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Notes 

Numbering of documents 

Three separate numbering systems are used in this Report for European Union 
documents: 
 

Numbers in brackets are the Committee’s own reference numbers. 
 
Numbers in the form “5467/05” are Council of Ministers reference 
numbers. This system is also used by UK Government Departments, by the 
House of Commons Vote Office and for proceedings in the House. 
 
Numbers preceded by the letters COM or SEC are Commission reference 
numbers. 

 
Where only a Committee number is given, this usually indicates that no official 
text is available and the Government has submitted an “unnumbered 
Explanatory Memorandum” discussing what is likely to be included in the 
document or covering an unofficial text. 

Abbreviations used in the headnotes and footnotes 

EC (in “Legal base”) Treaty establishing the European Community 
EM Explanatory Memorandum (submitted by the Government to the 

Committee) 
EP European Parliament 
EU (in “Legal base”) Treaty on European Union 
GAERC General Affairs and External Relations Council 
JHA Justice and Home Affairs 
OJ Official Journal of the European Communities 
QMV Qualified majority voting 
RIA Regulatory Impact Assessment 
SEM Supplementary Explanatory Memorandum 

Euros 

Where figures in euros have been converted to pounds sterling, this is normally 
at the market rate for the last working day of the previous month. 

Further information 

Documents recommended by the Committee for debate, together with the times 
of forthcoming debates (where known), are listed in the European Union 
Documents list, which is in the House of Commons Vote Bundle on Mondays and 
is also available on the parliamentary website. Documents awaiting 
consideration by the Committee are listed in “Remaining Business”: 
www.parliament.uk/escom. The website also contains the Committee’s Reports. 
 
Letters sent by Ministers to the Committee about documents are available for 
the public to inspect; anyone wishing to do so should contact the staff of the 
Committee (“Contacts” below). 

Contacts 

All correspondence should be addressed to the Clerk of the European Scrutiny 
Committee, House of Commons, 7 Millbank, London SW1P 3JA. The telephone 
number for general enquiries is (020) 7219 3292/5465. The Committee’s email 
address is escom@parliament.uk 
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1  Common organisation of agricultural markets 

(28197) 
16715/06 
COM(06) 822 

Draft Council Regulation establishing a common organisation of 
agricultural markets and on specific provisions for certain 
agricultural products 

 
Legal base Articles 33 and 36 EC; consultation; QMV 
Document originated 18 December 2006 
Deposited in Parliament 5 January 2007 
Department Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 
Basis of consideration EM of 17 January 2007 
Previous Committee Report None 
To be discussed in Council June 2006 
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Not cleared; further information requested 

Background 

1.1 As the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) has evolved over the years, the Council has 
adopted numerous Regulations establishing a common organisation of the market for 
individual commodities.1 These have tended to follow a similar structure, with provisions 
(such as intervention and private storage) to support the internal market, corresponding 
provisions (such as import duties and export refunds) relating to trade with third 
countries, and rules on competition, including state aids: but they often contain as well 
different approaches to comparable questions, which have been developed to address 
sector-specific issues, or which simply reflect the particular policy background at the time 
of their adoption. 

1.2 With the reforms of the CAP introduced in 1992, there has been a decline in the 
emphasis placed on these traditional market support measures, with a correspondingly 
greater reliance on direct support payments to producers. In particular, the Council 
introduced in 2003 the Single Payment Scheme, which de-coupled support from 
production, and which applies to most producers. 

The current proposal 

1.3  In the light of these developments, and of its simplification programme, the 
Commission has now proposed that the plethora of Regulations relating to individual 
commodities should be repealed and replaced by a single instrument establishing a 
common organisation of agricultural markets — a step which it says should streamline and 
simplify the legal framework and increase its transparency and accessibility, but without 
changing the underlying policies. The proposal also includes horizontal (cross-sector) 

 
1 Beef and veal, sheep meat and goat meat, pig meat, poultry meat, eggs, milk and milk products, cereals, hops, 

sugar, olive oil and table olives, rice, wine, fruit and vegetables, seeds, dried fodder, processed fruit and vegetables, 
processed goods (cakes, biscuits and confectionery), tobacco, bananas, flax and hemp, and live trees, plants etc. 
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competition and state aid rules in the agricultural sector, but not those regimes — notably 
wine, and fruit and vegetables — which are still subject to substantive policy reviews. 
However, it also appears to introduce a new element, in that the Commission points out 
that, in a number of cases, the Council may currently adopt legal acts without consulting 
the European Parliament, and says that “in accordance with the institutional balance laid 
down in the third indent of Article 202 of the Treaty, it is proposed to either adopt such 
acts in accordance with the procedure laid down in Article 37 of the Treaty, ie after 
consulting the Parliament, or to confer the relevant powers on the Commission.” 

The Government’s view 

1.4 In his Explanatory Memorandum of 17 January 2007, the Minister for Sustainable 
Farming and Food at the Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Lord 
Rooker) says that the UK supports both technical and policy simplification in line with its 
better regulation objectives, and thus supports this proposal, which he describes as having 
important, but relatively modest, benefits. He says that the Government’s aim is to try and 
retain these benefits, whilst ensuring that undesirable elements, such as increased market 
distortion, are not introduced through the negotiation process, where he points out that 
there is likely to be some debate among Member State about the detail of the proposal. He 
adds that some Member States may also have concerns that this proposal is a stepping 
stone to further reform of the CAP, or that it might shift the balance of power in favour of 
the Commission if it resulted in the sector-specific expertise of national officials being lost 
(though he says that the Commission has indicated that it intends to hold sector-specific 
meetings of the single Management Committee which would be established, in order to 
ensure the presence of the relevant experts). 

Conclusion 

1.5 Though the proposal would result in an extremely long and complex Regulation, 
the underlying aim appears to be sound, and should lead to the sort of benefits 
suggested by the Commission. In general, therefore, we do not see that the document 
gives rise to major issues, but, before taking a final view on it, we would welcome the 
Government’s comments on the potential significance of steps which the Commission 
proposes to take in relation to the current locus of the European Parliament, and in 
particular the suggestion that it itself should assume some of the relevant powers. 

 
 
 



European Scrutiny Committee, 7th Report, Session 2006–07    5 
 

 

2  EU humanitarian assistance 

(28178) 
16551/06 
SEC (06) 1626 

Commission Staff Working Document: Directorate-General for 
Humanitarian Aid (ECHO) Operational Strategy 2007 

 
Legal base — 
Document originated 1 December 2006 
Deposited in Parliament 4 January 2007 
Department International Development  
Basis of consideration EM of 15 January 2007 
Previous Committee Report None 
To be discussed in Council To be determined 
Committee’s assessment Politically important  
Committee’s decision Cleared, but further information requested  

Background 

2.1 In its introduction, the Commission says that over the years it “has been confirmed as 
one of the world’s most important providers of humanitarian aid”. Through its 
Directorate-General for Humanitarian Aid (DG ECHO) the Commission provides 
“massive assistance to the victims of humanitarian crises”. European humanitarian policy 
is “an example of the founding values of the European Union — solidarity, respect of 
human dignity, equality and tolerance”. 

2.2 The Commission says it “has a mandate to save and preserve life in emergency and 
immediate post-emergency situations, whether these are natural or man-made”. It is 
careful to ensure the best possible transition between the humanitarian emergency and the 
development phases of a situation and works closely together with the other relevant 
services of the Commission and international partners. It assists in strengthening disaster 
preparedness measures and the reduction of the vulnerability of the populations most 
exposed to these risks. Its activities also seek to strengthen the coordination of 
humanitarian aid provided by others, with the Member States and on a global level, where 
it supports in particular the coordination role played by the United Nations through its 
Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA).  

2.3 Implementation of humanitarian assistance “depends on the application of 
international law, and in particular international humanitarian law, and on the 
fundamental principles of impartiality, non-discrimination and neutrality”. The 
Commission says that, following these principles, it is “committed to assisting the most 
vulnerable people in the world, adopting an impartial approach based on need”, and places 
a particular emphasis on aid to the victims of “forgotten crises” (low media coverage, little 
political interest and scant presence of other aid providers).  

2.4 Aware that humanitarian aid must not only be based on these principles but must also 
be provided “at the correct terms, efficiently and in an appropriate manner”, the 
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Commission, through DG ECHO, “is intent on implementing” the “principles and good 
practices of humanitarian actors” as defined and adopted at the June 2003 Stockholm 
meeting of the “Good Humanitarian Donorship” initiative. 

2.5 Over the last few years, the Commission says that new forms of conflict and the 
growing complexity of humanitarian crises have broadened those engaged in humanitarian 
activities. New actors include military and civil protection teams: “the presence of 
humanitarian actors alongside other types of players in crisis situations demands a clear 
definition of their respective roles in order to avoid a negative impact on the humanitarian 
space”. Recognising the need to make use of military logistical resources, particularly when 
dealing with major natural disasters, the Commission supports the Oslo guidelines of May 
1994 on the use of civil defence and military equipment following natural disasters as well 
as the March 2003 guidelines on the use of such equipment in complex crises (MCDA 
guidelines).  

2.6 In pursuing such aims, the Commission “will ensure the coherence of a European 
humanitarian approach based on the needs of the victims in order to guarantee the 
efficiency of the aid as well as the protection of the humanitarian space and the respect of 
humanitarian law and the fundamental humanitarian principles”. 

2.7 All this, the Commission says, has “to translate into the mobilisation of logistical 
resources as well as to a better coordination in the field”. Methods of mobilisation and 
coordination both between headquarters and in the field will have to be re-examined in 
order to meet the desire of the European Union to increase its reaction capacity, to take into 
account the multiplicity of actors in the field and to ensure a positive image for the 
European action. Strengthened coordination “will also help unlock synergies between the 
different humanitarian, military and civil protection actors”. A closer relationship with the 
UN family on the strategy — in particular thanks to thematic funding — as well as at the 
operational level will further reinforce the effectiveness of this action.  

2.8 Finally, the Commission says that while it has already been “thoroughly evaluated” 
twice, the Commission/ECHO will have “to respond to its third global evaluation which 
was completed in 2006 and which focuses on the structure of the DG, its method of 
operation and its international presence”. It notes that “while there are many points for 
reflection, it is already clear that among the priorities will be the qualitative strengthening 
of operational and coordination capacity of the humanitarian services of the Commission, 
and a particular attention to developing sectoral strategies for humanitarian aid as well as 
its role in initiatives like the above-mentioned “Good Humanitarian Donorship”. 

The Commission Staff Working Document 

2.9 The document outlines the Commission’s operational strategy for its planned 
humanitarian assistance spending during financial year 2007. It summarises the global 
humanitarian situation at the end of 2006: natural disasters aggravated by drought and 
famine, a worsening of conflicts in Sri Lanka, Darfur and the Occupied Territories, but also 
by the first reduction in 10 years in the global numbers of refugees (but still almost 24 
million, according to the UNHCR). In 2007 the Commission says that “despite inevitable 
budgetary constraints” it will seek to face up to new crises while maintaining its close 
interest in numerous ongoing crises, and continue its attempts to ensure that aid is provided 
in an appropriate, efficient and timely manner while working towards a better coordination 
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of aid and improving the ability of the local populations and humanitarian actors to react to 
disasters.  

2.10 The relevant Commission services will also make “a particular effort” to ensure 
“improved articulation between humanitarian and development assistance”. To this end, 
the Commission/ECHO, in consultation with the other DGs concerned, has established a 
tentative list of pilot countries emerging from a crisis — currently Kenya, Liberia, 
Mauritania, Sudan and Uganda — in which, with “competent actors”, they will seek to 
develop the LRRD (link between relief, rehabilitation and development) approach, so as to 
secure the stabilisation process, encourage the safe return of displaced populations and 
avoid the resurgence of the crisis.  

2.11 The Commission then underlines the challenges posed by the transfer of food aid to 
ECHO. This will allow the Commission to programme food aid as an integral part of a 
humanitarian response: but it will also require DG ECHO to maintain a close and 
continuous dialogue with those services of the Commission and other stakeholders who 
monitor the status of food security in food insecure countries. A special coordination effort 
is also necessary both inside the Commission and beyond to ensure that emergency 
assistance in countries affected by chronic famine and food insecurity is followed by 
longer term development programmes. 

2.12 The Commission Staff Working Document also outlines the principles by which 
Community humanitarian assistance will be provided:  

— its Global Need Assessment methodology: ranking third countries according to 
their overall vulnerability (the VI index) and whether they are undergoing a 
humanitarian crisis (the CI index): 50 on the VI index and 23 on the CI, with 18 of 
these in sub-Saharan Africa; 

— six “forgotten crises”: all high on the VI index and overlooked by the media and the 
international donor community 

and reviews individually the countries in which ECHO is active. 

2.13 Finally, it looks at ECHO’s Horizontal Priorities 

— Food Aid, which will take €217.8 million (£147.1 million) of the €719 million 
(£482.8 million) budget for 2007, and which will require not only effective internal 
coordination but also coordination with other food aid donors;  

— disaster preparedness, via the DIPECHO programmes, both current and 
prospective; and  

— thematic funding and the grant facility: strengthening the institutional capacity of 
the UN organisations and the Red Cross movement and the management capacity 
and accountability of NGO’s. 



8    European Scrutiny Committee, 7th Report, Session 2006–07 

 

The Government’s view 

2.14  In his 15 January 2007 Explanatory Memorandum, the Parliamentary Under-
Secretary at the Department for International Development (Mr Gareth Thomas) 
comments as follows: 

“The Government welcomes DG ECHO’s consistent emphasis on the use of 
internationally agreed humanitarian principles — in particular impartiality, 
neutrality and non-discrimination — in the allocation of its humanitarian funding. 
We support DG ECHO’s use, and constant efforts to improve, its Global Needs 
Assessment methodology, by which it produces its analysis of the countries in which 
humanitarian needs are most likely to arise each year. We also support its policy 
emphasis on forgotten crises; 

“We note the transfer of responsibility for emergency food aid to DG ECHO. We 
support the principle of all Community humanitarian assistance being managed 
within one part of the Commission, as it offers a greater opportunity for coherence in 
programming support to crises. This will represent a challenge to DG ECHO given 
their previously limited experience of managing food aid. We look forward to 
reviewing progress in a year’s time; 

“We are in broad agreement with DG ECHO over their geographical analysis of 
need. The detail of country-level global plans and decisions will be discussed at the 
relevant management committee;  

“The Government supports DG ECHO’s continued funding for disaster 
preparedness programmes. However, we would like to see increased attention paid 
to disaster risk reduction in the Community’s development programming. We are in 
contact with other Commission services on this. 

“The Government is pleased to see that the Commission plans to support ongoing 
reform within the humanitarian system (including especially co-ordination between 
different actors) through its thematic funding to the major agencies, and that it will 
also support capacity building in NGOs. We consider that the Commission could 
have said more about reform; we are disappointed that the Commission will not 
contribute to the UN Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF)2 as we consider 
this and the two pilot programmes on country-level pooled funding for the UN 
humanitarian co-ordinators to be key elements of systemic reform. We will continue 
discussion of these and other aspects of reform in forthcoming EU meetings”.  

2.15 On the Timetable, the Minister says that the operational strategy was discussed at the 
Humanitarian Aid Committee3 on 22 November 2006, and at the European Council’s 
Development Cooperation Working Group on 13 December 2006.  

 
2 For further information on CERF, see http://ochaonline2.un.org/Default.aspx?tabid=7480  

3 The Member States discuss fundamental humanitarian aid issues once a month in the Humanitarian Aid Committee 
(HAC), which is both an administrative and a regulating entity. All projects that cost more than €2 million must 
obtain its approval. 
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Conclusions 

2.16  The Minister refers to areas in which he will be looking to see evidence of 
successful implementation, or to which he would like to see increased attention paid. 
For our part, when the relevant annual report is produced, we shall rely upon him to 
ensure that the outcome in these areas is assessed in his Explanatory Memorandum. 

2.17 We also note what would seem to be a resistance by the Commission to what he 
clearly regards as “key elements of systemic reform”.  

2.18 We are surprised that the Minister makes no mention of the content or 
recommendations of the ECHO evaluation, which is highlighted in the Commission 
Staff Working Document but in only very general terms.  

2.19 Although used to receiving ECHO annual reports reviewing past performance, we 
believe that this is the first time that we have received a document that looks ahead and 
gives some sense of what ECHO will be seeking to achieve and the challenges that it 
faces. Even so, although informed by a methodology and some general principles, it is 
hard to discern what might properly be termed a strategy in the midst of a great deal of 
description. Indeed, we are not aware of ever having seen any document setting out the 
strategy of what is clearly a highly important and visible Commission entity. Perhaps 
this will emerge in the Commission Communication on EU humanitarian activity 
which, we understand, is being prepared by the Presidency with a view to presentation 
at the May “development” General Affairs and External Relations Council. 

2.20 We are content to clear the Commission Staff Working Document, but would be 
grateful if the Minister would write to us with more information about: 

— why the Commission will not contribute to the UN Central Emergency Response 
Fund (CERF); 

— the global evaluation completed in 2006 on the structure of the DG, its method 
of operation and its international presence; 

— the proposed Commission Communication on EU humanitarian activity. 
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3  Special Framework of Assistance for Traditional 
Suppliers of Bananas 

(28201) 
17033/06 
COM(06) 806 

Biennial Report from the Commission 

 
Legal base — 
Document originated 15 December 2006 
Deposited in Parliament 5 January 2007 
Department International Development  
Basis of consideration EM of 16 January 2006 
Previous Committee Report None; but see HC 38–xi (2004–5) 15 March 2005 
To be discussed in Council To be determined 
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Not cleared; evidence session to be arranged. 

Background 

3.1 Banana imports into the European Union have traditionally been regulated by a quota 
system with strong preferential treatment for Africa, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) bananas. 
The EU agreed to introduce a “tariff only” regime for banana imports no later than 1 
January 2006. The ACP countries would continue to benefit from a tariff preference under 
the new regime: their preferential advantage on the market would, however, depend on the 
agreed level of the tariff. In order to make it easier for the twelve traditional ACP banana 
suppliers to cope with the transition to the new market conditions, a Special Framework of 
Assistance (SFA) was put in place in 1999, through a dedicated budget line. Five African 
and seven Caribbean countries were considered to be traditional suppliers and are 
therefore beneficiaries.4  

3.2 The SFA provides technical and financial support to specific projects presented by the 
countries concerned, based on a long-term strategy previously agreed with and approved 
by the Commission. The overall objective is either to improve the competitiveness of 
traditional ACP banana production or to support diversification wherever competitiveness 
is no longer attainable, which was to be achieved by funding projects designed to: 

• increase productivity without causing damage to the environment; 

• improve quality, including phytosanitary measures; 

• adapt production, distribution and marketing to meet the Community’s quality 
standards; 

 
4 Belize, Cameroon, Cape Verde, Dominica, Grenada, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Madagascar, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and 

the Grenadines, Somalia, and Surinam. 
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• establish producers’ organisations focusing on improvements in marketing and on 
the development of environmentally-friendly production methods, including fair-
trade bananas; 

• develop marketing and/or production strategies designed to meet the requirements 
of the EU common market organisation for bananas; 

• assist banana producers in developing environmentally-friendly production 
methods, including fair-trade bananas; 

• assist with training and market intelligence, and improve the distribution 
infrastructure; and 

• support diversification wherever the banana sector cannot be competitive. 

3.3 Article 9 of Council Regulation (EC) No. 856/1999 specifies that by 31 December 2000, 
and every two years thereafter, the Commission shall present a report on the operation of 
this Regulation to the European Parliament and the Council, accompanied if appropriate 
by proposals.  

3.4 In March 2005, the then Committee considered the second biennial report. Both it and 
the Minister’s accompanying 16 February 2005 Explanatory Memorandum revealed what 
the Committee characterised as a tale of unadulterated woe, featuring all the traditional 
defects of Commission-administered projects. Surprisingly, only now was the SFA being 
properly evaluated. But even on the available evidence the SFA had been plagued especially 
by over-complex procedures and poor management by the Commission, both central and 
local. At the first ever International Banana Conference in 2004, the Minister said, “poorly 
designed projects and rigid Commission procedures regarding disbursements were flagged 
as factors contributing to this failure”.  

3.5 Despite what the Minister said, the Committee felt that the objectives of the SFA were 
indeed clear. Small, over-stretched bureaucracies are a given in developing countries: there 
was no excuse for the Commission exacerbating that problem in ways that were all too 
familiar in similar contexts. Given that the Department for International Development 
(DFID) was having to provide technical and analytical assistance to the EC Delegation in 
the eastern Caribbean, the Committee felt that it was hard to see why the Minister should 
believe that greater decentralisation would improve matters. The only positive note was 
that the then-new Development Commissioner (whom the Minister said he and the 
Secretary of State had been lobbying) appeared to accept that major improvements were 
necessary, and that most of those had to be made by the Commission. 

3.6 The Minister pointed out that the lessons to be learnt and changes to be made would be 
important not only for banana producers, but also for developing-country producers of 
other commodities and products faced with the need to undergo some sort of painful 
transition, and often in societies where those commodities or products are central to its 
economy and, thereby, political stability. The Committee felt that the review to which he 
referred, and what it led to, would thus be of much wider importance than just to the 
future of the SFA. Despite the concern that it felt about what the report revealed, the 
Committee cleared the report and asked the Minister to inform it of the outcome and his 
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views thereon, which, he said, would be completed by mid-2005 and in which “we shall 
engage strongly”.5 

3.7 The Minister wrote to us on 15 December 2005 to say that DG Agriculture had been 
asked to assess the operation of the Bananas Common Market Organisation (CMO), with a 
special focus on the SFA; they had then decided to ask the EuropeAid Cooperation Office 
(AIDCO) to commission its own study, with two main aims — an assessment of the 
efficiency of the SFA for 2003–04, and assessing the “viability of the banana strategies of 
countries with regard to the implementation of tarification”. The study would thus only 
cover the SFA from 2003 onwards (to reflect the change of purpose at that time from 
improving the efficiency of banana industries to diversification) and not be produced until 
March 2006. The Minister said “we will pursue the issue of the performance of the SFA 
with the Commission, as we had hoped to do on the publication of the originally proposed 
report” and would write again following publication. In the meantime, he mentioned ways 
in which DFID had been working to improve the effectiveness of the SFA and also of 
STABEX funds (the EC’s compensatory finance scheme to stabilise ACP export earnings) 
in conjunction with eastern Caribbean countries and the local Commission Delegation; 
and with the World Bank and the Commission to facilitate the disbursal of SFA/STABEX 
monies within a joint World Bank-EC programme of budget support, for example in 
Dominica. 

3.8 We replied on 11 January 2006, saying that we did not find this at all reassuring — 
more confusion and delay by the Commission, with DFID seemingly still doing the 
Commission’s job — and reminding him of the importance of this study and looking 
forward to clear evidence of the strong engagement by him and his Department that he 
anticipated in his original Explanatory Memorandum but of which there was no mention 
in his letter. 

3.9 The Minister wrote again on 31 January 2006 to say that he very much shared our 
concerns about the delays and the potential of the final report really to lead to 
improvements to the SFA. DFID and other interested Government Department officials 
had been in contact throughout the year with the Commission and other EU Member 
States about the need urgently to address the problems of the SFA to assist Caribbean 
banana producers. Both the Minister and the Secretary of State had raised the issue with 
Commissioners. But the UK had been “a lone voice” among Member States in pushing 
AIDCO to prioritise the review. The Caribbean states themselves had also largely been 
silent about the SFA, reflecting in part their frustrations with the SFA mechanism, and had 
instead focussed on the changes to the EU tariff regime and the licensing system, where 
DEFRA and DFID officials had been engaged “to ensure an outcome which is as 
developmentally beneficial as possible”. Nonetheless, he would continue to pursue the issue 
of SFA effectiveness with the Commission, and engage with them on the report’s contents 
when it was published. 

3.10 He went on to say that, unfortunately, the problems with the SFA were symptomatic 
of the wider issues of the effectiveness and coordination of EC development assistance, and 
that it might therefore be more productive to address the SFA problems through a wider 

 
5 See headnote. 



European Scrutiny Committee, 7th Report, Session 2006–07    13 
 

 

approach, including providing more EC aid as budget support in the Caribbean and 
engaging with the Commission on mechanisms to improve the effectiveness of its 
development assistance — “an issue that has more interest and support from other EU 
Member States and where there is much more engagement from the Commission”. 

3.11 We told the Minister that we found this slightly odd. The implication was that the 
review had been narrowed down so much that it was now regarded as something of a 
distraction from the business of improving the effectiveness of EC-delivered development 
assistance. However, it seemed to us that: 

—  a review focussing on EC support for the diversification process — on how best to 
help, and not hinder, fragile economies in societies with weak bureaucracies who are 
forced to diversify out of non-viable products by changes in the external environment 
— would be central to assessing and improving the effectiveness and coordination of 
EC development assistance;  

— the context had a much wider relevance than that of the banana producers; it was hard, 
for example, to see how increased budget support was the answer, since small, over-
stretched bureaucracies are a given in many developing countries;  

— there should have been more interest in learning the lessons from an exercise where, in 
one year alone, £25 million was spent on what he described in his original Explanatory 
Memorandum as poorly designed projects involving rigid Commission procedures 
regarding disbursements that the recipients regarded as factors contributing to the 
mechanism’s failure. 

3.12 We looked forward to hearing from him again as and when the review was finally 
published, in the hope that there was more evidence then of the Commission taking it 
more seriously than then appeared to be the case. 

The Biennial Report 

3.13 This third biennial report by the Commission on the operation of the SFA fulfils the 
obligation referred to above with regard to the years 2005 and 2006, when the budget lines 
were €34.5 million and €30.7 million respectively. Over 1999-2006 the budgets totalled 
€288 million (£193.4 million). The final allocations will be made in 2007 and 2008, at which 
time the framework will come to an end. 

3.14 As with its predecessor, it sets out the market background, changes to the 
administrative procedures of the SFA and summarises the SFA’s performance. It notes that 
further changes to the EU’s trade arrangements for bananas took place on 1st January 
2006, to meet the commitment to move to a tariff only regime. Although traditional 
suppliers still benefit from a duty free quota of 775,000 tonnes, any bananas entering the 
EU outside of this quota must now pay a tariff of €176 (£118.2) per tonne. In 2005, South 
American bananas represented 80% of EU imports. 

3.15 In 2005, 48% of the SFA budget was dedicated to enhancing competitiveness of 
banana exporters. This number fell to 39% in 2006. This includes actions such as helping 
producers acquire or maintain the quality certifications that are required by large European 
retailers. The remaining funds are dedicated to diversification, which could include 
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vocational training to improve employment opportunities in the service sector for former 
banana workers. 

3.16 The report notes that cumbersome financial rules have slowed commitments and 
disbursements from the SFA budget in the past. It says that changes to these rules have had 
a very positive impact, with rising rates of commitment and disbursement in 2005 and 
2006. Notable among the changes was the devolution of responsibility for managing 
programmes in all beneficiary states to the respective European Commission delegations, 
so as to improve the quantity of contracts signed and the quality of the programmes. The 
report notes that that the European Commission expects to be able to recover some lost 
ground in the coming two years. 

3.17 In his accompanying 16 January 2007 Explanatory Memorandum, the Parliamentary 
Under-Secretary of State at the Department for International Development (Mr Gareth 
Thomas) confirms that an external evaluation of the impact of the SFA was completed in 
early 2006 and says: 

“the findings of this evaluation are outlined in the report. It found that the medium 
term strategies agreed by each country (competitiveness enhancement or 
diversification) have generally been relevant. It concluded that the SFA has had an 
impact in improving productivity where competitiveness was the objective. 
Diversification activities received a more mixed assessment, although it is too early to 
measure the impacts properly”.  

 The Government’s view 

3.18 The Minister welcomes the increased speed of disbursement in 2006 which resulted 
from changes to financial rules and looks forward to continuing improvement in this area, 
as foreseen by the European Commission. He continues as follows: 

“There are lessons from the SFA for the administration of transitional assistance to 
sugar producing countries. These include the impact of rules and procedures on 
disbursement rates, and the importance of encouraging recipient countries to draw 
up their plans well in advance. Over the past two years DFID has stressed to the 
European Commission the importance of learning from the SFA experience. 

 “DFID has continued to work with European Commission delegations in the 
Caribbean region in order to improve the performance of the SFA. DFID funded 
studies during 2006, to evaluate the potential for spending the EU’s assistance to St 
Lucia and St Vincent through their respective government’s budgets. A move to 
providing SFA assistance through budget support could greatly improve the 
performance of the SFA in these countries, where roughly two-thirds of allocated 
funds remain un-committed to contracts. We are advocating that funds from both 
the banana and sugar transitional budgets should be made available to some 
recipient countries as budget support. 

“The external evaluation of the SFA does not make substantial recommendations 
about how the SFA could be improved and says little about administrative problems. 
We will press for future evaluations to be more comprehensive”. 
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3.19 The Minister says that “as this is a report on past activities there are no financial 
implications”; it will be discussed in the ACP Working Group before being presented to 
Council, with no timetable for these discussions. 

Conclusion  

3.20 We find it extraordinary that the Minister should say that the report has no 
financial implications. Nearly £200 million has been devoted to the SFA, yet the best 
that can be said is that individual strategies have “generally been relevant”; that the SFA 
has “had an impact in improving productivity where competitiveness was the objective” 
and that, after 6 years, it is “too early to measure the impacts properly”. When will it be 
possible? And who will do this? 

3.21 We are also surprised not to have heard before now from him about the eventual 
outcome of this long-delayed review. Having told us that he and his officials would 
“engage strongly”, he now says that “the external evaluation of the SFA does not make 
substantial recommendations about how the SFA could be improved and says little 
about administrative problems”. Given the history, which we have rehearsed in detail, 
we find it extraordinary that he can, it seems, accept such findings. We also find it hard 
to be reassured when he now says that he will press for future evaluations to be more 
comprehensive. 

3.22 Nor are we reassured when he says that over the past two years DFID has stressed 
to the European Commission the importance of learning from the SFA experience. We 
would have liked to have had some examples from him of how the Commission has 
taken those lessons on board, particularly since they appear to have dragged their feet 
from the outset in finding out what those lessons are. Instead, it seems to us that the 
Minister’s continuing endorsement of using budget support to disburse the remaining 
funds is based more on a lack of confidence in the Commission delegations than 
anything else. The impact of rules and procedures on disbursement rates is one thing. 
But simply to stress the importance of encouraging recipient countries to draw up their 
plans well in advance ignores how this is to be done, given the very limited capacity of 
the countries concerned. 

3.23 All in all, this continues to be a sorry saga, which we propose to explore further by 
asking the Minister to appear before us to give oral evidence. 
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4  The EU and health workers in developing countries 

(28209) 
17118/06 
COM(06) 870 

Commission Communication: A European Programme for Action 
to tackle the critical shortage of health workers in developing 
countries (2007–2013) 

 
Legal base — 
Document originated 21 December 2006 
Deposited in Parliament 5 January 2007 
Department International Development  
Basis of consideration EM of 17 January 2007 
Previous Committee Report None 
To be discussed in Council May 2007 General Affairs and External Relations 

Council  
Committee’s assessment Legally and politically important  
Committee’s decision Not cleared; further information requested  

Background 

4.1 In response to a Commission Communication on HIV/AIDS, malaria and 
tuberculosis), the Council requested that the Commission consider the more general 
problem of lack of human resources in health care in developing countries; which it did in 
its Communication 15774/05 of 12 December 2005. The focus was primarily on Africa, in 
line with the EU Africa Strategy — where a global crisis (75 countries with less than 2.5 
health workers/1000 population) has been exacerbated by the HIV/Aids pandemic — and 
the primacy of the UN Millennium Development Goals (MDGs),6 where addressing the 
crisis in human resources in health is a prerequisite to making progress. 

4.2 “Push” factors identified in the developing world include the lack of decent work 
opportunities and limited incentives, particularly to work in under-served areas and with 
poor people, and high health worker mobility. “Pull” factors in the developed world 
include high global demand for health workers, fuelled by ageing populations. Common to 
both is inadequate long-term resource planning and domestic production of health 
workers. The Communication proposed EU action at three levels: 

— country level (the main focus): ensuring that human resource issues are adequately 
reflected in health policy and within the wider development agenda in poverty 
reduction strategies. Better country-specific problem analysis and support to 
strengthen human resource planning and management systems, to increase training 
of appropriate cadres, to improve terms and conditions of service and to provide 

 
6 The eight Millennium Development Goals that, in 2000, the UN set itself to achieve, most by 2015: eradicate extreme 

poverty and hunger; achieve universal primary education; promote gender equality; reduce child mortality; improve 
maternal health; combat HIV/Aids, malaria and other diseases; ensure environmental sustainability; develop a 
partnership for development — each with associated targets and benchmarks to measure progress. 
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opportunities for career progression. A major focus on efforts to increase retention 
and distribution of staff to underserved areas;  

— regional level: strengthened EU support where such an approach adds value in 
relation to advocacy, information, technical support, sharing best practice, and 
where appropriate, in developing regional approaches to training and strengthening 
research capacity; and  

— EU action: development of an EU Statement of Commitment to Global Action (to 
tie in with the WHA/WHO decade of action on human resources) and a Code of 
Conduct on Ethical Recruitment (an area where UK leads), better EU workforce 
planning, strengthening networks of excellence linking EU and developing country 
training institutions to offer post-graduate training opportunities and work with the 
health worker diaspora (those from the developing world working in the EU). 

4.3 In his accompanying Explanatory Memorandum, the Minister noted that the 
Department for International Development and the Department of Health had been fully 
engaged in the development of the Communication. He judged it to be a sound analysis 
that reflected the long-term neglect of human resources and the complexity of the problem 
and proposed sensible, comprehensive and pragmatic solutions, building upon limited best 
practice in a neglected area of development and centring upon country-led efforts. The 
proposals complemented current UK initiatives organised by the two Departments. The 
Commission had consulted widely with the African Union and several African regional 
organisations and donor agencies. Work was continuing in the Development Working 
Group. His only adverse comment was that the document could have been more explicit in 
promoting a move to self-sufficiency and health workforce mobility across the EU.  

4.4 We agreed that, all in all, this was a good piece of work on an important issue of global 
and European public policy, but was not in our view one that, in and of itself, warranted a 
substantive Report to the House. 

4.5 The 10–11 April General Affairs and External Relations Council adopted Conclusions 
on the Strategy and called on the EC and Member States to develop a coordinated response 
in support of country level efforts to address the crisis in human resources in health 
(HRH). The Council also adopted a Consensus Statement on the Crisis in Human 
Resources for Health, stating that: 

“Europe is committed to supporting international action to address the global 
shortage of health workers and the crisis in human resources for health in developing 
countries”.7 

The Commission Communication 

4.6 This present Communication sets out plans for the coordinated response called for by 
the Council. It notes that the problem of health worker migration, and the role played by 
rich countries in creating the problem of health worker scarcity in developing countries, 
especially Africa, has been on the international development agenda for several years: poor 

 
7 COM (06) 870, page 2. 
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terms and conditions create incentives for workers to migrate to seek better opportunities; 
but little evidence that substantial remittances sent home provide adequate compensation 
for the impact on health systems, and by implication, the health of the poor in those 
countries. 

4.7 Developed countries are accused of contributing to the problem by recruiting health 
workers from countries in which health services are understaffed. The issue is difficult to 
address because the interests of developing countries are not aligned with the interests of 
health systems in rich countries, who benefit from being able to access a pool of highly 
skilled labour that they have not had to invest in. Although EU Member States and the 
Commission already provide support to strengthen human resources for health (HRH) in 
developing countries, more could be done, and could be based on more systematic analysis 
of the problem. 

4.8 Specific steps for the Commission and EU Member States operating bilaterally include: 

— raising the HRH problem in wider working groups in developing countries, 
particularly those addressing barriers to achieving Millennium Development Goals 
concerning child mortality, maternal health, and HIV, TB, and malaria; 

— increasing the predictability and longevity of funding commitments and linking 
them more clearly to outcomes, through use by the Commission of MDG contracts 
(long-term budget support commitments intended to finance progress towards 
meeting the MDGs), and by influencing international financial institutions; 

— supporting national efforts to evaluate, plan for and manage human resource 
capacity development and to engage civil society and the private sector effectively in 
the national response; drawing on expertise at the World Health Organisation, 
particularly the Global Health Workforce Alliance and Health Metrics Network 
(which aims to improve health by strengthening and aligning health information 
systems around the world); 

— providing more technical assistance and research that helps developing countries to 
plan and retain health workforces better; 

— giving more support to develop health worker training capacity, particularly linking 
developing country institutions with counterparts in EU Member States, and 
particularly at a regional level in Africa; 

— supporting links between EU Member States’ professional associations and 
regulatory bodies, and those in developing countries; 

— based on solid evidence of what works, supporting reform of HRH employment 
terms and conditions in public sectors in developing countries, in the context of 
wider civil service reform steps, in order better to attract, retain and motivate staff; 

— when forming policy, recognising that HIV/AIDS is having an impact on the health 
workforce both through increased workload, and also because it affects health 
workers themselves; 
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— making sure that the Commission’s Humanitarian Office (ECHO) addresses HRH 
in its policies for fragile states. 

4.9 Other steps include: paying attention to gender issues in health workforce terms and 
conditions; supporting policies that recognise the need to support communities; and 
providing better coordination of technical assistance to developing countries. 

4.10 The document also identifies the need for more EU support to regional institutions. A 
regional platform on HRH in Africa and an Asian Action Learning Network on HRH have 
been established. The Programme for Action also proposes support for regional actions by 
the New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD)8 and the African Union (AU; the 
successor to the Organisation of African States)9 to strengthen the African voice in the 
response to the crisis. The EU will also try to help African countries to develop regional 
policies and mechanisms to achieve “managed migration” of HRH regionally, to reduce the 
negative impacts of migration; and will support collection and use of information and 
policy materials. The EU will support regional HR mapping and regional meetings. The 
document proposes the use of innovative mechanisms to address HR shortages, such as 
support for improved use of information and communication technology to support 
training and provision of health services. Finally, regional research capacity will be 
supported.  

4.11 The document also identifies specific steps for the EU operating at European and 
global levels: 

— noting the rising shortages of health workers in Europe, it calls for a concerted 
European strategy that addresses monitoring, training, recruitment and working 
conditions of EU health professionals in a way that does not worsen the HRH crisis 
in developing countries;  

— it supports calls at the World Health Assembly for a global code of practice on 
ethical recruitment of HRH; 

— it supports action to develop links between diaspora communities and their home 
countries; 

— it proposes that the EU should develop mechanisms and guidelines on “circular 
migration” (non-permanent migration between nations). This includes exploring 
such possibilities as protection of migrant worker pension rights outside Member 
States; 

— it calls for support to EU Member States’ HRH training institutions that wish to 
develop partnerships with counterparts in developing countries. 

4.12 The Programme for Action sets out the following next steps: 

 
8 The NEPAD strategic framework document, which was formally adopted in 2001, arises from a mandate given to the 

five initiating Heads of State (Algeria, Egypt, Nigeria, Senegal, South Africa) by the Organisation of African Unity 
(OAU) to develop an integrated socio-economic development framework for Africa. See 
http://www.nepad.org/2005/files/home.php for more information. 

9 See http://www.africa-union.org/root/au/AboutAu/au_in_a_nutshell_en.htm for further information. 
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— in the context of the costs of addressing the HRH, the Commission and Member 
States to start measuring financial support to HRH and benchmark against other 
donors; 

— the Commission to commit €40 million (£26.9 million) over 2007–13 to a range of 
catalytic and strategic steps in support of the objectives described above, including 
investing in leadership development in regional institutions and supporting 
engagement of civil society and the private sector in responses; 

— using the Health Metrics Network frameworks being developed, the Commission 
and Member States to improve monitoring of HRH progress for reporting to the 
European Parliament and the Council. 

The Government’s view 

4.13  In his 17 January 2007 Explanatory Memorandum, the Parliamentary Under-
Secretary at the Department for International Development (Mr Gareth Thomas) 
welcomes the recognition that rich countries must address the domestic factors that attract 
health workers from developing countries, but must also support such countries to 
improve their health systems and workforce planning processes and broadly supports the 
Programme for Action as set out in the Communication. He continues as follows: 

“Many of the policies are already in line with DFID policies on HRH, aid 
effectiveness or strengthening health systems. We are particularly supportive of 
points about EU support for action in developing countries to improve staff 
retention; and EU steps to improve sustainability and longevity of support for health 
systems. However, we think that the Programme for Action is complex and 
ambitious, and therefore are concerned about the lack of a more detailed 
implementation plan. We will be advocating for better planning going forward. 

“Paragraph 4.1 (1) of the Communication proposes that ‘While fully respecting the 
subsidiarity principle, a concerted European strategy covering issues such as 
monitoring, training, recruitment, and working conditions of a sufficient number of 
health professionals will be developed to help ensure that the Union as a whole will 
be able to meet its objective of providing high quality health care, without 
exacerbating the human resource crisis in developing countries.’ We (including the 
Department of Health) support this proposal. 

“We support the plan to develop a set of principles to guide recruitment. These 
principles will be modelled on those already in place in the UK. In 2001 the UK, 
uniquely, instituted a code of practice governing the international recruitment of 
health workers. It proscribes active recruitment of health workers by National Health 
Service employers and tries to discourage the private sector from doing so. It 
promotes the labour rights of international staff working in the UK health sector.  

“We do not see the AU and NEPAD as implementing agencies in this context but 
more as providers of political advocacy, accountability and facilitating lesson-
learning across member states. Also, actions at regional level should not cut across 
AU/NEPAD member state responsibilities. The Programme for Action text proposes 
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‘strengthened AU/NEPAD leadership of regional action’ and calls for ‘a regional 
platform for action.’ We will propose that the Council Conclusions recognise that 
this slightly ambiguous statement should not lead to the development of additional 
AU/NEPAD secretariats seeking to direct the actions of AU/NEPAD member 
states”. 

4.14 Looking ahead, he says that the Programme for Action will be considered at the May 
General and External Relations Council. 

Conclusions 

4.15 The Minister notes the need for what he describes as a complex and ambitious 
Programme of Action to acquire the necessary focus of a detailed implementation plan, 
and to avoid the creation of an unnecessary layer of bureaucracy between the EU and 
Member States and the African partner countries whose endeavours they are trying to 
support, and will be pursuing this between now and the May “development” GAERC, 
which will adopt Conclusions on the Communication.  

4.16 We are surprised that the Minister says that the Government supports, without 
qualification, the proposal in paragraph 4.1.(1) of the Communication, for a concerted 
European strategy on health professionals within the Community. Neither the 
Communication nor the Minister explains how this may properly be done under 
Article 152 EC, which provides only for Community action to complement that of 
Member States and requires, in Article 152(5) EC, any such action to, “fully respect the 
responsibilities of the Member States for the organisation and delivery of health 
services and medical care”. We should be grateful for the Minister’s comments on 
whether the envisaged strategy may lawfully be adopted under Article 152 EC. 

4.17 We should also be grateful if he would write to us before the May GAERC, by 
which time the draft Conclusions should be clear, to show how his concerns about the 
Programme of Action have been met. 

4.18 In the meantime, we shall keep the Communication under scrutiny. 
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5  Global navigation satellite system 

(28154) 
16540/1/06  
REV1 
COM(06) 769 

Green Paper on satellite navigation applications 

 
Legal base — 
Document originated 12 December 2006 
Deposited in Parliament 12 December 2006 
Department Transport 
Basis of consideration EM of 11 January 2007 
Previous Committee Report None 
To be discussed in Council Not known 
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Not cleared, further information requested 

Background 

5.1 The Community has a two-phase policy for developing a global navigation satellite 
system (GNSS). The first phase, GNSS 1, is the European Geostationary Navigation 
Overlay System (EGNOS) programme. The second phase, GNSS 2, is the programme, 
named Galileo, to establish a new satellite navigation constellation with appropriate 
ground infrastructure. It is based on the presumption that Europe ought not to rely 
indefinitely on the GPS (the US Global Positioning System) and GLONASS (the Russian 
Global Navigation Satellite System) systems, augmented by EGNOS. The Galileo 
programme is being conducted in conjunction with the European Space Agency (ESA). 
There are a number of agreements in place or which are being negotiated with third 
countries about cooperation in the Galileo project. 

5.2 It is intended that Galileo will allow provision of five services. These are known as the: 

• Open Service (OS), free of charge at the point of use; 

• Commercial Service (CS), offering added value for more demanding uses; 

• Safety of Life Service (SoL), for safety-critical applications that require high 
integrity; 

• Search and Rescue Service (SAR), to complement the current COSPAS-SARSAT 
system (International Satellite Search and Rescue System founded by Canada, 
France, the former USSR and the USA in 1988 and with 33 countries now 
participating); and 

• Public Regulated Service (PRS), a high-performance, encrypted service for 
authorised civil government applications. 
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5.3 The Galileo programme has three phases: 

• the development and validation phase — development of the satellites and the 
system’s ground components, as well as validation in orbit. This phase was due to 
run from 2003 to 2005, but will now continue until 2009. The project is currently in 
the validation part of this phase; 

• the deployment phase — building and launching the satellites and the 
establishment of the entire ground-based component. This phase was due 2006 and 
2007 but will now be taken forward in 2009 and 2010; and  

• the commercial operating phase — commencement of the full commercial 
operation of the system. This phase was due to begin in 2008 and will now begin 
from the end of 2010. 

5.4 It is intended that a public private partnership (PPP) will be established for the Galileo 
programme and contract negotiations with a concessionaire have been underway for some 
time. A GNSS Supervisory Authority (GSA) has been established to manage the public 
interests relating to European satellite radio-navigation programmes — currently EGNOS 
and Galileo. It is to be the formal owner of these two systems and to act as the regulatory 
authority for the concessionaire during deployment and operation.  

5.5 From early in 1999 we and previous Committees have reported to the House on many 
aspects of the Galileo project, most recently in December 2006.10 (The matter has also been 
debated three times in European Standing Committee A, the last occasion being 2 
December 2004.)11 When we reported in December 2006 we noted that progress continued 
only slowly on the contract negotiations and that there were important documents to come 
forward over the next months, including the final Heads of Terms, a reasoned analysis of 
the results of the negotiations and of final costs and a Green Paper on Galileo applications. 
Meanwhile we encouraged the Government to continue its defence of Galileo as a civil 
programme and its emphasis on financial transparency and value for money.  

The document 

5.6 This document is the promised Green Paper on possible applications of the 
Community’s GNSS. It seeks comment, by 6 April 2007, on possible applications of four of 
the proposed Galileo services (that is excluding the Public Regulated Service). The aim of 
the Green Paper is to “launch a discussion on what the public sector can do to create an 
appropriate policy and legal framework for supporting the development of satellite 
navigation applications, beyond the financial support for research and the creation of 
infrastructure”. 

5.7 The Commission suggests applications might fall into 12 areas: 

• location-based services and emergency calls; 

• road, for instance navigation devices or electronic fee collection; 

 
10 (27592) 10427/06 (27593) 10431/06 (27678) 11282/06: see HC 41–iii (2006–07), para 15 (6 December 2006). 

11 See Stg Co Deb, European Standing Committee A, 2 December 2004, cols 3–30. 
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• rail, for instance train control and management systems; 

• maritime, fisheries and inland waterways, for instance automatic vessel location 
systems; 

• aviation, for instance enhanced air traffic management; 

• civil protection, emergency management and humanitarian aid; 

• tracking and tracing of dangerous goods; 

• tracking and tracing of livestock; 

• agriculture, plot measurements, geodesy and cadastral survey; 

• energy, oil and gas, for instance exploration; 

• search and rescue; and  

• others, including logistics, environment, science and law enforcement. 

The Commission asks respondents to address a series of questions on various issues 
including GNSS itself, market use, benefits, ethical and privacy issues, research, small and 
medium enterprises, international cooperation, standardisation of devices and services, 
certification, frequency coordination, intellectual and property rights and potential legal 
and regulatory barriers. 

5.8 The Commission expect to present an analysis of responses and an action plan of 
proposed measures in September 2007. 

The Government’s view 

5.9 The Minister of State, Department of Transport (Dr Stephen Ladyman) comments 
that: 

• one of the expected benefits of Galileo is the development of European industry 
around the programme. And satellite navigation applications form an important 
part of this; 

• applications relating to GNSS cover a wide and diverse range of sectors, including 
transport, agriculture, tourism and research; and 

• GNSS applications can also be found in portable computers, mobile phones and 
other electronic devices. 

5.10 The Minister says that the Government: 

• agrees that the role played by GNSS systems, such as GPS and Galileo, is likely to 
grow in the coming decade; 

• notes studies that forecast that downstream applications (rather than 
infrastructure) will deliver the largest proportion of the economic benefits; 
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• considers that all Member States, including those which are not members of ESA, 
should be able to reap economic benefits; and 

• is encouraging innovation in GNSS and related areas through the Location and 
Timing Knowledge Transfer Network (KTN).12 

5.11 However, the Minister continues that the Government maintains that Galileo should 
be a useful tool for delivering a variety of policy aims and improved services in transport 
and other sectors. But Government decisions will not be driven by the development of one 
particular technology, as implied in some parts of the Green Paper. He says that there are 
other technologies that provide position and timing information, such as Radio Frequency 
Identification (RFID) tags, microwave beacons, mobile phone cell ID and the long range 
terrestrial navigation system Loran C.13 These could be used to backup or augment, or as 
an alternative to, the GNSS signal. The Government does not, therefore, support the 
mandatory use of Galileo services for downstream applications. 

5.12 Finally, the Minister says the Government is considering how best to respond to the 
Green Paper. 

Conclusion 

5.13 The Green Paper indicates some of the economic opportunities that could arise 
from GNSS applications. But we note, that despite its endorsement of the potential, the 
Government is approaching the matter with some caution. We commend this 
approach. However before considering the document further we should like to see the 
Government’s formal response to the Green Paper. Meanwhile the document is not 
cleared. 

 
 
 

 
12 The Minister says KTNs “are a business support solution delivered through the National Technology Programme” — 

see http://www.dti.gov.uk/innovation/technologystrategy/technologyprogramme/programme/page11697.html . 

13 see http://www.navcen.uscg.gov/loran/default.htm . 
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6  Cultivation and processing of genetically modified 
potato 

(28286) 
— 
— 

Draft Council Decision regarding the placing on the market, in 
accordance with Directive 2001/18/EC, of a potato product (solanum 
tuberosum L. line EH92–527–1) genetically modified for enhanced 
content of amylopectin component of starch 

 
Legal base Article 18(1) of Directive 2001/18/EC 
Department Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 
Basis of consideration EM of 22 January 2007 
Previous Committee Report None 
To be discussed in Council February 2007 
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Cleared 

Background 

6.1 Until relatively recently, the deliberate release into the environment of genetically 
modified organisms was subject within the Community to the provisions of Directive 
90/220/EEC.14 That Directive has now been replaced by Directive 2001/18/EC,15 and this 
document — which would permit the cultivation and processing into industrial starch of a 
genetically modified potato16 — follows an application submitted to the relevant Swedish 
authority in February 2003. 

The current proposal 

6.2 Although we have yet to receive an official text, we have been told that the original 
application also included the use of this genetically modified potato in animal feed as well 
as for processing into industrial starch, and that the initial Swedish assessment had 
concluded that there were no reasons why consent should be withheld. However, as some 
other Member States had raised (and maintained) objections, the Commission consulted 
the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA). The Authority issued an opinion on 7 
December 2005, concluding that there was no evidence to indicate that the use of this 
product for starch production would be likely to cause adverse effects on human and 
animal health or the environment.  

6.3 On 9 December 2005, the applicant withdrew animal feed from the requested 
authorisation, and, after further discussion, the amended proposal was put by the 
Commission to the Regulatory Committee set up under Directive 2001/18/EC on 4 
December 2006. However, it failed to secure the necessary qualified majority, and, as a 

 
14 OJ No. L.117, 8.5.90, p.15. 

15 OJ No. L.106, 17.4.01, p.1. 

16 The modification would make it easier to process the resultant starch into (for example) paper. 
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result, it has now been referred to the Council, which must take a decision within three 
months. If it fails to do so, the proposal will be referred back to the Commission for a 
decision in line with the scientific advice from the EFSA. 

6.4 In accordance with the normal practice with applications of this sort, the proposal was 
referred to the UK’s statutory Advisory Committee on Releases to the Environment 
(ACRE), which advised in May 2004 that cultivation and use of this line posed no 
additional risk to human health and the environment compared with its parent cultivar. 
However, in order to complete its assessment, the Committee requested further 
information on the implications for animal feed safety. Since this latter information had yet 
to be provided, the UK opinion submitted to the Commission on 27 January 2005 objected 
to the proposed consent until the information in question had been supplied. However, 
after the applicant had withdrawn animal feed from the scope of the request, ACRE 
concluded that that opinion issued by the EFSA was in line with its own view, and the UK 
consequently voted in favour of the proposal in the Regulatory Committee. 

The Government’s view 

6.5 In his Explanatory Memorandum of 22 January 2007, the Minister for Climate Change 
and Environment at the Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Mr Ian 
Pearson) says that, although approval of the draft Decision would allow the marketing of 
the particular type of potato in question in all Member States, it will not be used in the UK, 
as there is no potato starch processing in this country, and the UK does not have a quota 
for the production and use of starch potatoes. 

Conclusion 

6.6 This is the latest in a series of proposed authorisations of a genetically modified 
product to come before us following a failure to secure the necessary qualified majority 
in the Regulatory Committee established under Directive 2001/18/EC, notwithstanding 
the European Food Safety Authority’s advice that use of the product in question for the 
purpose specified — in this case, for processing into industrial starch — is unlikely to 
cause any adverse effects on human and animal health or the environment. Also, as in 
previous such cases, the UK supported the proposed authorisation, in the light of the 
favourable advice provided by the Advisory Committee on Releases to the 
Environment.  

6.7 There is however one potentially significant difference between the current 
proposal, and those we have considered previously, in that it relates, not just to the 
marketing of the product, but to its cultivation within the Community. However, we 
note that there is no potato starch processing industry in this country, and that the UK 
does not have a quota for the production and use of starch potatoes. Consequently, 
although it would in theory be possible for this crop to be grown in the UK, we have 
been advised that the likelihood of this happening in practice is remote. On that basis, 
we are content to clear the proposal on the basis of this Report to the House. 
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7  EU Strategy for Africa 

(26918) 
13293/05  
COM(05) 489  
+ ADD1 

Commission Communication: EU Strategy for Africa: Towards a 
Euro-African Pact to Accelerate Africa’s development  

 
Legal base — 
Department International Development  
Basis of consideration Minister’s letter of 8 January 2007 
Previous Committee Reports HC 34–i (2005–06), para 4 (4 July 2005), HC 34–v 

(2005–06), paras 3 and 4 (12 October 2005), HC 34–
vii (2005–06), paras 3 (26 October 2005) and HC 34–
xii (2005–06) para 9 (30 November 2005) and HC 34–
xv (2005–06), para 12 (18 January 2006) 

Discussed in Council 13 December 2005 General Affairs and External 
Relations Council and 15–16 December 2005 
European Council 

Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Cleared on 30 November 2005  

Background 

7.1 The Communication is the Commission’s response to the instruction from the June 
2005 European Council to draw up a long-term global strategy on Africa by the December 
2005 European Council. The MDGs17 are at the heart of the strategy. The Communication 
suggests that the EU should focus its support in areas considered essential for attaining the 
MDGs (peace and security and good governance), areas that create the economic 
environment necessary for achieving the MDGs (economic growth, trade and 
interconnection) and areas directly targeting the MDGs (social cohesion, decent work, 
gender equality and environment). These areas should be supplemented by support for 
economic integration and political cooperation with the EU. The African Union’s (AU) 
“Peace Facility for Africa” should be replenished and strengthened to allow it better to 
support Africa’s own efforts in this field.  

7.2 The Communication includes a range of possible approaches in different areas, such as: 
good governance, respect for human rights and the fight against corruption; economic 
growth including trade and private sector development; support to increasing 
competitiveness of African agriculture; establishing an EU-Africa Partnership for 
Infrastructure; enhanced support for basic service provision in social sectors and further 

 
17 The eight UN Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) are those that, in 2000, the UN set itself to achieve, most by 

2015: eradicate extreme poverty and hunger; achieve universal primary education; promote gender equality; reduce 
child mortality; improve maternal health; combat HIV/Aids, malaria and other diseases; ensure environmental 
sustainability; and develop a partnership for development — each with associated targets and benchmarks to 
measure progress.  
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support for tackling poverty diseases; Migration; core labour standards; environment and 
climate change. 

7.3 When we finally cleared the Communication on 30 November 2005, it was clear that — 
driven by a pithy UK Presidency paper, itself underpinned by a paper from the Secretary 
General/High Representative on the contribution of EU Common Foreign and Security 
Policy (CFSP) and European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) — the process of turning 
the Commission’s overlong Communication into an effective Strategy was moving forward 
constructively. But the extent to which these two documents, along with the 
Communication, would be integrated into the final Strategy remained unclear. A number 
of further questions were posed around how the Strategy would relate to the revised 
European Consensus for Development and integrate with the work of other international 
organisations; and just how the EU would not only provide resources but also bring 
pressure to bear on the AU and partner governments to deliver on the fundamentals of 
good governance and economic reform. The Committee asked the Secretary of State for 
further clarification and to let it know the outcome of the December European Council.  

7.4 His 9 January 2006 letter enclosed the final Strategy and answered these questions as 
effectively as he could at that stage. We noted at that time that a major common theme 
running through the large number of development assistance-related documents that we 
considered the previous Autumn was dramatically increasing the effectiveness of, in 
particular, EC aid — which, taken together with Member States’ bilateral aid, is over 50% of 
global development assistance. This in turn meant dramatically improving the effectiveness 
of the EU’s activities in Africa — hence the importance of the Africa Strategy. Even a 
superficial examination revealed the breadth and depth of its ambitions. The question now 
was: to what extent were its vital ambitions likely to be achieved? Effective implementation 
would demand an unprecedented level and effectiveness of cooperation between Member 
States and the Commission, and between them and the UN, the AU, the IFIs and other 
bilateral donors. It would pose unprecedented challenges for ESDP. It would require an 
unprecedented level of commitment and delivery on the part of African partners. Above 
all, it would require the EU to “put its money where its mouth is”.  

7.5 It was unclear at that time whether any of the follow-up work would be such as to 
require scrutiny by this Committee, at least ahead of the first formal review by the 
December 2006 European Council, which we envisaged being prepared by the autumn 
2006 “Development” GAERC, in connection with which we anticipated a Commission 
document of some sort and an Explanatory Memorandum.18  

The Minister’s letter  

7.6 In his 8 January 2007 letter, the Minister for Europe (Mr Geoffrey Hoon) at the Foreign 
and Commonwealth Office says that the Finnish Presidency, the European Commission 
and the Council Secretariat jointly produced a progress report entitled, “The EU and 
Africa: Towards a Strategic Partnership — The Way Forward and Key Achievements in 
2006”, which was presented to EU Heads of State and Government at the European 
Council on 14–15 December, which in turn reaffirmed, in Conclusions, “its earlier 

 
18 See headnote. 
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commitment to work towards a joint EU-Africa strategy and underlined the importance of 
monitoring progress towards all of the EU’s commitments to Africa including the 2005 aid 
volume targets”. He continues as follows: 

“As the title suggests, the report is split into two sections, summarising progress on 
implementation in 2006 and identifying priority actions for 2007. The report notes 
substantive progress in many areas including work on increased dialogue and co-
operation, peace and security, human rights and good governance, regional 
integration, trade, private sector development and interconnectivity, migration and 
aid. The four priority areas for action in 2007 are strengthening the strategic 
partnership with Africa, supporting Africa’s quest for peace and good governance, 
promoting growth and sustainable development, and investing in people.  

“We welcome the report as an accurate representation of EU support to Africa in 
2006. There has been much activity to implement commitments and real progress 
has been made. On peace and security, agreement has been reached to provide 
further and increased funding through the Africa Peace Facility to support the 
African Union. EU election observation missions have been deployed in the 
Democratic Republic of Congo, Uganda, Zambia and Mauritania. Member States 
have agreed to make over €20 billion in EC funds available to Africa between 2007 
and 2013 including targeted support for peace and security, governance and 
infrastructure.  

“But we need to maintain momentum on delivery. The UK places particular 
importance on the forward look section of the report. We have been emphasising to 
EU partners, and will continue to do so, the need to up the pace on delivery, 
particularly on trade and access to basic services such as health, education and water. 
In addition to implementation of these commitments, the EU will build on the 
Strategy through the negotiation next year with African partners of a Joint Strategy 
encompassing joint commitments, and which we hope will be endorsed at an EU-
Africa Summit soon.  

“We believe that the report and the European Council’s reaffirmed commitment has 
helped to maintain focus and momentum on the EU’s commitments to Africa. We 
are also pleased that, as proposed during a recent House of Lords debate on EU-
Africa, progress on the strategy will henceforth be reviewed on an annual basis rather 
than bi-annually as had originally been agreed.” 

 Conclusion  

7.7  We are surprised that someone as experienced as the Minister for Europe, along 
with his counterpart at the Department for International Development, should have 
overlooked our clearly-expressed expectation that whatever document informed the 
December European Council discussion of the Strategy would be deposited together 
with an Explanatory Memorandum ahead of the Council’s consideration of it. The 
timing and format of this somewhat brief exposition and analysis is a poor substitute: 
sight of the report along with an Explanatory Memorandum would have given the 
House considerably more insight into not only what has, but also what has not, been 
achieved thus far, as well as what is further envisaged in this Strategic Partnership.  
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7.8 For the future, we expect the next and subsequent annual progress reports to be 
deposited in good time ahead of the relevant Council so that they can be properly 
scrutinised. 

7.9 We also look forward to scrutinising the Joint Strategy encompassing joint 
commitments to which the Minister refers, ahead of any endorsement at an EU-Africa 
Summit. 

 
 
 

8  Commission Legislative and Work Programme 2007 

(27995) 
14919/06 
COM(06) 629 

Commission Communication: Commission Legislative and Work 
Programme 2007 

 
Legal base — 
Document originated 24 October 2006 
Deposited in Parliament 10 November 2006 
Department Foreign and Commonwealth Office  
Basis of consideration EM of 21 November 2006 
Previous Committee Report None 
To be discussed in Council No date set 
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Cleared 

Background 

8.1 Towards the end of each year, the Commission produces a Legislative and Work 
Programme for the following calendar year, which maps out what the Commission plans 
to do to meet its strategic objectives, setting out the proposed legislative and non-legislative 
actions. The 2007 Programme is largely based on the Annual Policy Strategy (APS) on 
which the Committee reported on 3 May 2006.19 

The document 

8.2 The Commission sets out its strategic priorities for 2007 under six headings:  

• Modernising the European economy;  

• Addressing the challenges of European society; 

• A better management of migration flows; 

 
19 (27371) 7571/06: see HC34–xxvii (2005–06) (3 May 2006). 
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• Secure, competitive and sustainable energy; 

• Making Europe a better place to live; and 

• Europe as a world partner. 

8.3 To give effect to these priorities, the Commission says it has chosen to present a list of 
21 “strategic initiatives”, which have been “selected because of their political relevance and 
advanced state of preparation”, and a further 60 “priority initiatives” which the 
Commission plans to adopt over the next 12 to 18 months. We list these initiatives in 
Annex 1, with our expectation of the Government Department likely to take the lead. 

The Government’s view 

8.4 In his Explanatory Memorandum of 21 November 2006, the Minister for Europe at the 
Foreign and Commonwealth Office (Mr Geoffrey Hoon) says the UK welcomes the 
content of the Commission’s 2007 Legislative and Work Programme which is in line with 
the Government’s approach. In particular, he welcomes the document’s emphasis on jobs 
and growth and the Commission’s ongoing commitment to work on delivery and better 
regulation.  

Conclusion 

8.5 The report provides a useful summary of the Commission’s priorities for 2007, 
which we recommend to the relevant Departmental Select Committees as indicating 
possible areas for inquiries. These are attached at Annex 1. 

8.6 As the annual Legislative and Work Programme is essentially a fait accompli, and is 
heavily based on the preceding Annual Policy Strategy, we intend to focus our attention 
on the next APS which is due to be published in February. It is likely that we will 
recommend this for debate, and it is therefore vital that the Government provides a 
comprehensive Explanatory Memorandum on it. In the meantime, we clear the 2007 
Legislative and Work Programme from scrutiny. 
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Annex 1: Summary of the proposals to be adopted by the 
Commission under the Work Programme for 2007 

Notes: The measures are arranged according to our assessment of which Government 
Department is likely to be given responsibility for them, based on our experience with 
previous related proposals. This assessment may not always be correct.  

 
STRATEGIC INITIATIVES20  

 
Dept. Subject Type of proposal Legal basis Expected date of 

adoption 
DTI Energy initiatives 

 
a) Strategic Review of the Energy Policy for Europe 
 
b) Measures to ensure the completion of the 
internal market for electricity and gas 

 
 
Communication 
 
Legislative 

 
 
Arts 95 and 100 
EC 

 
 
10 January 2007 
 
September 2007 

HO/ 
DWP 

Migration initiatives 
 
a) Legislative proposal for a general framework 
directive addressing labour immigration 
 
b) Proposal for a directive on the conditions of entry 
and residence of highly skilled workers 
 
c) Proposal for a Directive on minimum sanctions 
for employers of illegally resident third-country 
nationals 

 
 
Legislative 
 
 
Legislative 
(Directive) 
 
Legislative 
(Directive) 

 
 
Art 63 EC 
 
 
Art 63 EC  
 
 
Art 63(3)b EC 

 
 
September 2007 
 
 
September 2007 
 
 
April 2007 

DTI Communication on the Single Market Review Communication  End May 2007 
DWP Social reality stocktaking Report  Interim report by 

02/2007, report 
by 05/2007 

HO Proposal for a revision of the Council Framework 
Decision on Combating Terrorism 

Framework — 2nd quarter 2007 

DEFRA Emissions Trading Scheme. Proposal for amending 
Directive 2003/87/EC of 13 October 2003 
establishing a scheme for greenhouse gas emission 
allowance trading within the Community and 
amending Council Directive 96/61/EC, as amended 

Legislative 
(Directive) 

Art 175(1) EC October 2007 

DWP Communication on “Pathways towards more 
Flexicurity: achieving better combinations of 
flexibility and security” 

Communication  June 2007 

DWP/ 
DOH 

Communication on “A European Strategy for Social 
Services of general Interest” 

Communication  November 2007 

DOH Community Framework for safe and efficient health 
services 

Framework Art 152 EC June 2007 

FCO/HO Proposal on actions to strengthen Diplomatic and 
Consular Protection 

Communication  September 2007 

DOH White Paper on health strategy White Paper  June 2007 
DTI Communication on the Renewed Market Access 

Strategy 
Communication  April 2007 

DTI Communication on a European Space Policy, 
incorporating a European Space Programme 

Communication  March 2007 

DFT/ 
DEFRA 

Communication on the way forward for a future 
maritime policy 

Communication  November 2007 

DFT Green paper on urban transport Green Paper  September 2007 
DEFRA Green Paper on Post-2012 Climate Change Green Paper  April 2007 
DEFRA Proposal for a Council Regulation on common 

market organisation of wine 
Legislative 
(Regulation) 

Art 37 EC March 2007 

MOD Defence initiatives 
 
a) Communication on defence industries and 
markets 
 

 
 
Communication 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
October 2007 
 
 

 
20 The Commission states that it is committed to adopting these measures in 2007, and these will not be subject to a 

mid-year review. 
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b) Proposal for a Regulation on the Transfer of 
Defence Products  
 
c) Proposal for a Directive on the coordination of 
procedures for award of public contracts in the 
defence sector 

Legislative (Reg)  
 
 
Legislative 
(Directive)  

Art 95 EC  
 
 
Art 95 EC 

October 2007 
 
 
Mid-October 
2007 

FCO Enlargement initiatives 
 
a) Strategy Paper on Enlargement 
 
b) Progress Reports on Croatia, Turkey, the Former 
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Albania, Bosnia & 
Herzegovina, Serbia (including Kosovo) and 
Montenegro. 
 
c) Partnerships on Croatia, Turkey, the Former 
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Albania, Bosnia & 
Herzegovina, Montenegro and Serbia (including 
Kosovo). 

  
 
Communication 
 
Report 
 
 
 
 
Other/ Legislative 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Art 310 EC 

 
 
October 2007 
 
October 2007 
 
 
 
 
October 2007 

FCO European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) initiatives 
 
a) Communication on ENP 
 
b) Black Sea Cooperation  
 
c) Progress reports on Action Plan implementation 
with 11 partner countries 

 
 
Communication 
 
Other 
 
Communication 

  
 
Last quarter 2007 
 
2nd quarter 2007 

FCO Follow-up to the White Paper on a European 
Communication Policy 

Communication  April 2007 

 

 
PRIORITY INITIATIVES 

 
Dept. Subject Type of proposal Legal basis Expected date of 

adoption 
HMT Eurozone initiatives: 

 
a) Convergence report — 2007 
 
b) Proposal for Council Decision(s)  
 
c) Proposal for a Council Regulation on conversion 
rates of the currencies of the Member States 
concerned to the euro 

 
 
Communication 
 
Legislative 
(Decision) 
 
Legislative 
(Regulation) 

 
 
 
 
Art 122 (2) EC 
 
Art 123 (5) EC 

 
 
2nd quarter 2007 
 
2nd quarter 2007 
 
2nd quarter 2007 

DEFRA Communication from the Commission to the 
Council and the European Parliament on the 
support scheme in the cotton sector accompanied 
by a proposal for a regulation amending Chapter 
10a of Title IV of Council Regulation (EC) N° 
1782/2003. 

Legislative 
(Regulation) 

Art 37 (2) EC & 
Protocol N°4 on 
cotton, annexed 
to 1979 Act of 
Accession in 
particular para 6 
thereof). 

November 2007 

DTI White Paper on Damage Actions for breach of EC 
Competition Rules 

White Paper  December 2007 

HMT/ 
DEFRA 

Commission Communication on the 
implementation of National strategies for Green 
public procurement based on EU-wide target 
setting and regular monitoring and benchmarking. 

Communication  Autumn 2007 

HMT White Paper on the Integration of EU Mortgage 
Credit markets 

White Paper  End May 2007 

HMT Proposal for a Directive on the coordination of 
procedures for the award of concessions 

Legislative 
(Directive)  

Arts 47(2), 55 
and 95 EC  

29 October 2007 

DTI Directive of the European Parliament and of the 
Council on the cross-border transfer of the 
registered office of a limited liability company 

Legislative 
(Directive)  

Art 251 EC  April 2007 

HMT Proposal for a Directive on the Solvency of 
insurance companies (Solvency II)  

Legislative 
(Directive)  

Arts 47(2) and 55 
EC 

July 2007 

HMT/ 
DTI 

Proposal for an Amendment of Directive on 
Undertakings for Collective Investments in 
Transferable Securities (UCITS)  

Legislative 
(Directive)  

Arts 47(2) and 95 Mid-October 
2007 

HMT/ 
DTI 

Commission Recommendation on the 
proportionality between capital and control in EU 
companies 

Other  September 2007 
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HMT Communication on other VAT rates than the 
standard rate 

Communication  4th quarter 2007 

HMT Proposal for a Council Directive on the 
modernisation of VAT provisions relating to 
financial services including insurance  

Legislative 
(Directive)  

Art 93 EC 1st quarter 2007 

DTI 4th Report on Economic and Social Cohesion Report   
DTI Communication on “Delivering the Lisbon Agenda 

on the ground: Cohesion Policy’s programmes 
2007–2013” 

Communication  October 2007 

DEFRA Communication and proposal for a Council 
regulation on stepping up the fight against Illegal, 
Unreported and Unregulated (IUU) fishing 

Legislative 
(Regulation) 

Art 37 EC July 2007 

DEFRA Communication on a policy for the progressive 
elimination of discards in European Fisheries 

Communication  February 2007 

DEFRA Commission Communication on water scarcity and 
droughts 

Communication  July 2007 

DEFRA Action Plan on Sustainable Production and 
Consumption (SCP) 

Other  November 2007 

DEFRA Legislative proposal for Regulating Carbon Capture 
and Geological Storage (CCS) 

Legislative 
(Directive)  

Art 175 EC November 2007 

DEFRA White Paper: “Towards a European Climate Change 
Adaptation Programme” 

White Paper  November 2007 

DFT Proposal for a Regulation of the European 
Parliament and of the Council relating to motor 
vehicles using liquid or compressed gaseous 
hydrogen 

Legislative 
(Regulation) 

Art 95 EC September 2007 

DFT Proposal for a Regulation of the European 
Parliament and of the Council on the type approval 
of heavy-duty vehicles and engines with respect to 
their emissions (Euro VI proposal)  

Legislative 
(Regulation) 

Art 95 EC October 2007 

DFT Legislative initiative to reduce CO2 emissions from 
Light duty vehicles 

Legislative Art 175 EC September 2007 

DEFRA Revision of Directive 2001/81/EC of the European 
Parliament and of the Council of 23 October 2001 
on national emission ceilings (NEC) for certain 
atmospheric pollutants  

Legislative 
(Directive)  

Art 175 EC July 2007 

DTI/DE
FRA 

Review of existing legislation on industrial emissions Legislative 
(Directive)  

Art 175 EC December 2007 

DEFRA Commission communication on the implementation 
and enforcement of EC environmental law 

Communication  December 2007 

DH/FSA White Paper on nutrition  White Paper  April 2007 
HO Working together to improve security: Public Private 

Partnerships in the field of European Security 
Communication  June 2007 

HO/DTI Communication “EU Action Plan for the 
enhancement of the security of explosives and 
firearms”  

Communication  3rd semester 
2007 

HO Communication on the fight against cyber crime Communication  March 2007 
DEFRA Communication on the animal health strategy 

2007–2013 
Communication  June 2007 

DEFRA Regulation 1774/2002 on animal by-products  Legislative 
(Regulation) 

Art 152 & Art 35 
of Reg 
1774/2002 

End December 
2006 

DH Communication on Organ donation and 
transplantation 

Communication  December 2006 

DTI/ 
DWP 

Communication of the Commission on the follow-
up to the Green Paper on “Adapting labour Law for 
ensuring flexibility and security for all” 

Communication  June 2007 

DTI Revision of Directive 88/378/EC on the safety of 
toys  

Legislative 
(Directive)  

Art 95 EC  4th quarter 2007 

HO Framework Decision (or Decision) on the protection 
of witnesses and individuals who cooperate with 
the judicial process  

Legislative 
 (Fwk Decision or 
Decision) 

Art 31(10) EU 
and Art 61 EC 
Treaty 

2nd quarter 2007 

DFES Erasmus Mundus II: Decision of the European 
Parliament and of the Council establishing a 
programme for the enhancement of quality in 
higher education and the promotion of intercultural 
understanding through cooperation with third 
countries 

Legislative 
 (Decision) 

Art 149 EC July 2007 

DTI Communication on the European Research Area — 
New horizons and further steps 

Communication  March 2007 

DTI Communication on the Mid Term review of the Life 
Sciences and Biotechnology Strategy 

Communication   

DWP Communication on the mid-term review of the Communication  November 2007 
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implementation of the Social Agenda (2005–2010) 
DTI Strategic Energy Technology Plan Communication  November 2007 
DTI New legislative proposals amending the regulatory 

framework for electronic communications networks 
and services  

Legislative 
 (Decision) 

Art 95 EC  January 2007 

DTI Green Paper on Universal Service in Electronic 
Communications 

Green Paper   

DTI European e-Inclusion strategy Communication  November 2007 
DTI/ 
DCMS 

Communication on strengthening mobile TV in the 
Internal Market  

Communication  April 2007 

DFT Communication on a rail freight network Communication  July 2007 
DFT Freight Transport Logistics Action Plan Communication  September/ 

October 2007 
DFT Communication on the implementation of the 

NAIADES action programme on inland waterway 
transport 

Communication  December 2007 

DFT Communication on a European Ports Policy Communication  November 2007 
DFT/ 
HO 

Legislative proposal on the cross-border 
enforcement of sanctions in the field of road safety 

Legislative 
(Regulation)  

Arts 71 and 156 
EC 

March 2007 

DFID Communication on complementarity, division of 
labour and scaling up of development aid  

Communication  February 2007 

HO Green paper on the establishment of the second 
phase of the Common European Asylum System 

Green Paper  2nd quarter 2007 

DTI Communication on the results of the public 
consultation on the Green Paper on trade defence 

Communication  July 2007 

DTI Council Regulation applying a scheme of 
generalised tariff preferences — second cycle of the 
GSP scheme for 2009–2011 

Legislative 
(Regulation) 

Art 133 EC  December 2007 

DFID Communication on stocktaking of EU-Africa 
relations 

Communication  September 2007 

DFID Addressing transregional security threats through 
the Stability Instrument 

Communication  May 2007 

DFID Global Agreements with ASEAN countries Legislative 
 (Decision) 

Art 181 EC 1st semester 2007 

HO/ 
DCA 

Human Rights and Democracy  Communication  1st quarter 2007 

FCO Regulation amending Regulation (EC) No 
1049/2001 regarding public access to European 
Parliament, Council and Commission documents 

Legislative 
(Regulation) 

Art 255 EC  

FCO White Paper on Communication: operational 
proposals 

White Paper  2nd semester 2007 
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9  Financial services 

(28062) 
15484/06 
+ ADDs 1–2 
COM(06) 686 

White Paper on enhancing the single market framework for 
investment funds 

 
Legal base — 
Document originated 15 November 2006 
Deposited in Parliament 24 November 2006 
Department HM Treasury 
Basis of consideration EM of 5 December 2006 
Previous Committee Report None 
To be discussed in Council Not known 
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Cleared 

Background 

9.1 Over recent years there have been various Community measures, mainly legislative, 
designed to more fully integrate and improve the single market in financial services. In July 
2005 the Commission published a Green Paper in which it sought views on proposals to 
improve the regulatory climate for investment funds in the Community, in particular for 
undertakings for collective investment in transferable securities (UCITS), that is specially 
constituted collective investment portfolios exclusively dedicated to the investment of 
assets raised from investors. The Commission outlined, and sought views, on its immediate 
work plan to bring greater legal certainty to the day-to-day implementation of the relevant 
legislation and to make better use of the current framework. It also looked at longer-term 
challenges facing the industry, discussed possible responses to, and invited views on, a 
number of issues. We reported on this Green Paper and the Government’s response in 
October and December 2005.21 

9.2 In December 2005 the Commission published a White Paper about a financial services 
policy for the period 2005–2010, which was debated in European Standing Committee in 
March 2006. Amongst the announcement in this document was the Commission intention 
to publish a White Paper in the second half of 2006 as a follow-up to its Green Paper on 
UCITS and the responses to it.22 

 
21 (26726) 11190/05 + ADD1: see HC 34–v (2005–06), para 21 (12 October 2005) and HC 34–xiii (2005–06), para 16 (14 

December 2005). 

22 (27072) 15345/05 + ADD1: see HC 34–xvi (2005–06), para 3 (25 January 2006), HC 34–xxi (2005–06), para 3 (8 March 
2006) and Stg Co Deb, European Standing Committee, 20 March 2006, cols. 3–32. 
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The document 

9.3 This document is the follow-up White Paper promised in December 2005. In the White 
Paper the Commission proposes reforms to the UCITS framework, that is the Directives 
on Undertakings for Collective Investment in Transferable Securities of 1985 and 2001, 
which established common rules for retail investment funds. The proposals are to: 

• make it quicker, easier and cheaper to “passport” an investment fund into another 
Member State; 

• allow fund management companies in one Member State to manage investment 
funds domiciled elsewhere in the Community; 

• improve information for investors by updating the rules on the “simplified 
prospectus” which firms use to market their funds; 

• launch work to investigate harmonising the Community rules on “private 
placement” to make it easier for those selling funds not aimed at retail clients (for 
example hedge funds, private equity or money market funds) to do cross-border 
business without prejudicing consumer protection; 

• remove barriers to UCITS mergers, particularly cross-border mergers; 

• facilitate pooling of assets between different UCITS; and 

• strengthen supervisory cooperation. 

9.4 The Commission intends to consult on draft proposals in the spring of 2007 before 
publishing formal proposals in the autumn of 2007. 

The Government’s view 

9.5 The Economic Secretary to the Treasury (Ed Balls) tells us that the Government 
welcomes the White Paper. He reminds us that the Government’s response to the 2005 
Green Paper highlighted four priority areas for action — improving notification, 
implementing a fully operational management company passport, improving the 
functioning of the simplified prospectus and introducing a harmonised Community 
framework for the private placement of non-retail investment funds, each of which is 
addressed in the White Paper.  

9.6 But the Minister adds that the White Paper also includes some references to tax issues 
and recalls that, except where specifically within Community competence, such matters 
remain a national preserve and that it is for Member States to ensure that their tax systems 
are compatible with Community law. 

Other views 

9.7 We have received from the City Remembrancer’s Office, on behalf of the City of 
London EU Regulatory Working Group, an account of a discussion the group had recently 
about the White Paper. We have been told that: 
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• it was felt that, in general, the White Paper is good in the short term, but in the long 
term more will be needed; 

• whilst the Commission’s attempts to encourage an opening up of the cross-border 
funds market were welcomed, it was suggested that the Commission must now do 
more work on the detail of its proposals; 

• it was felt that there have been ample opportunities for industry to have input into 
the process and the Commission was congratulated on its better regulation 
approach;  

• concern was expressed over how Member States will react to the proposals, with 
Poland, for example, seemingly being very conservative; 

• it was suggested that more could be done by the industry to set out the benefits of 
the projects and to highlight the importance of such a competitive system if the 
Community is to compete against the USA; 

• it was noted that a Commission expert group on alternative investments, for 
example, real estate funds, will be created in 2007, which will consider whether a 
single market framework is needed for such funds. The group will report in late 
2007 and the Commission will announce its proposals in 2008. This is likely to 
have implications for UCITS; and 

• some lesser concerns included the discriminatory tax regime across the 
Community (particularly in Denmark and Austria), tax implications concerning 
pooling of assets and the need for more clarity regarding simplification of the 
notification period and obstacles to the passporting regime. 

Conclusion 

9.8 This White Paper deals with important and potentially sensitive matters. However 
we note that the Government welcomes its attention to the four matters it had 
previously highlighted, that representatives of the industry echo that welcome and that 
the Commission will be publishing formal proposals in the autumn of 2007. So we clear 
this document, but may well consider some or all of the promised proposals to warrant 
a debate. 
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10  Tax incentives for research and development 

(28121) 
15503/06  
+ ADD 1 
COM(06) 728 

Commission Communication: Towards a more effective use of tax 
incentives in favour of R & D 

 
Legal base — 
Document originated 22 November 2006 
Deposited in Parliament 7 December 2006 
Department HM Treasury 
Basis of consideration EM of 18 December 2006 
Previous Committee Report None 
To be discussed in Council Not known 
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Cleared 

Background 

10.1 In February 2005 the Commission undertook, as part of its Community Lisbon 
Programme, to consider how to improve conditions for investment in research and 
development through fiscal incentives, with guidelines or recommendations so as to ensure 
an optimal Community-wide use of such incentives, identifying best practices and 
constraints in Community law and, where appropriate, recommending tax measures.23 The 
undertaking was reiterated in the Commission Communications The Contribution of 
Taxation and Customs Policies to the Lisbon Strategy and Putting knowledge into practice: a 
broad-based innovation strategy for the EU.24 

The document 

10.2 The Commission presents this Communication in fulfilment of its undertaking. The 
Commission focuses on guidance or guidelines both on the application of Community law 
and on good design features for research and development tax treatment, which Member 
States are invited to take into account when introducing or developing research and 
development tax measures. On the application of Community law the Commission sets out 
its view of legal conditions arising from Community law for Member State research and 
development tax incentives. It notes this is “the Commission’s view of the existing ECJ case 
law regarding R&D tax incentives” and adds explicitly that “the assessment of the 
compatibility of a specific R&D tax incentive with EU law depends on the circumstances of 
the case”. It discusses compatibility with:  

 
23 (26351) 5990/05 + ADDs 1 & 2: see HC 38–x (2004–05), para 4 (2 March 2005) and HC 38–xii (2004–05), para 12 (23 

March 2005). 

24 (26989) 14042/05: see HC 34–xii (2005–06), para 23 (30 November 2005) and (27816) 12940/06: see HC 34–xxxvii 
(2005–06), para 64 (11 October 2006). 
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• the fundamental freedoms, such as freedom of establishment; and 

• Community state aid rules, drawing attention to the 1998 Commission notice on 
the application of state aid rules to measures relating to direct business taxation25 
and the new revised Community Framework for state aid for research, 
development and innovation, under which the Commission will assess State aid 
measures for research and development and innovation, including research and 
development tax incentives.26  

10.3 As for design features for research and development tax treatment and incentives, the 
Commission draws attention to reports of the Scientific and Technical Research 
Committee (CREST), developed as part of Member States’ work under the open method of 
coordination, as providing an overview and analysis of research and development tax 
incentives in Member States and some other countries.27 The Commission acknowledges 
that “There is no single answer as to how R&D tax incentives should be designed, 
implemented or evaluated”. But, nevertheless, invites Member States take into account the 
guidelines set out in the annex to the Communication when “introducing new or adapting 
existing R&D tax incentives” and in carrying out work on evaluation. The Commission 
notes in the annex itself that its work in this area relies to a large extent on insights from 
CREST work in support of the target for the Community to raise research and 
development investment towards 3% of GDP by 2010, in particular a CREST report of 17 
March 2006 on the “Evaluation and design of R&D tax incentives”. 

10.4 In a third section of the Communication the Commission also sets out its views on a 
number of other tax issues. It says “some of these issues are research-related aspects of the 
general taxation system while others concern R&D issues of common interest”. It invites 
Member States to discuss them at Community level and to consider them when reviewing 
their tax policies. The issues outlined concern: 

• supporting large-scale trans-national research and development projects; 

• Young Innovative Enterprises;28 

• promoting philanthropic funding of research; 

• cross-border mobility of researchers; 

• facilitating cross-border outsourcing of research and development; 

• research and development and VAT, noting a forthcoming review of exemptions, 
public authorities and subsidies; and 

• research and development treatment in a common consolidated corporate tax 
base.29 

 
25 OJ C 384, 10.12.1998, p3. 

26 The RDI Framework adopted on 22 November 2006: see 
http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=MEMO/06/441&format=HTML&aged=0&language=EN&gui
Language=en. 

27 CREST advises the Commission and the European Council, for its reports see http://ec.europa.eu/invest-in-
research/coordination/coordination01_en.htm. 

28 As defined in the RDI Framework. 
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The Government’s view 

10.5 The Paymaster General (Dawn Primarolo) first outlines the Government’s own 
policies in relation to investment in research and development. She says: 

• the Government is committed to encouraging public and private investment in 
research and development; 

• its Science and innovation investment framework 2004–201430 set out a challenging 
ambition for this to rise from 1.9 per cent to 2.5 per cent of GDP, in partnership 
with business, by 2014, together with medium-term and long-term policies to 
underpin this; 

• research and development tax credits for small and medium enterprises (SMEs) 
were introduced in 2000; 

• since then there has been continuous dialogue with business and others which has 
influenced both the design of the SME scheme and a large company scheme which 
was introduced in 2002; 

• in the Budget of 2006 the intention to extend additional research and development 
tax credit support for companies with 250–500 employees, subject to the outcome 
of state aid discussions with the Commission, was announced; 

• the Government’s initial evaluation of the research and development tax credit 
shows that the measure does affect companies’ research and development spending 
decisions; and 

• the Department for Trade and Industry’s research and development “scoreboard”31 
also shows further strong growth in the number of smaller research and 
development intensive companies in the UK. 

10.6 More directly in relation to the Commission’s Communication the Minister says that 
the Government: 

• remains clear that, except where specifically within Community competence,— the 
matters touched on in the document remain a national preserve and welcomes the 
Commission’s recognition of this; 

• agrees with the Commission that there is no single answer as to how research and 
development tax incentives should be designed, implemented or evaluated and that 
assessment of the compatibility of a specific research and development tax 
incentive with Community law depends on the circumstances of the case;  

• is clear that it is a matter for Member States to exercise their competence to ensure 
that their national tax systems are compatible with Community law, including the 
case law of the ECJ; and 

                                                                                                                                                               
29 (27425) 8231/05: see HC 34–xxix (2005–06), para 2 (17 May 2006) and HC 34–xxxiii (2005–06), para 17 (28 June 2006). 

30 http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/spending_review/spend_sr04/associated_documents/spending_sr04_science.cfm. 

31 http://www.innovation.gov.uk/rd_scoreboard/. 
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• does not share the Commission’s view that the diversity of Member States’ research 
and development tax schemes is a hindrance to trans-European collaboration. 

Conclusion 

10.7 We concur with the Minister’s robust assertion of the primacy of Member State 
competence in many of the taxation matters touched on by the Commission in its 
Communication and clear the document.  

 
 
 

11  Convergence Reports 2006 

(a) 
(28151) 
16498/06  
+ ADD1 
COM(06) 762 
 
(b) 
(28172) 
— 
— 

 
Commission Report: Convergence report December 2006 (prepared 
in accordance with Article 122(2) of the Treaty) 
 
 
 
 
European Central Bank’s Convergence Report December 2006 

 
Legal base — 
Documents originated (a) 5 December 2006 

(b) — 
Deposited in Parliament (a) 12 December 2006 

(b) 4 January 2007 
Department HM Treasury 
Basis of consideration EM of 16 January 2007 
Previous Committee Report None 
To be discussed in Council 30 January 2007 
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Cleared 

Background 

11.1 Both the Commission and the European Central Bank (ECB) are required to provide 
the Council at least every two years with reports on “Member States with a derogation” — 
that is, those Member States (except Denmark and the UK) that have not adopted the euro 
examining whether a high degree of sustainable convergence has been achieved and 
assessing compliance with the statutory requirements that national central banks need to 
fulfil to become an integral part of the euro system. (Denmark and the UK, having 
negotiated opt-out arrangements, are not subject to an assessment unless they indicate that 
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they wish to participate in the third stage of economic and monetary union, that is, move 
towards adopting the euro.) 

11.2 The last reports were made in October 2004.32 

The documents 

11.3 In these latest reports the Commission and the ECB cover nine Member States: the 
Czech Republic, Estonia, Cyprus, Latvia, Hungary, Malta, Poland, Slovakia and Sweden. 
Lithuania is not covered because a separate report earlier in 2006 concluded that that 
Member State did not meet the relevant criteria.33 

11.4 The Commission and the ECB examine, for each of the nine Member States 
concerned, the compatibility of national legislation with the Treaty provisions in relation to 
economic and monetary union and with the statutes of the European System of Central 
Banks and of the ECB. They consider in detailed technical analyses whether a high degree 
of sustainable convergence has been achieved with reference to four convergence criteria: 

• price stability; 

• the Government’s budgetary position; 

• exchange rate stability; and 

• the long-term interest rate.  

11.5 The Commission concludes that none of the nine Member States meet all 
convergence criteria. Estonia meets four, Cyprus and Sweden meet three, the Czech 
Republic, Latvia and Poland two, Malta and Slovakia one and Hungary none. The 
Commission says the nine Member States should maintain the current status of “Member 
State with derogation”; the ECB makes no recommendations. 

The Government’s view 

11.6 The Financial Secretary to the Treasury (Ed Balls) tells us that these reports have no 
political or financial implications — they are intended only to inform the Council.  

Conclusion 

11.7 These reports provide background information regarding the readiness of some 
Member States for adoption of the euro. We clear the documents. But we note that they 
are relevant to the debate we expect to recommend on the Council Opinions on the 
annual updates of the Member States’ stability or convergence programmes.34 

 
32 (26061) 13910/04 + ADD 1 (26098) 13952/04: see HC 38–i (2004–05), para 26 (1 December 2004). 

33 (27374) 7381/06: see HC 34–xxv (2005–06), para 6 (19 April 2006). 

34 The 13 Member States that have adopted the euro have stability programmes, whereas the other 14 Member States 
(including the UK) produce convergence programmes. 
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12  European Defence Agency 

(a) 
(28077) 
— 
— 
 
(b) 
(28078) 
15184/06 
— 

 
Annual Report for 2006 by the Head of the Agency to the Council  
 
 
 
 
Council Guidelines for the Agency’s work in 2007 

 
Legal base — 
Deposited in Parliament 28 November 2006 
Department Defence 
Basis of consideration Minister’s letter of 10 January 2007 
Previous Committee Report HC 41–iv (2006–07) para 19 (14 December 2006) 
Discussed in Council 13 November 2006 General Affairs and External 

Relations Council  
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Cleared (reported on 14 December 2006) 

Background 

12.1 When we considered these documents last December,35 we commended the initiative 
of the Secretary of State and his predecessors not only for providing these Reports but for 
the practice they initiated of writing before and after each EDA biannual Ministerial 
Steering Board, and more recently also to colleagues on the Defence Committee, about the 
issues under discussion and the outcome, thus making us all fully aware of the context 
against which these formal documents are prepared, and therefore of the different views 
over the pace at which the Agency should develop.  

12.2 We noted that our own instinct was in line with the Minister’s: that modest growth 
was the most appropriate basis at this stage in an Agency that came into being only 18 
months ago and in a field that would still seem to be very crowded.  

12.3 Although the Secretary of State suggested that a three-year financial framework 
should be agreed by the end of 2007, to cover 2008–10, he also noted that a review of the 
Agency was due to be presented by mid-2008.  

12.4 We suggested that it would be more appropriate for such a proposed framework to 
emerge from that review — which would then be able to draw on next year’s experience on 
top of experience so far — rather than be produced beforehand, and asked for the Secretary 
of State’s views on this thought. 

 
35 See headnote. 
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The Minister’s letter  

12.5 In his letter of 10 January 2007, the Secretary of State for Defence (Mr Des Browne) 
says that our suggestion indicates “some misunderstanding of the process here”. He 
continues as follows: 

“The Joint Action establishing the EDA was adopted in July 2004, and is required to 
be reviewed every three years. Therefore, this review will take place in 2007, not in 
2008. This review will occur prior to the requirement to set the three year Financial 
Framework by the end of 2007, as agreed at the General Affairs and External 
Relations Council in November. 

“During the course of the review of the Joint Action, we will look at whether the 
requirement to set a three year Financial Framework is useful. If the review confirms 
this requirement, we will endeavour to set a three year Financial Framework by the 
end of 2007. That said, we do not expect the Financial Framework as it currently 
stands to emerge from the review of the Joint Action”. 

12.6 In the meantime, the Secretary of State has outlined further details of current EDA 
funding in a letter of 8 January 2007 to our House of Lords’ counterparts. He explains that: 

• the UK contribution to the EDA budget is 17.57% and that an increase of €5 
million in the operational budget for the 2007–09 Financial Framework would 
therefore mean an increase in the UK contribution of approximately €880,000, or 
approximately £590,000; 

• over the period 2007–09 the EDA were hoping for an operational budget of: 

Year 
Total EDA 
Operational 
budget 

UK Contribution 
@17.57% 

Euro 
Conversion UK Contribution 

 €million €million  £ million 

2007 5 0.88 1.4959 0.59 

2008 7 1.23 1.4959 0.82 

2009 10 1.76 1.4959 1.18 

Conclusion 

12.7  It seems that there has been some misunderstanding all round. In any event, the 
Secretary of State now makes it clear, in a way that was not made clear in the first 
instance (when he said that the review would be presented “by mid-2008”), that the 
review will both be carried out in 2007 and precede any decision to set a three-year 
Financial Framework before the end of that year. It would seem that (despite his last 
sentence) the review will inform any decision on the size and scope of a three year 
Financial Framework for 2007–10, which is all that we were seeking to establish. 

12.8 We are grateful to him for this clarification. 
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13  Documents not raising questions of sufficient legal 
or political importance to warrant a substantive report 
to the House 

Department for Education and Skills 

(28125) 
16312/06 
— 

Report on the annual accounts of the European Centre for the 
Development of Vocational Training for the financial year 2005 
together with the Centre's replies. 

(28132) 
16307/06 
— 

Report on the annual accounts of the European Training Foundation 
for the financial year 2005 together with the Foundation's replies. 

(28214) 
16835/06 
COM(06) 832 

Commission Communication on the European Training Foundation. 

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 

(28142) 
16347/06 
COM(06) 725 

Commission Communication on the assessment of national allocation 
plans for the allocation of greenhouse gas emission allowances in the 
second period of the EU Emissions Trading Scheme accompanying 
Commission Decisions of 29 November 2006 on the national 
allocation plans of Germany, Greece, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Luxembourg, Malta, Slovakia, Sweden and the United Kingdom in 
accordance with Directive 2003/87/EC. 

(28146) 
16531/06 
COM(06) 749 

Council Directive on pure-bred breeding animals of the bovine 
species. 

(28164) 
16667/06 
+ ADD 1 
COM(06) 780 

Commission Report: SAPARD annual report 2005. 

(28187) 
16974/06 
COM(06) 808 

Draft Council Decision on a Community position in the EC-Turkey 
Association Council on the amendment of the trade concessions for 
processed agricultural products covered by Decision No 1/95 of the 
EC-Turkey Association Council on implementing the final phase of the 
Customs Union and by Decision No 1/97 of the EC-Turkey Association 
Council on the arrangements applicable to certain processed 
agricultural products. 
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(28189) 
16995/06 
COM(06) 799 

Commission Report on the Assigned Amount Report of the European 
Union (required under Article 7(1) of Decision 280/2004/EC 
concerning a mechanism for monitoring Community greenhouse gas 
emissions and for implementing the Kyoto Protocol). 

(28191) 
17007/06 
COM(06) 827 

Commission Report on the quota system for the production of potato 
starch. 
Draft Council Regulation amending Regulation (EC) No.1868/94 
establishing a quota system in relation to the production of potato 
starch. 

(28196) 
17002/06 
COM(06) 837 

Commission Report on Tokaj. 

(28208) 
17112/06 
COM(06) 813 

Draft Council Regulation on scrutiny by Member States of 
transactions forming part of the system of financing by the European 
Agricultural Guarantee Fund (codified version). 

(28225) 
5162/07 
COM(06) 868 

Draft Council Regulation on the conclusion of the Agreement 
between the European Community and the Government of the 
Russian Federation on cooperation in fisheries and the conservation 
of the living marine resources in the Baltic Sea. 

Food Standards Agency 

(28195) 
17056/06 
COM(06) 839 

Commission Report on the implementation of the measures 
introduced by Directive 2002/2/EC amending Directive 79/373/EEC on 
the circulation of compound feedingstuffs. 

Foreign and Commonwealth Office 

(28274) 
— 
— 

Draft Council Common Position extending and amending Common 
Position 2004/133/CFSP on restrictive measures against extremists in 
the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM). 

Department for International Development 

(28199) 
16957/06 
COM(06) 807 

Draft Council Decision on the signing and conclusion on behalf of the 
European Community of the 2006 International Tropical Timber 
Agreement presented by the Commission. 
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Office of National Statistics 

(28188) 
16983/06 
COM(06) 801 

Commission Report: Report for 2006 on the implementation of 
Regulation (EC) No.450/2003 of the European Parliament and of the 
Council. 

Department of Trade and Industry 

(28157) 
16563/06 
COM(06) 772 

Draft Council Decision on a Community Position in the EC-Bulgaria 
Association Council on the amendment of Article 3 of the Additional 
Protocol to the Europe Agreement establishing an association 
between the European Communities and their Member States and 
the Republic of Bulgaria, with regard to an extension of the period 
laid down in Article 9(4) of Protocol 2 to the Europe Agreement. 

(28200) 
16989/06 
COM(06) 829 
+ ADD 1-2 

Draft Council Regulation setting up a Community regime for the 
control of exports of dual-use items and technology. 

(28204) 
17095/06 
COM(06) 814 

Commission Report on the third monitoring report on steel 
restructuring in the Czech Republic and Poland. 

(28205) 
17096/06 
COM(06) 836 

Draft Council Decision on the conclusion of an Agreement in the 
form of an exchange of letters between the European Community 
and the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan amending the EC-Jordan 
Association Agreement. 

(28206) 
17103/06 
COM(06) 812 

Draft Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council to 
approximate the laws of the Member States relating to trade marks 
(codified version). 

(28207) 
17104/06 
COM(06) 830 

Draft Council Regulation on the Community trade mark (codified 
version). 

Department for Transport 

(27828) 
13027/06  
+ ADDS 1-6 
COM(06) 490 

Commission Communication on the annual report by the six 
European coordinators on the progress of certain trans-European 
transport network projects. 
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HM Treasury 

(28198) 
16954/06 
COM(06) 800 

Draft Council Regulation laying down the weightings applicable from 
1 July 2006 to the remuneration of officials, temporary staff and 
contract staff of the European Communities serving in third countries 
and of certain officials remaining in post in the two new Member 
States for a maximum period of nineteen months after accession. 

(28202) 
17062/06 
+ ADD1 
COM(06) 789 

Commission Communication on investment research and financial 
analysts. 

(28203) 
17065/06 
COM(06) 760 

Draft Council Directive concerning indirect taxes on the raising of 
capital. 

 



European Scrutiny Committee, 7th Report, Session 2006–07    51 
 

 

Formal minutes 

Wednesday 24 January 2007 

Members present: 

Mr Michael Connarty, in the Chair 

Mr David S Borrow 
Mr William Cash 
Jim Dobbin 
Mr David Heathcoat-Amory 

 Angus Robertson 
Mr Anthony Steen 
Richard Younger-Ross 

The Committee deliberated. 

Fisheries: Mr Ben Bradshaw MP, Minister of State for Local Environment, Marine and 
Animal Welfare, Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, Mr Simon 
Waterfield, Head of Common Fisheries Policy Management Team, and Ms Fiona 
Walters, Scrutiny Co-ordinator, Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, 
were examined. 
 
Draft Report, proposed by the Chairman, brought up and read. 

Ordered, That the draft Report be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph. 

Paragraphs 1.1 to 7.6 read and agreed to. 

Paragraphs 7.7 to 7.8 read, amended, and agreed to. 

Paragraphs 7.9 to 11.6 read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 11.7 read. Amendment proposed, in line 2, to leave out the words “we clear the 
documents.” and to insert the words “we recommend the documents for debate in 
European Standing Committee”.—(Mr William Cash.)   

Question put that the Amendment be made.  

 

Ayes, 2  Noes, 3 
Mr William Cash  Mr David S Borrow 
Richard Younger-Ross  Jim Dobbin 
  Mr David Heathcoat-Amory 

 

Paragraph, as amended, agreed to. 

Paragraphs 12.1 to 13 read and agreed to. 
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Resolved, That the Report, as amended, be the Seventh Report of the Committee to the 
House. 

Ordered, That the Chairman do make the Report to the House. 

The Committee further deliberated. 

 

[Adjourned till Tuesday 30 January at 3.30 p.m. 
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Standing order and membership 

The European Scrutiny Committee is appointed under Standing Order No.143 to examine European 
Union documents and— 
 
a) to report its opinion on the legal and political importance of each such document and, where it 

considers appropriate, to report also on the reasons for its opinion and on any matters of 
principle, policy or law which may be affected; 

b) to make recommendations for the further consideration of any such document pursuant to 
Standing Order No. 119 (European Standing Committees); and 

c) to consider any issue arising upon any such document or group of documents, or related matters. 

 
The expression “European Union document” covers — 
 
i) any proposal under the Community Treaties for legislation by the Council or the Council acting 

jointly with the European Parliament; 

ii) any document which is published for submission to the European Council, the Council or the 
European Central Bank; 

iii) any proposal for a common strategy, a joint action or a common position under Title V of the 
Treaty on European Union which is prepared for submission to the Council or to the European 
Council; 

iv) any proposal for a common position, framework decision, decision or a convention under Title VI 
of the Treaty on European Union which is prepared for submission to the Council; 

v) any document (not falling within (ii), (iii) or (iv) above) which is published by one Union 
institution for or with a view to submission to another Union institution and which does not 
relate exclusively to consideration of any proposal for legislation; 

vi) any other document relating to European Union matters deposited in the House by a Minister of 
the Crown. 

 
The Committee’s powers are set out in Standing Order No. 143. 
 
The scrutiny reserve resolution, passed by the House, provides that Ministers should not give 
agreement to EU proposals which have not been cleared by the European Scrutiny Committee, or on 
which, when they have been recommended by the Committee for debate, the House has not yet 
agreed a resolution. The scrutiny reserve resolution is printed with the House’s Standing Orders, 
which are available at www.parliament.uk. 

Current membership 

Michael Connarty MP (Labour, Linlithgow and East Falkirk) (Chairman) 
Richard Bacon MP (Conservative, South Norfolk) 
David S. Borrow MP (Labour, South Ribble) 
William Cash MP (Conservative, Stone) 
James Clappison MP, (Conservative, Hertsmere) 
Katy Clark MP (Labour, North Ayrshire and Arran) 
Wayne David MP (Labour, Caerphilly) 
Jim Dobbin MP (Labour, Heywood and Middleton) 
Nia Griffith MP (Labour, Llanelli) 
David Hamilton MP (Labour, Midlothian) 
David Heathcoat-Amory MP (Conservative, Wells) 
Jimmy Hood MP (Labour, Lanark and Hamilton East) 
Lindsay Hoyle MP (Labour, Chorley) 
Angus Robertson MP (SNP, Moray) 
Anthony Steen MP (Conservative, Totnes) 
Richard Younger-Ross MP (Liberal Democrat, Teignbridge) 


