seeking to 
establish comparable national import standards. 
 

*** 

Question no 55 by John Hume (H-0705/03)  
 
Subject: Political developments in Sri Lanka 
 
Given recent political developments in Sri Lanka, what measures has the Commission taken to encourage the survival of 
the peace process in that country? 
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Answer 
 
(EN) The Commission has followed developments in Sri Lanka closely and is greatly concerned by the setback of the 
ongoing Peace Process caused by the recent events in Sri Lanka, including deployment of troops in the capital and the 
action to bring under the remit of the President the Cabinet portfolios of Defence, of Interior, and of Communications. 
 
As a so-called co-chair together with Norway, the US and Japan, the Presidency and the Commission has issued a joint 
statement expressing our concern that the recent developments in Sri Lanka may put at risk the spirit of cohabitation 
between the President and the Government of Sri Lanka, which has proven vital for the sustained forward momentum of 
the peace process. The Presidency and the Commission further urged the two principal parties to continue to work together 
in support of a negotiated political solution. 
 
In addition the Member of the Commission in charge of External Relations has been in contact with the Sri Lankan Prime 
Minister Wickremesinghe by telephone encouraging him to find a way back to co-habit with the President. The 
Commission will continue to send positive signals in the hope that tension can be reduced. The Commission is closely 
coordinating any action with Norway as facilitator of the Peace Process and the other co-chairs. The Commission further 
remains in daily contact with its Delegation in Colombo for updates of the situation. 
 
25-26 November 2003, the Member of the Commission in charge of External Relations will visit Sri Lanka as previously 
planned. The visit will allow him to get a first hand impression of the situation in Sri Lanka and provide him with the 
possibility to discuss the situation with all parties involved. 
 
The EC is working with the Council to ensure coordinated action 
 

*** 

Question no 56 by Elisabeth Schroedter (H-0707/03)  
 
Subject: Oil extraction by Russia in the Baltic Sea, near the Curonian Spit (D6 oil deposit) 
 
Before the end of 2003, the Russian oil company LUKoil is going to start oil production just 22 km away from the 
Curonian Spit, which is a World Heritage site and future NATURA 2000 area. In 2000, the EBRD granted LUKoil a US$ 
150 million loan, enabling LUKoil to resume the project. A transparent, international EIA has not been conducted by 
Russia, even though the oil platform is situated only 6 km from the Lithuanian border, endangers the Curonian Spit and 
international conventions demand such an assessment. 
 
What concrete agreements were reached at the Rome EU-Russia Summit regarding an international EIA and the phase-out 
of single-hull tankers? What will be done about the threat to the Curonian Spit of particle pollution? Does the Commission 
believe that the environmental safety of the project is guaranteed? 
 
Will the EU use its majority on the EBRD Board of Directors to stop support of LUKoil until an international EIA has 
been conducted, as called for by the Helsinki Convention? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) The Commission shares the increasing concerns about Russia’s plan to start prospecting for oil in the sensitive Baltic 
Sea environment of the Curonian Spit without having conducted an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) meeting high 
international standards. 
 
While environmental matters were raised at the recent EU-Russia Summit in Rome, no concrete agreement was reached 
concerning oil drilling in the Baltic. 
 
The Commission has for some time urged Russia to adopt an accelerated timetable to phase out the use of single hull 
tankers and the immediate cessation of the use of such tankers for transporting heavy grades of oil, in line with the similar 
provisions taken at Union level (Regulation 1726/2003 of 22 July 2003, which entered into force the 21st of October 2003). 
As part of the acquis, this regulation will apply to ports, offshore terminals and sea areas under the jurisdiction of 
Lithuania as of the date of its accession to the Union (1st May 2004). Following the request of the EU Council of Transport 
Ministers a formal proposal along those lines was tabled by the 15 Member States to the International Maritime 
Organisation (IMO) and will be discussed again at its upcoming Marine Environment Protection Committee (MEPC) 
December meeting. 
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The Commission considers that the question of oil extraction by Russia in the Baltic Sea raises issues that have to be 
discussed directly with the Russian Federation. Therefore, the Commission will combine its efforts with current and future 
Member States to convince the Russian side that for the sake of the safety of all Baltic Sea States, including Russia, a 
transparent EIA meeting high international standards shall be conducted and all relevant precautionary emergency 
measures have to be foreseen. 
 
There was an European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) loan of EUR 150 million to Lukoil dating 
back to 2000 for medium term working capital. As far as the Commission knows there is no connection between this and 
the Curonian spit project (which requires a different type of long-term financing). Moreover, the EBRD management 
informed the Commission that there are currently no other LUKoil projects in the Bank's “pipeline”. 
 

*** 

Question no 57 by Eija-Riitta Anneli Korhola (H-0717/03)  
 
Subject: The remit of the G8 Group and measures to combat terrorism 
 
When it was set up, the G8 Group (or G7 as it then was) was small, comprising only three representatives from each 
country, who met for two days of talks without much preparatory work. Currently, the G8 is a symbolic meeting of 
national leaders, a symbolic institution. 
 
How does the Commission see the remit of the G8 Group in future? 
 
Would it be justified to use the G8 Group - for example in the form of working groups set up by it - to combat 
international terrorism and thus to render the war on terrorism more balanced and multipolar? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) As the honourable Member points out, the G8 is neither an institution nor an international organisation and has no 
legal basis. The G8 takes no binding decisions and there are no formal rules of procedure or a permanent secretariat. Each 
G8 member country holds the rotating Presidency for one calendar year. The country holding the Chair hosts the Summit 
and proposes the agenda as well as organising a cycle of preparatory meetings which was the case for France and the 
Evian Summit in 2003. 
 
But the Summit is more than a symbolic meeting and the G8 can play a real and important role. The 1996 Summit in Lyon 
launched the first Highly Indebted Poor Countries (HIPC) initiative while at Evian in 2003, the Leaders addressed the 
challenges of promoting growth, enhancing sustainable development and improving security. 
 
With reference to the honourable Member’s specific question on a possible G8 role in terrorism, he should be aware that 
the G8 already plays an active role. Through its Roma and Lyon Groups (respectively responsible for issues related to 
terrorism and organised crime) and related expert sub-groups it has made a significant contribution to the development of 
international thinking on terrorism and organised crime. For example, the G8 has been active both in the development of 
the 12 UN sectoral Conventions against terrorism and in calling for worldwide ratification and implementation of these 
instruments. A key recent development has been the creation at the Evian Summit of the Counter-Terrorism Action Group 
(CTAG). This brings G8 members together with, inter alia, the UN Counter Terrorism Committee with the aim of better 
co-ordinating international counter-terrorism assistance. 
 

*** 

Question no 58 by Bill Newton Dunn (H-0633/03)  
 
Subject: Birth rates declining in the Union 
 
Probably the biggest long-term economic problem which the Union faces is declining birth rates. What proposals is the 
Commission making to encourage Member States to try to start to reverse this potentially catastrophic decline? 
 
 

Answer 
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(EN) The Commission shares the concerns expressed by the honourable Member in relation to the important issue of low 
birth rates. This issue is recognised by demographers as very complex. Looking at the policy debate over the last 20 years 
it is also true that there is no single solution to this question. 
 
At European level it is important to highlight that a wide range of policies which affect fertility – including family and 
child policies – are of national competence, and the European Union does not have a legal basis to develop and implement 
initiatives in these areas. 
 
Nevertheless, European employment and social policies may have an impact on families, and therefore the Commission 
places particular emphasis on family-friendly policies, in such areas as employment and childcare. More specifically, the 
European Employment Strategy – in line with the Conclusions of the European Council of Barcelona (2002) – addresses 
the problem of reconciling work and family life. The guidelines of the 2003 European Employment Strategy commit 
Member States to "remove disincentives to female labour force participation and strive, taking into account the demand for 
childcare facilities and in line with national patterns of childcare provision, to provide childcare by 2010 to at least 90% of 
children between three years old and the mandatory school age and at least 33% of children under three years of age." 
 
The Commission monitors the evolution of the demographic situation in its annual Social Situation Report. 
 

*** 

Question no 59 by Alexandros Alavanos (H-0634/03)  
 
Subject: Implementation in Greece of Directive 1999/70/EC 
 
In reply to my Written Question P-2301/03 concerning implementation in Greece of Directive 1999/70/EC1, the 
Commission indicated that, regarding the transposition of the directive into Greek national law, initial examination of 
Presidential Decree 81/2003 revealed that problems of compliance might arise. However, in reply to my previous question 
H-0293/03 concerning implementation in Greece of Directive 1999/70/EC regarding abuse of fixed-term contracts, 
Commissioner Diamantopoulou, referring to Presidential Decree 81/2003 transposing this Directive into Community law, 
indicated that the Commission was examining the Presidential Decree and that we shall be able to give an evaluation 
before the summer. 
 
Given the hardship being caused around 250 000 Greeks employed under such contracts as a result of this delay which is 
being exploited by the Greek Government to perpetuate this situation, can the Commission say whether the Presidential 
Decree in question has in fact been evaluated?2 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) The Commission has contacted Greece, as well as several other Member States, in order to get an explanation of 
certain measures chosen to implement Council Directive 1999/70/EC of 28 June 1999 concerning the framework 
agreement on fixed-term work concluded by European Trade Union Confederation (ETUC), Union of Industrial and 
Employers’ Confederations of Europe (UNICE) and European Centre of Enterprises with Public Participation and of 
Enterprises of General Economic Interest (CEEP)3. It is particularly the transposition of Clause 5 of the framework 
agreement of the Directive – measures to prevent abuse – which seems to be causing difficulties. 
 
Hopefully, it will be possible to solve the problems in cooperation with the national authorities. If this should not be the 
case, the Commission will consider initiating infringement procedures as provided for in Article 226 of the Treaty. 
 

*** 

Question no 60 by Josu Ortuondo Larrea (H-0636/03)  
 
Subject: Possible negotiation of EU-MERCOSUR agreement 
 

                                                           
1 OJ L 175, 10.7.1999, p.43 
2 Oral Answer of 3.6.2003 
3 OJ L 175 of 10.7.1999. 
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A couple of months ago, the EU reached an agreement with Chile, having done the same with Mexico some two years 
previously. Both agreements have proved highly satisfactory to both sides; in both cases the provisions are considered to 
be in advance of the WTO rules. These agreements may therefore be described as 'WTO-plus'. 
 
Nonetheless, as far as the EU's negotiations with MERCOSUR are concerned, we are told that the talks now under way are 
running into difficulties thanks to the failure of the recent WTO summit in Cancún to reach any kind of consensus, and that 
in the absence of a WTO yardstick the negotiations cannot proceed further. 
 
Can the Commission state how far it believes the absence of a WTO yardstick to be an impediment in the MERCOSUR 
case, given that the rules in force when the agreements with Mexico and Chile were negotiated did not entail any obstacle 
to reaching agreements which went beyond those same rules? Is it not possible to negotiate with MERCOSUR on the basis 
provided by the agreements with Mexico and Chile, or, alternatively, by the WTO rules that were in force when those 
agreements were concluded? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) The failure of the Cancun Ministerial was a setback not only for the Doha Development Agenda (DDA) but for the 
EU-Mercosur biregional negotiations as well. This is mainly due to the fact that both negotiating processes run on two 
parallel and similar tracks. Whatever the Commission achieves on the World Trade Organization (WTO) side should be 
improved on the biregional side (‘WTO-plus’), otherwise extra concessions from our side would not be reciprocated and 
the EU would find itself in the difficult situation to pay twice. This similarity is directly linked to the level and type of 
market access interests at stake in both negotiations. 
 
This idea of using WTO benchmarks for achieving ‘WTO-plus’ bilateral agreements is not new. It was used already for the 
negotiations with Chile, although in a different context than the agricultural one. Actually in the case of Chile the 
Commission achieved important steps in the “new WTO issues” with the introduction inter alia of transparency rules on 
government procurements, an ambitious agenda for trade facilitation an important steps on wine’s geographical indications 
and an enhanced bilateral dispute settlement For the EU-Mexico agreement, the idea of going beyond WTO rules - that in 
any cases constituted the FTA basis and framework - was not the real benchmark. At that time the benchmark for EU 
negotiators was the so called “NAFTA parity” : achieving the same trade benefits granted from Mexico to its northern 
neighbours for European goods and European companies. 
 
For both negotiating processes (DDA and EU-Mercosur), the main immediate impact of failure of the Cancun Ministerial 
was to delay the effective resumption of negotiations and put in serious doubt their completion, according to the agreed 
timeframes. In the same line, the definition of a concrete preferential market access for Mercosur countries became even 
more difficult to assess after Cancun, when no benchmarks for commitments undertaken by the Union in the framework of 
the DDA were available. 
 
Despite these difficulties, negotiations with Mercosur have now been re-launched during the Trade Negotiators Meeting at 
Ministerial Level, which took place in Brussels on 12 November. Ministers agreed to an ambitious work programme with 
a view to beginning the concluding period of negotiations. To this end, five meetings of the Bi-regional Negotiating 
Committee and two meetings at ministerial level, until October 2004, have been scheduled. In addition, both sides 
recognised the importance of progress in the Doha Development Agenda in parallel with EU-Mercosur negotiations. 
 

*** 

Question no 61 by Avril Doyle (H-0638/03)  
 
Subject: Extension of EU beef labelling rules to the catering sector 
 
Notwithstanding the fact that Ireland exports 83% of beef produced, Ireland imports 5 500 tonnes of beef every year from 
third countries or 6% of the total home market, mainly for the catering trade. Beef from these countries must undergo 
controls to secure an EU export licence, which in theory are as stringent abroad as in the EU. 
 
However, given that Irish farmers and meat processors are subject to very strict traceability and labelling requirements 
under the 'Farm to Fork' food safety regime; the fact that the catering industry, including hotels and restaurants, accounts 
for a large percentage (up to 30% according to Bord Bia) of beef consumption in Ireland; and the fact that hotels and 
restaurants are not included in the EU regulations on beef labelling for operators involved in the marketing of beef within 
the EU; could the Commission explain this perverse exemption from existing rules and whether it has proposals to extend 
the EU beef traceability and labelling rules to the catering sector in the interest of consumer safety and the food chain? 
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Answer 
 
(FR) In 2000 the European Parliament and the Council adopted Regulation (EC) 1760/2000, the main purpose of which is 
to ensure the full traceability of beef from birth to the end consumer and to inform consumers of its origin, which is 
defined as the country (or countries) of birth, raising and slaughter of the animals from which the meat comes. 
 
Consequently, all the fresh beef which is placed on the Community market must be labelled in accordance with the 
provisions of that Regulation, irrespective of whether it is intended for retail sale or for supplying the catering sector. That 
requirement also applies to beef imported from third countries. 
 
However, operators in the private or collective catering sector are not required to display the origin of beef served to 
consumers. 
 
The Regulation applies, in fact, solely to fresh beef and not to beef which has been prepared by a caterer or which has been 
processed into canned meat or into prepared dishes by the food industry. 
 
However, caterers may already indicate the origin of beef on a voluntary basis. Such information must then be provided in 
a way which cannot mislead consumers about the actual origin of the meat served to them. 
 
This can also easily be verified at restaurants by official agencies, on the basis of the labelling indicating origin, which 
must appear on the beef delivered to restaurants. 
 
Finally, 'the Commission shall submit a report to the European Parliament and the Council, together, if necessary, with 
appropriate proposals regarding extending the scope of this Regulation to processed products containing beef ...', including 
those prepared by the catering sector. 
 

*** 

Question no 62 by Jillian Evans (H-0639/03)  
 
Subject: The use of non-human primates in scientific experiments 
 
What does the Commission regard as basic animal welfare standards that must be applied when primates are used for 
research purposes, and what effort has been made by the Commission to implement these standards? 
 
Many EU citizens in fact wish to see an end to the use of non-human primates in scientific research, and in December 
2002, the following statement was made in Parliament's report (A5-0387/2002) on Directive 86/609/EEC1 on the 
protection of animals used for experimental and other scientific purposes (2001/2259(INI) Committee on the Environment, 
Public Health and Consumer Policy): 
 
'The need for the continued use of non-human primates in research and testing should be critically evaluated in the light of 
scientific knowledge, with the intention of reducing and eventually ending their use;' 
 
Could the Commission give an update on progress made towards reducing and eliminating the use of primates in scientific 
research? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) All animal experiments in the Union, including those using non-human primates, must comply with the provisions of 
Directive 86/609/EEC on the protection of animals used for experimental and other scientific purposes. The Directive had 
to be transposed into national legislation in November 1989. 
 
The Directive seeks to improve the controls on the use of laboratory animals, to set minimum standards for housing and 
care, and addresses in broad terms the training of personnel handling animals and supervising experiments. It also aims at 
replacing animal testing methods with non-animal methods wherever possible, as well as encouraging the development 
and validation of alternative methods. Where animals have to be used, the Directive aims to ensure that it is only the 

                                                           
1 OJ L 358, 18.12.1986, p. 1. 
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minimum number, and that any animal suffering is the minimum necessary to achieve the scientific objective i.e. avoidable 
suffering should not be caused. 
 
Since the scientific basis of the Directive dates back more than 15 years, some provisions should be revisited in the light of 
more recent scientific data. To improve the situation, the Commission has started the revision of the Directive. In 2002, the 
Commission asked the Scientific Committee on Animal Health and Animal Welfare (SCAHAW) to prepare a report 
specifically on the welfare of non-human primates used for experiments. The report was adopted in December 2002 and 
can be found at the Europa web site1. The report will feed into the upcoming revision of the Directive. 
 
The Commission is also working to improve animal welfare in research in other ways. According to the Action Plan for 
Science and Society, published in December 2001, the Commission will: 
 
- foster networks of animal welfare committees in order to exchange information and develop best practice for ethical 
review of animal experiments 
 
- encourage training of scientists on animal welfare issues and improve the awareness of researchers on the principles of 
the 3 R’s (replacement, reduction and refinement). 
 
By contributing to the revision of the animal welfare legislation and promoting the use of alternative methods in testing 
and research, the JRC service ECVAM (European Centre for the Validation of Alternative Methods) in a more general 
sense supports improvements of standards and the reduction of animal use. 
 
In research supported by the Commission under the framework programmes for RTD, applicants have to describe the 
procedures adopted to respect the principles of the 3Rs and to protect the welfare of animals. Detailed guidance to the 
applicant is provided under point 7 of the “Crucial information for the Sixth Framework Programme applicants who have 
identified ethical issues in the Guide for Proposers checklist”2. The Council decision on the 6th Framework programme 
(Decision No. 834/2002/EC) specifies that under this programme the use of non-human primates must be replaced with 
alternatives wherever possible. 
 
An ethical review is implemented systematically for proposals dealing with sensitive issues such as the use of non-human 
primates. The ethical review ensures among others that all research involving animals are conducted in accordance with 
Directive 86/609/CEE and that the principles of the 3Rs are fully applied in the proposed projects. Furthermore, 
participants in research projects must seek the approval of the relevant national authorities prior to the start of the research 
activities. 
 
In order to promote the reduction and the replacement of animals in research the Commission supports research 
specifically aiming at developing in vitro alternatives to animal testing. Under the Fifth Framework Programme, some 43 
such projects were funded, for a total Community contribution of about EUR 65 million. 
 

*** 

Question no 63 by Anna Karamanou (H-0646/03)  
 
Subject: Trial of women demonstrating in favour of dialogue at Bingol in Turkey 
 
On 7 November 2003, 125 women will be put on trial in Turkey for taking part in a demonstration in protest at the 
violence and unrest characterising relations between the Turkish Government and the Kurdish populations and calling for 
dialogue and a peaceful resolution of their differences. The women, representing 39 NGOs from the whole of Turkey, had 
in the past held demonstrations in Istanbul, Adana and Ankara, handing resolutions to the authorities. The Bingol 
demonstration however did not go as peacefully since the women were insulted and then arrested on charges of infringing 
the law regarding demonstrations. 
 
What steps will the Commission take, what pressure will it bring to bear on this applicant country to ensure that it respects 
women's human rights and fundamental freedoms? 
 
 

Answer 
 

                                                           
1 http://europa.eu.int/comm/food/fs/sc/scah/out83_en.pdf 
2 http://europa.eu.int/comm/research/science-society/ethics/rules_en.html 
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(EN) The Commission is aware of the case mentioned by the honourable Member concerning the trial of women 
demonstrating in favour of dialogue at Bingöl. 
 
According to the information available to the Commission, the Peace Initiative demonstrations by women representing 39 
NGOs took place in the provinces of Adana, Mersin, Diyarbakir, Ankara, Batman, Van, Bolu, Elazığ and İstanbul. It was 
only when the initiative came to Bingöl that the women encountered problems with the authorities. 
 
The women, who have all been released pending the outcome of the trial, stand accused of violating Law No. 2911 which 
is the Law on Meetings and Demonstrations. 
 
The first hearing in the trial took place on 7 November 2003 in Bingöl Peace Penal Court. During the proceedings, which 
lasted for several hours, the statements of a number of the accused were taken. The next hearing is scheduled for 23 
January 2004. 
 
More generally, the Commission is aware of the problems encountered by Turkish NGOs with regard to freedom of 
association and assembly. The Commission will continue to closely follow the course of this trial and will continue to 
monitor questions of fundamental freedoms, including gender issues, in Turkey. The Regular Report, published on 
5 November 2003, reflects the Commission’s current assessment of the situation. 
 

*** 

Question no 64 by Lennart Sacrédeus (H-0651/03)  
 
Subject: Policing the EU's external borders 
 
According to the Swedish Government proposal 'Framtidens Tullverk' (customs service of the future), 430 customs staff 
are to lose their jobs in Sweden. Customs operations are being completely discontinued at, inter alia, Idre (Dalarna) close 
to the border with Norway and at the ports of Västeräs and Köping at Lake Mälaren west of Stockholm. Those two ports 
handle considerable traffic from and to the Schengen Area. For some time now, there have been effectively no customs 
operations at the Nynäshamm ferry terminal south of Stockholm. As a result of so sweeping a scaling down of Swedish 
policing of the EU's external borders, there is a greater risk of more drugs and arms trafficking plus illegal immigration 
into the EU as a whole. 
 
Does the Commission believe that, despite these restrictions, Sweden is meeting its obligations to uphold the Schengen 
Agreement and police the Union's external borders? Is the Swedish Government's scaling down of customs operations in 
line with what the Commission wants other Member States with responsibility for the Union's external borders to do, and 
is it a model for them? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) The question of the honourable Member addresses a number of issues regarding free circulation of goods and 
persons. 
 
As regards customs, it is true that Norway is to be considered as a third country. As a consequence the Swedish-Norwegian 
border is an external border of the EU Customs Union. Each Member State is free, however, to determine the place where 
it requires customs formalities to be handled as far as adequate level of protection of the Community's interests is 
guaranteed. 
 
As regards customs controls to detect and prevent cross-border traffic in prohibited or restricted goods at the external 
border of the Union, the Commission considers that there should be an equivalent level of protection at all entry and exit 
points of the EU. However, how Member States deploy their resources for these controls is a matter of national 
competence. 
 
With regard to persons, the land border between Sweden and Norway is to be considered as an internal border in the sense 
of the Convention Implementing the Schengen Agreement. This is a consequence of the Accession agreement of 19 
December 1996 by means of which Sweden became member of the Schengen co-operation and the Association Agreement 
concluded on 18 May 1999 with Norway and Iceland on the one hand and the Council of the European Union on the other. 
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The decision to finally abolish the border controls on persons as from 25 March 2001 between the Nordic Countries, 
including Sweden, and between them and the rest of the Schengen family was taken after a number of evaluations had 
been conducted on their preparedness to apply the Schengen Acquis. 
 
Regarding the flows of persons via the ports that the honourable Member mentions in his question (Västeräs and Köping at 
Lake Mälaren west of Stockholm, and the Nynäshamm ferry terminal south of Stockholm), the situation is as follows. 
When a person travels between Sweden and another Schengen State on a regular ferry connecting exclusively from or to 
ports within the territories of the Schengen States and not calling on any ports outside those territories, no control will take 
place since this connection is considered as the crossing of an internal border. All other transport is considered as the 
crossing of an external border and the appropriate controls should take place. The respect of these principles has been 
checked by the evaluation that has been conducted by the Standing Committee on Schengen Evaluation prior to the lifting 
of the internal border controls. 
 

*** 

Question no 65 by Christos Folias (H-0653/03)  
 
Subject: Reform of the common organisation of the market in tobacco 
 
In its communication (COM(2003)0554/final) the Commission proposes the gradual decoupling of tobacco subsidies from 
production, which will mean the end of production activities in this sector. 
 
Has the Commission calculated precisely the effects of its proposal throughout Greece on local economies based on the 
production of tobacco (which, in certain areas, is the only crop grown) and on the processing sector? If so, what alternative 
solution does the Commission propose in response to the consequences of such a measure, for example unemployment? 
 
Furthermore, given that subsidies to tobacco producers must not be further reduced, to what extent can funding be used to 
temper the social impact of this proposal? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) The Commission has examined carefully in its Extended Impact Assessment the effects of the three options which 
were at hand when the Commission was asked by the Council to reform the tobacco sector along the same lines as the first 
CAP reform. 
 
The option of decoupling is - in particular for Greece - the best solution, because the majority of tobacco farms in Greece 
are small, and farmers who had quotas below 3,5 tonnes in the reference period will in future receive the same amount of 
aid as they received in the reference period. 
For farmers with bigger quotas there will be a reduction in the support level, but this reduction will be transferred to a 
restructuring fund and the funds will remain in the Member State where they are collected. 
 
With decoupled aid the farmers will be free to produce whatever product they want, and there will surely be some who will 
choose to shift to other products, but we expect that many farmers will continue producing tobacco, because it is the 
product in which they have expertise. The number of farmers who decide to continue with tobacco production will also 
depend on the price level the first processing industry will offer. 
 
The restructuring fund will finance support to tobacco producers who want to shift to other productions or to other 
economic activities and also to finance improvements of the infrastructure in the tobacco growing regions. 
 
The Commission considers that the gradual decoupling together with the setting up of a special restructuring fund will 
provide the tobacco sector with the most sustainable policy for the future. 
 

*** 

Question no 66 by María Sornosa Martínez (H-0654/03)  
 
Subject: Madrid-Valencia high-speed rail link 
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During an official visit to the Valencia region in Spain, the Transport Commissioner, Loyola de Palacio, announced that 
the building of the Madrid-Valencia high-speed rail link would be speeded up and the completion date brought forward to 
2007, pushing it up the list of priorities drawn up by the Commissioner herself, which guaranteed the interoperability of 
the European network by the end of 2010. A few days later, the Spanish Ministry of Public Works corrected the 
Commissioner's statement, affirming that no measures had been taken to make an early completion of the rail link to 
Valencia possible. The Spanish Government then judged the original timetable (2010) to be valid and restored the high-
speed rail link to its previous position of nineteenth on the Commission's list of priorities, alongside work on the 
Mediterranean corridor rail track. 
 
Does the Commission continue to stand by Ms de Palacio's statements about bringing forward to 2007 the completion date 
for the Madrid-Valencia rail link? If so, can the Commission specify how, with what means and on the basis of what 
budget forecast it intends to go ahead with this project? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(FR) On 1 October 2003, the Commission put forward its amended proposal revising the Community guidelines for the 
development of the trans-European transport network1. The proposal includes new priority projects that are added to the 
fourteen projects on the Essen list already decided in 1994 and to the projects proposed by the Commission in 2001 and 
supported by the European Parliament. The list of projects judged by the Commission to be priorities contains a total of 
twenty-six projects still to be carried out between now and 2020. 
 
The Madrid – Valencia AVE line and the Mediterranean corridor are part of project no. 19, ‘Interoperability of the high-
speed rail network of the Iberian Peninsula’. The order of the projects in this list does not represent an order of priority: all 
the projects in the list are of equal priority for the Commission and should be carried out as they become due. With this in 
mind, the Commission would like to inform the honourable Member that in the next few weeks the Cohesion Fund is to 
grant joint funding for several works in the Játiva - Valencia section of the high-speed train corridor between Madrid and 
Valencia via Albacete. The first Community contributions to this major project in 1997 were 50% of the total costs, solely 
for the surveys required before moving forward with the work. The surveys for the Madrid – Castilla La Mancha – 
Community of Valencia – Murcia region high speed line will still receive 36% funding until 2006 for a total cost estimated 
at EUR 104.2 million, before the respective work starts and in order to complete the project successfully. 
 
The prospects for completing work on all the new priority projects vary depending on how far each one has progressed. In 
this very general context, it is up to the national authorities to take the appropriate decisions in order to complete the 
projects. In this context, the Commission notes that some Member States, including Spain, have set ambitious schedules. 
With regard to the project mentioned by the honourable Member, the Commission has been informed that it will be 
completed in 2010. In line with the principle of subsidiarity, the Commission included instruments in its proposal of 1 
October aimed at facilitating their implementation, such as a Declaration of European Interest for priority projects, 
increased coordination with the help of a European coordinator for projects or groups of projects and the increase in the 
maximum contribution from the trans-European networks budget to 30% for cross-border projects. Moreover, all the trans-
European networks projects in Spain are, in principle, eligible for Community support through the Cohesion Fund and, if 
necessary, the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF). 
 

*** 

Question no 67 by Caroline F. Jackson (H-0655/03)  
 
Subject: Requirements under Council Directive 96/48/EC 
 
It has been reported that Network Rail in the United Kingdom claim that they are obliged, under Council Directive 
96/48/EC2 on the interoperability of the trans-European high-speed rail system, to introduce a new GSM-R based 
communications network necessitating the erection of over 2 000 33-metre-high masts. Under the requirements of this 
Directive, does the Commission believe that this claim is true, or does the Directive allow other technologies to be used? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) A safe and cost-effective operation of a railway network enabling quality services to transport customers requires an 
efficient management of all the relevant operational and commercial information. The telecommunication system plays a 
                                                           
1 COM (2003) 564 
2 OJ L 235, 17.9.1996, p. 6. 
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centre role in this context. No matter the technology eventually selected any telecommunication system requires the 
placing of base stations and the associated antennas along the railway lines to enable operation. The density of these base 
stations as well as the dimension of their antennas is dependent on both the topography of the terrain and the requirements 
placed on the quality of service of such communication bearer. In addition, a trade-off between the number of base stations 
and the height of the antennas is also a consideration that underpins the design of each operational facility. 
 
Finally, the rationale embodied in the Directive 96/48/EC on the interoperability of the trans-European high-speed railway 
system evolves from a perspective of the integration of the national rail systems to enable railways to better meet the 
challenges of sustaining a competitive profile in the ever more internationalised transportation markets. This strategic 
overriding goal requires the selection of a reference telecommunication technology capable of ensuring the continuity of 
communication services across-borders. The adoption of the GSM standard was chosen by the railway sector itself as the 
best solution for fulfilling the requirements whilst enabling to reap the economic benefits of a telecommunication 
technology that is in continuous expansion throughout the world. 
 
This solution was further discussed and confirmed in the Committee set up under article 21 of Directive 96/48 and finally 
adopted through Commission Decision 2002/731/EC of 30 May 2002. 
 

*** 

Question no 68 by Othmar Karas (H-0656/03)  
 
Subject: Services of general economic interest and the subsidiarity principle 
 
What is the Commission's position on the reservations concerning the new clause on services of general economic interest 
in the draft Constitutional Treaty (Article III-6)? Is this provision at odds with the subsidiarity principle? What proposals is 
the Commission presenting to ensure that the organisation of services of general economic interest remains within the 
jurisdiction of Member States or the local and regional authorities responsible? What arrangements does the Commission 
think are required to ensure that exceptions to competition rules can be made for activities of general interest so that 
services of general economic interest can continue to be provided as part of the European model of society? What action 
does the Commission consider is necessary to ensure that in future Member States continue to be responsible for deciding 
what constitute services of general economic interest? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) On 21 May 2003, the Commission adopted a Green Paper on services of general interest (COM(2003)270, 
21.5.2003) that has launched a broad consultation on the role of the Union in ensuring that consumers and enterprises in 
Europe can benefit from high-quality services of general interest. It has submitted questions for public comment that cover 
the issues referred to in the honourable Member’s question. The Green Paper raises inter alia the questions of whether or 
not the Union should be given additional legal powers in the area of services of general interest and of whether or not 
additional instruments or arrangements are necessary. 
 
The Commission is currently analysing the comments received during the public consultation1. It is also awaiting possible 
responses of the European Parliament, the Council, the Committee of the Regions and the European Economic and Social 
Committee to the Green Paper. Therefore, it would at this stage be premature for the Commission to pronounce itself on 
the possible follow-up with regard to a possible legal base like the one currently proposed in Article III-6 of the Draft 
Constitution or any related measures. 
 

*** 

Question no 69 by Manuel Medina Ortega (H-0658/03)  
 
Subject: Tomato producers 
 
What measures does the Commission intend to take to compensate EU producers for the losses resulting from the increase 
in import quotas for tomatoes from Morocco? 
 

                                                           
1 The comments for which an authorisation to publish was received have been made available on the Commission’s website at: 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/secretariat_general/services_general_interest/index_en.htm 
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Answer 

 
(FR) The Commission does not share the honourable Member’s opinion that the draft agricultural agreement between the 
European Union and Morocco would have a highly negative effect on Spanish tomato producers, and does not therefore 
consider it necessary to provide for compensation in advance, as he suggests. 
 
It is true that Morocco is a significant player in the winter tomato market. However, between October and March it only 
represents 13% of the market. Spain represents 47% and the Benelux countries 30%. 
 
However, it is also true that Spain produced 2.67 million tonnes of tomatoes in 1991 and 3.88 million tonnes in 2002, 
which is an increase of 45%; and it exported 446 000 tonnes of tomatoes to the Community market in 1993 and 817 000 
tonnes in 2002, an increase of 83%. 
 
The defining characteristic of recent years has been the considerable development in Spanish production and shipments. 
This was not hampered by the previous agreement, which was described as “catastrophic” by Spanish producers. 
 
Of course, the Commission will closely monitor the situation and will be sure to make the appropriate proposals as and 
when necessary. 
 

*** 

Question no 70 by Per Gahrton (H-0659/03)  
 
Subject: Sweden's participation in the third stage of EMU 
 
It is well known that Sweden's voters recently rejected, by a large majority, Swedish participation in the third stage of 
EMU and replacement of the krona by the euro as the national currency. When commenting on this, the Commission has 
claimed that Sweden does not have the right not to introduce the euro and not to participate in the third stage of EMU. In 
the light of this, it would be useful if the Commission gave Parliament a precise explanation of its stance. Surely it is not 
the Commission's intention simply to ignore a democratic decision by Sweden's voters? Does the Commission propose to 
take reprisals against Swedish voters, or what is otherwise the intention? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) Article 2 of the Treaty on the European Union specifies that European Monetary Union (EMU), ultimately including 
a single currency, is one of the objectives of the Union. In this respect, Sweden joined the European Community without 
an "opt-out" like Denmark or the United Kingdom. Sweden presently has the status of a "Member State with a derogation". 
 
The adoption of the euro notably requires from Member States with a derogation the fulfilment of the convergence criteria 
set out in the EC Treaty and in the specific Protocol on those criteria. The Commission (and the European Central Bank 
(ECB)) monitors compliance with those criteria through publication, every two years, of a convergence report. On a 
proposal from the Commission, the Council decides whether a Member State with a derogation fulfils the necessary 
conditions on the basis of the criteria. When the necessary conditions are met, the Council abrogates the derogation of the 
Member State concerned. 
 
In its last convergence report on Sweden, issued in 2002, the Commission concluded that some of the convergence criteria 
had not been met and, therefore, did not make a proposal for the Council to change the status of Sweden as a “Member 
State with a derogation”. 
 

*** 

Question no 71 by Carlos Lage (H-0662/03)  
 
Subject: High-speed transport: Spain/Portugal 
 
In a sluggish economic context, the Commission, basing itself on the 1993 White Paper on Growth Competitiveness and 
Employment, submitted an initiative to promote an upturn in growth. According to the information received, it selected 29 
investment projects focusing on the trans-European networks and scientific research. Of these 29 projects, 13 are 
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apparently considered as priority schemes, virtually all of which concern railway infrastructure. All the projects provide 
for a restructuring of the trans-European networks in East-Central Europe, which will mean marginalising the Iberian 
peninsula. 
 
Strangely, the major high-speed rail project (TGV) for Spain/Portugal has not been included in the Commission's list of 
priorities. Why is this? It should be borne in mind that there is no railway alternative to the TGV project for the purposes 
of linking up Portugal, especially the two major cities of Porto and Lisbon, with the trans-European networks. 
 
What is the Commission's strategy and on what criteria are its decisions based? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(FR) On 1 October 2003, the Commission put forward its amended proposal revising the Community guidelines for the 
development of the trans-European transport network1. The proposal includes new priority projects that are added to the 
fourteen projects on the Essen list already decided in 1994 and to the projects proposed by the Commission in 2001 and 
supported by the European Parliament. The projects were selected after establishing strict criteria also included in the text 
of the proposal. The list of projects judged by the Commission to be priorities contains a total of twenty-six projects still to 
be carried out between now and 2020. 
 
The Lisbon/Oporto – Madrid high-speed link is proposed as an extension of priority project no. 3 ‘High-speed railway 
lines, South West Europe’. Moreover, the whole of the high-speed rail network for the Iberian peninsula (project no. 19) is 
included as a priority project. The Commission therefore considers it to be a priority link in its proposal. 
 
The projects considered to be priorities also include the Sines-Madrid-Paris freight railway axis (project no. 16), which 
includes the Sines–Badajoz railway line. All of these rail projects also help to link Portugal with the rest of the trans-
European network. 
 
Portugal will also have the opportunity to benefit from the potential of the Motorways of the Sea, particularly their Atlantic 
dimension, and these are also included in the Commission’s proposal of 1 October as a priority project (project no. 21) 
 
Also, as part of the European Growth Initiative launched by the President of the Commission, on 16 and 17 October the 
European Council invited the Commission, the EIB and the groups concerned in the Council to establish, without affecting 
the priorities set in the Commission proposal, a “quick-start programme" containing a list of projects in an enlarged Union. 
This “quick-start programme”, adopted by the Commission on 11 November2, does not involve questioning the priorities 
already defined by the Commission, but on the contrary it is an initiative to speed up the launching of some sections that 
are ready and cross-border sections in order to create a lever effect on all of the projects, which are all a priority. Among 
the projects included in this programme are the Lisbon–Madrid and Vigo-Oporto TGV links, and the Motorways of the 
Sea; all of these projects directly affect Portugal. The Commission will put forward its proposals on the quick-start 
programme in a report to the European Council in December on the European Growth Initiative. 
 

*** 

Question no 72 by Konstantinos Hatzidakis (H-0663/03)  
 
Subject: Structural Fund and Cohesion Fund payment estimates for Greece in 2003 
 
Will the Commission give the estimates made by the Greek authorities in respect of payments from all the Structural 
Funds and the Cohesion Fund for 2003? Will it also provide its own estimates for these payments for the end of the year 
and state to what extent these estimates differ? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(FR) In accordance with Article 32 (7) of Regulation 1260/99, in April 2003, the Payment Authority forwarded to the 
Commission the forecast for payment requests for 2003 for CSF III (in millions of euros): 
 
Payment Authority Forecasts 
ERDF:  2 358 
                                                           
1 COM (2003) 564 
2 COM (2003) …. 
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ESF:  569 
EAGGF: 306 
FIFG:  32 
Cohesion Fund: 450 
 
The execution of payments made by the Structural Funds is progressing. The Commission cannot make precise forecasts 
regarding the payments that will be made between now and the end of the year. They depend both on the requests and data 
that are given to the Commission by the Greek authorities and on how those requests are processed within the 
Commission. 
 
The Commission will supply the honourable Member with detailed information on the budgetary execution of CSF III in 
2003 at the beginning of next year. 
 

*** 

Question no 73 by Glyn Ford (H-0668/03)  
 
Subject: Legality of the closure of border between Gibraltar and Spain due to a virus on board the cruise ship Aurora 
 
 
In light of what appears to be a massive over-reaction by Spain to what is a minor outbreak of a stomach virus that is 
common to the whole of the EU including Spain, would the Commission please outline what it intends to do in order to at 
least allow the re-opening of the Spanish border with Gibraltar and enable free movement of people, as laid down in the 
Treaties between Gibraltar and Spain? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) The Community legislation in force allows adopting measures to limit the free movement of EU citizens and its 
family members independent of its nationalities for the reasons of public order, public security and public health on the 
basis of Directive 64/221 of 25 February 1964. This Directive relates to all measures concerning entry into the territory, 
issue or renewal of residence permits, or expulsion from the territory taken by Member States on grounds of public policy, 
public security or public health. 
 
As regards the specific questions raised by the honourable Member, the Commission notes that the situation has been 
resolved on the same day, pursuant to the clarifications provided by the British authorities. 
 

*** 

Question no 74 by María Izquierdo Rojo (H-0672/03)  
 
Subject: The horrendous worst-ever small boat and corpse tragedy on Spain's southern coast, the Andalusian frontier of the 
EU 
 
The tragic list of young people drowned in the sinking of a small boat carrying Moroccan refugees off the coast of Rota 
(Cádiz), continues to grow; so far, 35 rotting corpses have been washed up. 
 
Some fifty people were on board the vessel, of whom only five were able to reach the shore after the inflatable life raft 
capsized. So far this year, illegal immigration by means of small boats landing on the Spanish coast in the Canaries and the 
Andalusian Autonomous Communities has arisen by 18%. Since January, the Civil Guard has tracked down over 16 000 
immigrants, who arrived in some 800 vessels. 
 
What measures does the Commission intend to adopt against this horrible and deadly traffic in human beings? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) Tragically the inflow of illegal immigrants by sea, who use unseaworthy vessels operated by criminal networks, 
continues and has led – once again – to a severe human tragedy. 
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As stated in the Commission’s reply to the written questions E – 3112/02 by Mr Tannock, P – 0291/03 by Mr. Pisicchio, E 
– 2133/03 by Mario Borghezio and E- 2347/03 by Camilo Nogueira Román, illegal immigration by sea is given serious 
and continuous attention within the Commission and the development of a Community policy framework progresses 
constantly. 
 
Apart from the three action plans – one on illegal immigration specifically, one on integrated border management and one 
on return policy1 – which define EU action and contain a schedule for common measures in the fight against illegal 
immigration, the European Councils in Thessaloniki on 19-20 June and in Brussels on 16-17 October 2003 gave further 
political steer in this area. 
 
The feasibility study on improving controls at the Union’s external maritime borders carried out by CIVIPOL, as 
instructed by the Justice and Home Affairs Council of 28 February 2002, was presented to the Member States in July 2003. 
This study provided an in-depth analysis of the legislative and/or operational measures that must be adopted and/or revised 
in order to improve control and surveillance at the Union’s external maritime borders, with the aim, in particular, of 
combating illegal immigration by sea. 
 
The Commission held a meeting with experts from the Member States in this field, in order to assess the various 
recommendations set out in the study and, amongst other things, to produce some priorities from the actions proposed by 
the study. This meeting also contributed to drawing up the working programme being prepared by the Presidency in this 
field (following the Council request to this effect) and which is currently under discussion. 
 
The Commission also welcomes the creation of two maritime border centres, which has just been approved by the 
competent Council office. 
 
In this context it is worth mentioning that the Commission has just proposed the establishment of a European Agency for 
the management of the operational co-operation at the external borders2. This Agency will also assist Member States in 
implementing Community legislation in the fields of control and surveillance of maritime borders. It is planned to 
transform the aforementioned maritime border centres as well as the other more informal centres for land borders and 
airports into a Community structure as specialised branches or local offices of the Agency. 
The Agency will not exercise implementing powers. The enforcement of border controls and surveillance would, therefore, 
fully remain as a sovereign task with the Member States’ authorities. 
 

*** 

Question no 75 by Jonas Sjöstedt (H-0678/03)  
 
Subject: Freedom of religion for the Swedish Head of State 
 
Part two of the Convention's draft constitution for the European Union contains the following statement: 'Everyone has the 
right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion. This right includes freedom to change religion or belief and freedom, 
either alone or in community with others and in public or in private, to manifest religion or belief, in worship, teaching, 
practice and observance.' At the present time, the Swedish Head of State, King Carl Gustav XVI, is prevented under the 
Swedish Constitution from freely choosing a religion. 
 
If the article concerning freedom of religion in the draft constitution is eventually adopted by the Member States' Heads of 
State and Government, is it the Commission's view that the Swedish Head of State will then be able freely to choose a 
religion? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(FR) The provision to which the honourable Member refers is Article 10 (1) of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the 
Union, which was used word for word in the draft treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe, drawn up by the 
Convention. Article 51 of the Charter, used in Article II-51 of the draft Constitution, establishes that the provisions of the 
Charter are addressed to the Member States “only when they are implementing Union law.” 
 
The Commission does not consider that the constitutional provisions of a Member State on the status of a Head of State of 
a Member State can under any circumstances be considered as implementing Union law. As established in more general 
terms in Article I-5 of the draft Constitution, the Union must respect “the national identities of the Member States, inherent 
                                                           
1 cf. recent state of play in COM (2003) 323 of 3 June 2003. 
2 cf. COM (2003) 687 of 11 November 2003. 
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in their fundamental structures, political and constitutional”. The adoption of the draft Constitution should not therefore in 
any way alter the constitutional status of the King of Sweden. 
 
The Commission would like to draw the attention of the honourable Member to the fact that Article 10, paragraph 1 of the 
Charter repeats word for word Article 9, paragraph 1 of the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and 
Fundamental Freedoms, which Sweden ratified as a member of the Council of Europe on 4 February 1952. 
 

*** 

Question no 76 by Astrid Thors (H-0679/03)  
 
Subject: Labelling of alcoholic beverages 
 
The Food Labelling Directive (2000/13/EC1) provides, among other things, for the listing of the ingredients of foodstuffs. 
However, the provisions laid down for alcoholic beverages differ from those applicable to other foodstuffs. The 
Commission presented a proposal in 1997, with the aim of determining the procedure for the adoption of rules for the 
labelling of ingredients of individual alcoholic beverages, as the general principles laid down by Directive 2000/13/EC 
cannot apply to these products, given their specific nature. 
 
The Council discussed the issue in a working group in 2002 and a majority of the Member States agreed that alcoholic 
beverages had remained unregulated for too long and that the labelling of ingredients of alcoholic beverages should be 
more in line with the general labelling rules set out in Directive 2000/13/EC than was proposed by the Commission. 
 
Does the Commission intend to put forward a new proposal on the labelling of alcoholic beverages? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) The Commission would like to thank the honourable Member for tabling a question on labelling of alcoholic 
beverages. 
 
Alcoholic beverages, as all foodstuffs, are covered by the Food Labelling Directive 2000/13/EC and this includes the 
indication of the ingredients. However, the rules for labelling ingredients, laid down at Article 6 of the Directive, are not 
applicable in the case of alcoholic beverages, since specific rules should have been adopted for these products, pursuant to 
Article 6 paragraph 3. However these have not yet been adopted. 
 
Such specific rules have been proposed three times by the Commission. No agreement could be found on the first and 
second proposals, and the last one, adopted in 1997 and amended in 1999 after the first reading of the European 
Parliament, has not been discussed by Council except, as is rightly mentioned by the honourable Members, in a working 
group in December 2002, under the Danish Presidency. 
 
At this meeting a majority of delegations was favourable to the labelling of ingredients present in alcoholic beverages, but 
there were divergent views as to how this should be achieved. There has been no further progress in Council since that 
meeting, and the Commission is currently considering various options for taking this matter further as it remains of the 
opinion that the continued absence of ingredients labelling for alcoholic beverages has no justification. 
 
As Parliament knows, the Commission is to engaged in a comprehensive review of the entire food labelling legislation 
with a view to modernizing and, perhaps, simplifying it. If the proposal on alcoholic beverages has not progressed in 
Council by the time the Commission is concluding this review, the Commission will obviously include the labelling of 
ingredients of alcoholic beverages in the proposals that it is bound to make in the light of the general review. 
 

*** 

Question no 77 by Liam Hyland (H-0683/03)  
 
Subject: Promoting the textile and clothing sector in Ireland 
 

                                                           
1 OJ L 109, 6.5.2000, p.29. 
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The European textile and clothing sector is facing enormous challenges arising from developments such as enlargement, 
the abolition of import quotas on 1st January 2005 and increased trade opening under the WTO Doha Development 
Round. Faced with these challenges, the Commission now intends to consult all stakeholders on measures to strengthen the 
competitiveness of the EU textile and clothing sector. 
 
What assurances will the Commission give that it will consult with Irish interests on future measures for the textile and 
clothing sectors and that it will pay particular attention to the funding needs of SMEs? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) On 29 October 2003, the Commission has adopted a communication on “The future of the textiles and clothing sector 
in the enlarged European Union” (COM (2003) 649 final).In this communication, the Commission invites all interested 
parties to provide comments on the issues raised. 
 
These issues cover a broad set of policies and instruments with impact on the European textiles and clothing sector, in 
order to provide a favourable framework to industry. In particular, the Communication focuses on how the industry can 
adjust better to the current competitive challenges and, in particular, to the elimination of quantitative restrictions to 
imports from the 1st of January 2005, to enlargement and to the resulting restructuring and modernisation processes. 
Notably, the Communication highlights research, innovation, information and communication technologies, training, 
employment, environment, chemicals, consumer affairs, corporate social responsibility, intellectual property rights, 
competition, regional and trade policies, that should strengthen the competitiveness of the industry. 
 
All interested parties, including of course from Ireland, are invited to send comments to the Commission preferably by e-
mail to entr-textile-COM2003@cec.eu.int, following the procedure set out on the following web-page: 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/enterprise/textile/COM2003.htm 
. 
 
Furthermore, the Commission intends to set up a high-level sectoral group to stimulate debate and to make 
recommendations on possible initiatives to facilitate the textiles and clothing sector’s adjustment to the major challenges 
faced by this sector. Representatives of the European industrial associations will be invited to participate in this group. 
 
The European institutions and the Member States will be kept informed on the work of this group and on the 
implementation of the Commission’s communication conclusions. 
 
The Commission believes that, this way, it has opened a wide forum of information and consultation enabling all interested 
parties in the enlarged European Union to present their views. 
 
The honourable Member also raises the question of the attention the Commission will pay to the funding needs of small 
and medium-sized enterprises (SME). The small and medium-sized enterprises dimension is one of the major driving 
forces behind the industrial policy, and the increased participation of small and medium-sized enterprises in the Union 
programmes and instruments is a major political objective. 
 
On the funding aspects, the Commission would like to stress that the financial instruments of the Multiannual programme 
for enterprises and entrepreneurship (2001-2005) provide European leverage and support for small and medium-sized 
enterprises financing. These instruments are implemented by the European Investment Fund (EIF), which is the risk 
finance arm of the European Investment Bank (EIB). Furthermore, the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) is 
allocating a significant part of its budget to small and medium-sized enterprises development (up to 1.5 million SME 
supported during the period 1994-1999). 
 
The small and medium-sized enterprises Guarantee Facility provides guarantees for guarantee schemes and financial 
institutions within the public and private sector that support lending to SMEs. The facility includes micro-credit 
guarantees, equity guarantees, and guarantees for loans financing IT equipment, software and training. The SME 
Guarantee Facility has benefited more than 125 000 SMEs in a wide range of sectors since 1998. 
 
The latest yearly report on the financial instruments indicated that for EU budgetary resources of EUR 155.7 million, the 
financial intermediaries have been able to guarantee loans to SMEs worth of EUR 9.02 billion. That is, the guarantee 
facility made possible lending to SMEs that is 58 times the budgetary spending. 
 
With regard to stakeholders, firms need to explore all financing schemes available in the Member States and at Union 
level. The changes in finance also require more flexibility from SMEs. SMEs need to become more open and transparent 
when providing information to banks and financial institutions. In some forms of financing, capital suppliers may want to 

mailto:entr-textile-COM2003@cec.eu.int
http://europa.eu.int/comm/enterprise/textile/COM2003.htm
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participate in the company’s decision making process. These major changes in entrepreneurial behaviour need to be 
integrated into the companies’ strategies. 
 

*** 

Question no 78 by Seán Ó Neachtain (H-0685/03)  
 
Subject: Banning 'spam' 
 
From the end of October 2003 all the Member States are obliged to comply with the new EU privacy rules for digital 
networks and services. E-mail marketing (‘spam’) will only be allowed with consent. 
 
Will the Commission indicate how it believes these rules can be effectively enforced, particularly for the sake of young 
people, and how ‘spamming’ from outside the EU can be prevented? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) The honourable Member asks how the Commission plans to have the new opt-in regime for unsolicited commercial 
e-mail (or spam) effectively applied, inter alia in the interest of young people, and how to prevent spam being ‘generated’ 
outside the EU. 
 
The EU Directive on Privacy and Electronic Communications prohibits the sending of e-mails without prior consent, 
except in limited circumstances. The Commission will be pressing Member States to ensure effective implementation of 
this Directive. 
 
But legislation is only part of the answer. In a forthcoming Communication, the Commission will identify a series of 
actions for Member States, industry, and consumers, to complement legislation and make the opt-in as effective as 
possible. They include: effective enforcement by Member States, international cooperation, self-regulatory efforts by 
industry, technical solutions - e.g. filtering and security - and consumer awareness. 
 
International cooperation is crucial, and the Commission is working actively with other countries both bilaterally and 
multilaterally to address the problem. No one alone will be able to solve this problem. Success will depend on all 
interested parties playing their role. 
 

*** 

Question no 79 by Bárbara Dührkop Dührkop (H-0688/03)  
 
Subject: Failure by the Spanish Government to comply with Directive 92/50/EEC in tendering for the Ebro water-transfer 
environmental-impact studies 
 
In his 21 October 2003 reply to Question H-0563/03 from Mr de Roo, MEP, concerning tenders for the Ebro water-
transfer environmental-impact studies, Mr Bolkestein, Commissioner, confirms that Trasagua is a public-law body and that 
the Spanish Government therefore contravened Directive 92/50/EEC1 on coordinating the adjudication of public-service 
tenders by failing to publish in the Official Journal the tender for said environmental studies which was submitted by 
Trasagua in August 2002. 
 
Irrespective of the fact that the Spanish Government (in the person of its Secretary of State for Water) acknowledges in a 
letter to the Commission that it is guilty of such contravention and undertakes to publish Trasagua's future tenders, what 
are the implications of Spain's failure to comply with Directive 92/50/EEC on this point? Does the Commission not 
consider that the tender for the Ebro water-transfer environmental-impact studies should be declared null and void on the 
grounds that it does not meet the requirements of Directive 92/50/EEC? 
 
 

Answer 
 

                                                           
1 OJ L 209, 24.7.1992, p. 1 
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(EN) As the Member of the Commission in charge of the Internal Market said during Question Time of the October 
session 2003 in his reply to oral question H-0563/03 by the honourable Member De Roo, the Spanish Secretary of State for 
Waters and Coasts, in his letter of 19 June 2003, acknowledged the infringement of Community law in connection with the 
award of the contracts for environmental impact studies by Trasagua. However, he specified that, since August 2002, 
Trasagua has published on a voluntary basis its notices in the Official Journal of the EU. He also stated that the contracts 
which had not been published in the Official Journal only represent 5% of all contracts awarded by Trasagua and that 
notices were nonetheless published in Spanish newspapers. Moreover, these contracts were awarded sometime before the 
Commission even had knowledge of them through the complaints submitted to it. In view of the above, and of the 
undertaking given by the Spanish authorities to the effect that Trasagua will in future meet its obligations under 
Community law, and of particular evidence received by the Commission concerning the later publication of Trasagua 
contracts in the Official Journal of the EU, the Commission did not consider it appropriate, at this stage, to bring 
infringement proceedings in respect of the specific case of Trasagua. It took the view that it was preferable to bring 
infringement proceedings with regard to the aspects of Spanish legislation, in their entirety, which are at the origin of this 
matter. In the meantime, the Spanish authorities have announced their commitment to amend their national laws, to apply 
the concept of "body governed by public law" consistently with the public procurement directives. This is welcomed by 
the Commission who will co-operate with Spanish authorities to ensure that these reforms are brought in swiftly and 
consistently with EC law. 
 

*** 

Question no 81 by Arlette Laguiller (H-0691/03)  
 
Subject: Merck Santé: preventing redundancies 
 
The Merck Santé company (a French subsidiary of Merck KgaA - a group which, in Germany, has been authorised by the 
Commission to receive public funding) employs 975 people in the Lyon area. The company's directors have decided to end 
production by mid-2006 (with the loss of 160 jobs) and to cease research and development activities by the end of 2004 
(with the loss of a further 160 jobs). This will affect 500 people at other plants, too. The group's directors believe that this 
will lead to an increase in productivity and competitiveness. Between 1998 and 2001 the French pharmaceutical division's 
activities accounted on average for over 40% of the entire Merck KgaA group's operating profit. The planned redundancies 
should be outlawed through the issue of a threat to the employers that their profits will be requisitioned for the purpose of 
paying the threatened workers' wages. 
 
Does the Commission think that the stated objective of full employment in Europe by 2010 will be achieved by allowing 
companies to make huge profits and at the same time to sacrifice the livelihoods of their workers and of those workers' 
families? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) The Commission has no power to prevent management decisions taken by individual companies. It would, however, 
like to recall that, over the years, the European Union has developed a comprehensive policy for dealing adequately with 
the social consequences of corporate restructuring. As a result of that on-going policy, every restructuring operation must 
be preceded by effective information and consultation of employees' representatives with the aim of avoiding or 
attenuating its social impact, in accordance with Community Directives on "Collective Redundancies"1, "Transfers of 
Undertakings"2, "European Works Councils"3 and, from March 2005 onwards, "Information and Consultation"4. 
 
Apart from the last one, these Directives have been duly transposed into the relevant national laws. The information and 
consultation Directive must in turn be implemented before 23 March 2005. Therefore, it is up to national authorities, at this 
stage, to ensure that the rights therein can be fully exercised. 
 
More generally, the Commission advocates the idea that, when restructuring, enterprises should always take into account 
the effects that those decisions could have on their employees as well as on the social and regional context. This has been 

                                                           
1 Council Directive 98/59/EC of 20 July 1998 on the approximation of the laws of the Member States relating to collective redundancies (This Directive 
consolidates Directives 75/129/EEC and 92/56/EEC.) - OJ L 225 of 12.08.1998. 
2 Council Directive 2001/23/EC of 12 March 2001 on the approximation of the laws of the Member States relating to the safeguarding of employees' 
rights in the event of transfers of undertakings, businesses or parts of undertakings or businesses. - OJ L 82 of 22.03.2001. 
3 Council Directive 94/45/EC of 22 September 1994 on the establishment of a European Works Council or a procedure in Community-scale undertakings 
and Community-scale groups of undertakings for the purposes of informing and consulting employees - OJ L 254 of 30.09.1994. 
4 Directive 2002/14/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 March 2002 establishing a general framework for informing and consulting 
employees in the European Community - OJ L 80 of 23.03.2002. 



20/11/2003  37 

underlined in the Commission Communication concerning Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR): A business contribution 
to Sustainable Development1. 
 
Furthermore, the Commission invited the European social partners to engage in a dialogue on anticipating and managing 
change with a view to applying a dynamic approach to the social aspects of corporate restructuring. The social partners 
have just informed the Commission that they have jointly identified a set of reference orientations which should guide 
companies and their workers when restructuring. The Commission very much hopes that those results as well as further 
work to be developed in this field contribute to disseminating throughout Europe good practices of corporate restructuring, 
thus helping companies and their workers to adequately address its social dimension. 
 

*** 

Question no 82 by Antonios Trakatellis (H-0692/03)  
 
Subject: Infringement of environmental legislation in connection with a toxic waste processing plant situated in Larmna in 
the municipality of Opoundia in the prefecture of Fthiotida 
 
In reply to my question (P-2724/03) concerning the infringement of Community legislation by the siting of a (thermal) 
toxic waste processing plant in Larymna in the prefecture Fthiotida, I was informed that the relevant documentation had 
been forwarded to the Commission DG responsible. 
 
Given that such dangerous waste disposal plant falls within the scope of Directive 85/337/EEC2 on the assessment of the 
effects of certain public and private projects on the environment, as amended by Directive 97/11/EEC3, what steps will the 
Commission, as guardian of the Treaties, take to ensure the proper implementation of the above directive in Greece and 
protection of the environment and public health in connection with the projected siting of a toxic waste treatment plant 
within a residential area? What representations has the Commission made to the Greek authorities regarding infringement 
of the provisions concerning projects to be made subject to environmental impact assessment under Article 4, measures to 
ensure that the authorities concerned and the public are given an opportunity to express their opinion and the making 
available to the public of requests for development consent, together with any relevant information pursuant to Article 6 of 
the Directive? Should Community funding be provided for projects infringing Community environmental legislation? Was 
Community funding provided in the past for studies concerning this project? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(FR) According to Article 4, paragraph 1, of Directive 85/337/EEC4 on the assessment of the effects of certain public and 
private projects on the environment, as modified by Directive 97/11/EC5, the projects listed in Annex I, such as in this case 
a thermal toxic waste disposal plant (Annex I.9), must be made subject to an authorisation procedure and an environmental 
impact assessment. 
 
Based on the information forwarded to the Commission by the honourable Member, a company intends to establish this 
type of plant in Larymna. However, that intention has not been confirmed by the initiation of an authorisation procedure or 
an environmental impact assessment. If the company concerned wishes to build such a facility, the procedures laid down in 
Directive 85/337/EEC must be followed. In view of the above, the Commission does not consider it to be possible at 
present to establish that there has been a violation of Directive 85/337/EEC. 
 
The Commission does not have any information regarding the cofinancing of this project. The project is not among the 
projects cofinanced (or proposed for cofinancing) by the Cohesion Fund, and is not included in the “Environment” 
Operational Programme 2000–2006 (ERDF). 
 
The Commission services are also not informed about projects, particularly private investor projects, that are at the 
proposal stage for ERDF cofinancing. The Commission services find out about the projects once their cofinancing has 
been decided upon at national level and the agreements on them have been signed between the investors and the competent 
national authorities. 
 

                                                           
1 COM(2002) 347 final. 
2 OJ L 175, 5.7.1985, p. 40. 
3 OJ L 73, 14.3.1997, p.5. 
4 OJ L 175 5.7.1991, p. 40. 
5 OJ L 73 14.3.1997, p. 5. 
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However, the Commission always has the possibility of asking the competent authorities to withdraw from the Operational 
Programme any project that does not comply with the legislation. 
 

*** 

Question no 83 by Pernille Frahm (H-0695/03)  
 
Subject: Deposits on cans in Germany introduced in a manner contrary the EU's environmental and competition rules 
 
There is evidence that Germany is not applying the new rules regarding deposits on cans uniformly. This is worrying both 
from an environmental and a competition point of view. Scandinavian customers can avoid paying a deposit in Germany if 
they sign an ‘export declaration’. The drinks in question may not then be consumed in Germany. The purpose of the 
declaration is clearly to maintain the border trade, which is good for the German economy, but bad for the Danish 
environment. 
 
In the light of the above, does the Commission consider that the German deposit system is compatible with the EU rules, 
particularly those on competition and the environment, and can it state what measures have been taken or are proposed in 
this connection? Can the Commission also state whether there are any plans to link this case to the letter of formal notice 
against Germany which the Commission has already adopted? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) The fact that a deposit and return system in a Member State requires no deposit for cans exported to another Member 
State, the cans becoming waste in that country, would not in itself be contrary to Community legislation. 
 
According to Community legislation, in particular European Parliament and Council Directive 94/62/EC on packaging and 
packaging waste1, every Member State is responsible for waste generated within its borders. This includes waste 
originating from imported products. Consequently, a Member State cannot under Community legislation be made 
responsible for packaging after it is exported to another Member State and there becomes waste. 
 
The Commission closely follows the implementation of national deposit and return systems in the Member States and may 
assess their compatibility with Community legislation, including EC Treaty provisions on competition and the internal 
market. In light of the available information, there are currently no elements showing that the above-mentioned Directive 
or any EC Treaty provisions have been infringed in the specific situation to which the Honourable Parliamentarian refers 
in his question. There are therefore no intentions to link this case with the letter of formal notice from the Commission to 
Germany. 
 

*** 

Question no 84 by Niall Andrews (H-0697/03)  
 
Subject: Road safety and accident-free night initiative 
 
Has the Commission assessed the results of the first ‘European accident-free night’ which it co-financed and which was 
due to be held on 25 October 2003 and involved three associations representing young people from Belgium, France, 
Luxembourg and the Netherlands, and does it have any plans to extend this initiative to other countries? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(FR) Three youth organisations, Responsible Young Drivers, Team Alert and 'La Route des Jeunes' recently organised the 
first 'European accident-free night' initiative in Belgium, Denmark, France and the Netherlands with the backing of the 
Commission. The aim of the operation was to reduce the number of young people killed on the roads during the night 
between Saturday 25 October and Sunday 26 October, in particular those returning from discotheques. More than 500 
volunteers and 80 discotheques took part in the initiative. 
 

                                                           
1 Official Journal L 365, 31.12.1994 p.10-23. 
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According to the information available so far, the level of mobilisation set by the organisers was achieved. The operation 
was favourably received by young people. Although, unfortunately, a fatal accident occurred in Belgium, the number of 
young people involved in road accidents was below average. 
 
The overall picture is therefore positive and the Commission would like to express its gratitude and encouragement to the 
organisations, volunteers and large numbers of young people who took part in the operation 
 
The organisers have expressed the desire to repeat the initiative in 2004 and extend it to four new countries by means of 
patronage. The Commission intends to meet them as soon as the final results of the first 'European accident-free night' 
emerge, in order to discuss the details of possible support for the initiative. 
 

*** 

Question no 85 by Paulo Casaca (H-0700/03)  
 
Subject: Independent study on the use of inter-specific wine varieties 
 
In its reply to my oral question E-0816/03, the Commission stated that the independent study on the use of inter-specific 
wine varieties was expected to be completed by 30 June 2003 and would be sent to me as soon as it was available. 
 
Since I have not received a copy of this document to date, can the Commission indicate when it intends to fulfil its 
commitment and when it intends to submit its report on the study? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) The Commission has received the final version of the study on the use of interspecific vine varieties for the 
production of quality wines produced in specified regions in July 2003. 
 
On the basis of this study, the Commission is preparing a report to Parliament and the Council, which will be ready in 
December 2003. 
 
When these two documents will be ready in the coming month, the Commission will send both of them to the honourable 
Member. 
 

*** 

Question no 86 by Ioannis Souladakis (H-0703/03)  
 
Subject: Lowering of VAT for restaurants 
 
The lowering of VAT in the catering industry (restaurants etc.) is of vital importance for a large number of small and 
medium-sized business which, despite coming under fierce competition from fast food chains, manage to combine quality 
and tradition while preserving the culinary heritage. 
 
Does the Commission intend to use fast-track procedures to speed up the introduction of a lower rate of VAT? 
 
Is the Commission considering introducing certification which takes account of tradition, hygiene and the environment as 
criteria to qualify caterers for a lower rate of VAT? 
 
Does the Commission intend to exclude fast food chains from a lower rate of VAT? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(FR) On 23 July 2003, the Commission adopted a proposal for a directive on reduced levels of VAT. The main aim of this 
proposal is to improve the internal market, in particular by seeking to simplify VAT and apply it in a more standard 
manner. The Commission has therefore chosen to focus on the inconsistencies regarding rates in the current system in 
order to make significant progress along that route. 
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In consequence of a transitory exemption, catering services currently enjoy a reduced rate of VAT in eight Member States, 
while current Community legislation forbids the seven other Member States from introducing a reduced rate. The 
Commission has therefore proposed reinstating catering services on the new list of goods and services eligible for reduced 
rates. 
 
It is now up to the Council to decide, unanimously and in the light of the view taken by the European Parliament, on the 
future scope of application for reduced rates of VAT. 
 
The Commission does not envisage introducing certification or excluding fast food chains from the lower rate of VAT. 
According to the principle of subsidiarity, it is up to the Member States who decide to apply a reduced rate in the catering 
sector to precisely define its scope of application. 
 
Finally, the Commission would like to remind the honourable Member that reduced rates are optional: each Member State 
therefore has the power to decide whether or not to apply a reduced rate to the goods and services on the restrictive list in 
Annex H of the sixth VAT Directive. 
 

*** 

Question no 87 by Ioannis Patakis (H-0709/03)  
 
Subject: Risk of significant diminution of forest land in Greece 
 
The Greek Government is preparing legislation which will result in a significant diminution of forest land and common 
land, the former being declassified and the latter placed in the hands of land-grabbers and racketeers, resulting in even 
more irresponsible land management policy. The continual disappearance of land under concrete will have a particularly 
serious environmental impact on major urban centres and islands. Significantly this measure is being introduced before the 
completion of the national land register, allowing encroachment on large areas of land and the enrichment of those shrewd 
enough to turn this situation to their advantage. 
 
Is the Commission aware of the above initiatives? Does it consider them to be in accordance with Community forest and 
environmental protection legislation and if not what action does it intend to take? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) The Commission has not yet been officially informed about the prepared Greek forestry Law in question. Besides, 
the Law is currently a proposal and has not yet been adopted by the Greek Parliament. Given that the legislative procedure 
of adoption is ongoing, the Commission is not in a position to evaluate the possible effects of the future Law. 
 
The Commission would like to draw the attention of the honourable Member to the fact that it has already commented on 
possible environmental effects of the proposed new Greek forestry Law in its reply to Written Question P-3090/03 by 
MEP Antonios Trakatellis. 
 
In general terms, the Commission wishes to recall that: 
- Forest policy is a competence of Member States. 
- The EU Forestry Strategy does not include a forest definition 
- Forest use in Member States may be subject to limitations required by Community environmental laws, such as the 
“Impact Assessment Directive” 85/337/EEC, the “Habitats” Directive 92/43/EEC and the “Water Framework Directive” 
2000/60/EEC. 
 

*** 

Question no 88 by Efstratios Korakas (H-0711/03)  
 
Subject: Violation of social and civil rights in Latvia and Estonia 
 
Latvia and Estonia, where 45% and 35% respectively of the population are Russian-speakers, are in flagrant violation of 
fundamental human rights. For example, Russian-speakers do not have the right to acquire citizenship of the country in 
which they and their forefathers were born or in which they have lived for decades, even though all of them wish to do so. 
These people are also deprived of the right to take part in the political affairs of their country. The means and the pretext 
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used to deprive them of that right are humiliating and exceptionally difficult specialised examinations in knowledge of the 
language, the constitution and history as interpreted by the powers that be. Communist parties are banned in the Baltic 
States and party activists are prosecuted on trumped-up charges. The leaders of the Lithuanian Communist Party, Mykolas 
Burokevicius and Juozas Kuolelis, have spent the last ten years in prison on the basis of such charges and a law which was 
passed long after they were arrested. In Estonia, it is prohibited to stand as a coalition candidate in elections (including the 
European elections) and to form a party a list of 1000 names must be submitted. 
 
Does the Commission take the view that this state of affairs is consistent with the declarations concerning respect for 
social and civil rights, regardless of the personal opinion of Mr Verheugen, and, if not, how will it respond? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) As the Commission has had the opportunity to state in reply to previous questions and as it had spelled out in its 
Regular Reports on EU accession preparation in each of the countries referred to by the honourable Member, Estonia, 
Latvia and Lithuania meet the political criteria for EU accession. 
 
This includes among others free and fair elections, respect of human rights and minority rights. This opinion has been 
endorsed by the EU Member States and the European Parliament in the context of the enlargement process, and is shared 
by the relevant international organisations. In particular the national laws of these future EU Member States in matters of 
granting nationality and regulating elections and freedom of association are found to be in conformity with internationally 
accepted standards. 
 

*** 

Question no 89 by Myrsini Zorba (H-0714/03)  
 
Subject: Share of the structural funds devoted to culture 
 
In March this year, I had asked DG Culture for information about the share of the structural funds devoted to culture. I was 
informed that the amount was estimated at between EUR 600 million and 1 billion for the period 2000-2006. As this seems 
to be several times more than the actual budget for the Culture 2000 Programme, we urgently require more specific 
information relating to all the Member States, including the accession countries. 
 
Can the Commission indicate the latest developments in the share of the structural funds devoted to culture in the various 
Member States and the cultural programmes implemented as a result thereof? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(FR) The Commission is currently preparing a communication on the cultural dimension of the Structural Funds, which 
will be adopted in January 2004 at the latest. 
 
This Communication will be based on information supplied by the Member States on the Structural Funds used for culture 
during the 1994-1999 period. It should be noted that the forecasts for the 2000-2006 period supplied by some Member 
States will also be included in the Communication. 
 
With regard to the accession countries, the Commission would like to draw the honourable Member’s attention to the fact 
that the data is currently not available. 

*** 

Question no 90 by Paul Rübig (H-0715/03)  
 
Subject: Distortions of competition in the Czech Republic 
 
For some considerable time now free access to tender procedures and/or public contracts for railway sleepers in the Czech 
Republic has been made more difficult, if not completely impossible, for most competitors on this market by the award of 
an overwhelming majority of such contracts to six large Czech construction firms which have joined together to form a 
consortium. The unjustified award by the Czech Republic of public subsidies to one single manufacturer in the stationery 
sector is likewise distorting competition on that particular market. 
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In particular with a view to the Czech Republic’s accession to the EU on 1 May 2004, what steps does the European 
Commission plan to take in order, in the future, to prevent distortions of competition in the two sectors cited as examples, 
and on the Czech market as a whole, and to guarantee free competition? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) The Commission is not in possession of any concrete information enabling it to confirm the honourable Member's 
remarks that there are currently in the Czech Republic market entry restriction’s on public tenders for rail tracks or market 
distortions in the field of stationery due to state aid payments. 
 
However, the Commission confirms that the current Czech Public Procurement Law includes a national preferences clause 
and that due to that clause, foreign suppliers may face difficulties in obtaining public procurement contracts. Consequently 
the Commission has repeatedly indicated to the Czech Republic that the new Czech Act on Public Procurement must 
provide equal access for Community companies through the abolition of the national preference clause and 
implementation of all the provisions of the Public Procurement Directives. Although a new Act on Public Procurement 
seeking to ensure full implementation of the Public Procurement Directives was recently adopted by the Czech Chamber 
of Deputies, the legislative process still needs to be finalised, as it now needs to be further adopted by the Senate and 
signed by the President of the Republic. The national Czech Office for the Protection of Economic Competition monitors 
if public contracts are awarded in conformity with the Act on Public Procurement. 
 
The Office for the Protection of Economic Competition is also the competent authority until accession for the monitoring 
of state aids. In this regard the Commission has stated that reinforced efforts on the Czech side are required to ensure a 
fully satisfactory enforcement of the law. 
 
From the date of accession of the Czech Republic to the EU, the European Commission, in its role as “guardian of the 
treaty”, will, within its competencies, act to ensure the enforcement of the acquis communautaire whenever there are 
indications of a violation of community law. 
 

*** 

Question no 91 by Karin Riis-Jørgensen (H-0716/03)  
 
Subject: Duty on coke imported from China 
 
When the Commission decided to introduce a duty of EUR 32.60 per tonne on coke from China, it based its decision on 
the assumption that the price of coke – as a result of the duty – would increase by 5.6% only (Commission decision 
2730/2000/ECSC1). I questioned whether this decision was in the interests of the Community (H-0868/002). In the answer 
to my question, the Commission reassured me that the impact of the duty on the user industry would be limited. However, 
since the introduction of the duty, the price of coke has increased by 50% and is still increasing. The imposition of the duty 
has apparently damaged the competitiveness of the European iron-casting and insulation materials industries and has left 
the market open to Chinese producers. 
 
In the light of this, does the Commission still find it in the Community’s interests to maintain the duty? If not, will the 
Commission change its decision in light of the dramatic change in the basic assumptions behind the original decision? 
 
 

Answer 
 
(EN) In December 2000, a definitive anti-dumping duty of Euro 32.6 per tonne was imposed on imports of coke of coal in 
pieces with a diameter of more than 80 mm originating in China. 
 
In December 2002, the Commission initiated an interim review following a request from the Community industry alleging 
that the dumping had continued and had even increased and that the measures in force were not sufficient to counteract the 
injurious dumping. 
 
The Commission has carried out an investigation but at the time of its determination it was informed of allegations of 
shortage of supply of Chinese coke on the Community market as well as changes in the market situation, in particular with 
                                                           
1 OJ L 316, 15.12.2000, p. 30. 
2 Oral reply of 13.12.2000. 
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regard to prices. As these allegations were considered serious, a supplementary investigation requesting information from 
all parties concerned has just been completed. 
 
As a result, the Commission is contemplating either repealing or suspending the measures. 
 

*** 
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