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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  Water policy: environmental quality standards 

(a) 
(27719) 
11847/06 
COM(06) 398 

 
Commission Communication: Integrated prevention and control of 
chemical pollution of surface waters in the European Union 

(b) 
(27728) 
11816/06 
COM(06) 397 
+ ADD 1 

 
Draft Directive on environmental quality standards in the field of 
water policy and amending Directive 2000/60/EC 

 
Legal base (a) — 

(b) Article 175(1)EC; co-decision: QMV 
Department Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 
Basis of consideration Minister’s letter of 27 May 2007 
Previous Committee Report HC 34–xl (2005–06), para 2 (1 November 2006) 
To be discussed in Council 28 June 2007 
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision For debate in European Standing Committee 

Background 

1.1 As a result of discharges and aerial emissions, chemical pollution of surface and 
groundwaters in widespread, and the Community first enacted legislation to tackle this in 
Directive 76/464/EEC.1 This was followed by a number of “daughter Directives” setting 
down emission limit values and environmental quality objectives for 18 specific pollutants 
identified as being of particular concern. In 2000, the Water Framework Directive 
(2000/60/EC)2 established a new integrated approach to pollution in river basin districts, 
and set specific environmental objectives, including the achievement “good status” by 
2015, subject to the proviso that, where this is not feasible or would be disproportionately 
expensive, it would be possible to defer that deadline (or to set less stringent objectives, 
where appropriate.)  

1.2 The Directive also requires the introduction of specific emissions control measures and 
environmental quality standards (EQS),3 aimed at progressively reducing pollution from 
priority substances, with a further requirement that discharges, emissions and losses of 
priority hazardous substances of very high concern — and broadly analogous to those 
covered by the earlier “daughter” Directives — should cease or be phased out within 20 
years of measures having been adopted.  

 
1 OJ No. L 129, 18.5.76, p.23. 

2 OJ No. L 327, 22.12.00, p.1. 

3 Concentrations in water calculated to have no adverse effect on the aquatic environment. 
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1.3 The Commission subsequently put forward in July 2006 the two current documents. 
The first was a Communication which identified the various pathways through which 
chemical pollution of surface water can occur, and the need for preventive measures. It also 
drew attention to the role of EQSs, and said that, although some had been set under 
Directive 76/464/EEC, national quality standards for priority substances varied 
considerably, and that the establishment of Community level EQSs would ensure the 
consistent application of the Framework Directive, without the need for further measures. 

1.4 The second document comprised a draft Directive, the main effect of which would be 
to establish for the 33 priority and priority hazardous substances, as well as for selected 
other pollutants (mainly pesticides), two types of EQS, based on annual average and 
maximum concentrations: in most (but not all) cases, these would be more stringent than 
those currently set under Directive 76/464/EEC. In addition, the proposal would set 
different EQSs for inland surface (and other) waters; allow these to be exceeded for a 
transitional period in the vicinity of point source discharges; and require Member States to 
establish for river basins an inventory of emissions, discharges and losses, in order to check 
compliance. The Commission also provided an impact assessment, which concluded that 
the costs and benefits of the proposal would be broadly neutral, but which added that the 
costs had to be interpreted with caution as there was a lack of comprehensive data. 

1.5 As we noted in our Report of 1 November 2006, the Government said that the proposal 
had to be considered in the context of the objectives of the Framework Directive, and that 
it raised a number of policy issues. These included the very stringent precautionary EQSs 
for certain substances (which would have implications for the classification of water bodies 
and the achievement of “good status”); whether EQSs should be subject to the cost-
effectiveness test applicable to other aspects of the Framework Directive, rather than the 
simple pass/fail basis proposed; the impacts of the actions needed to achieve both the EQSs 
and cessation obligations; whether the proposal applied to all surface waters, or just to 
delineated water bodies; and whether the compliance costs are commensurate with the 
environmental benefits. It also pointed out that some of the standards in the proposal were 
significantly more stringent than those currently set by the UK. 

1.6 We also noted that a Regulatory Impact Assessment provided by the Government had 
pointed out that not all the substances for which an EQS had been proposed are made or 
used in the UK, and that much would depend upon the degree of use and the relationship 
with any EQSs which are currently applicable. However, it suggested that, if it was possible 
to meet the EQSs set solely through “end of pipe” controls, the additional costs in the UK 
could be about £1 billion for additional treatment at sewage treatment works operated by 
the water industry, with a further £1.9 million in sludge disposal costs, and up to £3.7 
million for additional treatment by major industrial point source dischargers. On the other 
hand, if additional measures were needed (for example, where pollution arises from diffuse 
sources) to enable priority hazardous substances to be phased out, there could be 
significant additional costs to the dredging industry, to other users of tributyltin (TBT), 
and to the agricultural sector. There would also be increased monitoring costs relating to 
water quality in rivers, with additional costs from monitoring sediment and biota, and in 
relation to coastal waters. We therefore concluded that this was clearly a potentially 
significant proposal, not least in terms of its possible costs, and we said that it was highly 
likely therefore that we would wish to recommend it for debate. However, before doing so, 
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we thought it would be sensible to await the outcome of the Government’s consultation 
exercise, and in particular to see whether it proved possible not only to clarify the current 
cost estimates, but also to provide some quantitative estimate of the benefits. 

Minister’s letter of 27 May 2007 

1.7 We have now received from the Minister for Climate Change and Environment at the 
Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Mr Ian Pearson) a letter of 27 May 
2007, saying that the German Presidency plans to seek political agreement on an amended 
text at the Environment Council on 28 June. He says that an official text is not yet available, 
but that the position on a number of issues arising on the original proposal is as follows: 

• the text would now apply to the setting of EQSs the cost-effectiveness provisions in 
the Water Framework Directive, in addition to which the UK also “hopes” to 
clarify that these provisions will apply as well to the phasing out of emissions 
discharges and to losses of priority hazardous substances; 

• the UK has managed to secure a more balanced approach to the use of mixing 
zones (“transitional areas of exceedance”), so that a provision requiring these to be 
progressively reduced has been replaced by one which requires the zones to be 
proportionate; 

• all background concentrations of metals will be taken into account when 
determining compliance with an EQS; 

• the text envisages the assessment of maximum admissible concentrations using a 
technique which reflects UK practice; and 

• reporting and monitoring requirements are now cost effective and consistent with 
the Framework Directive. 

1.8 On the other hand, the Minister says that it has not been possible to “revisit” certain of 
the proposed EQSs, with other Member States being unmoved by considerations of cost-
effectiveness, and he adds that the European Parliament has taken a significantly different 
approach at its first reading on 22 May, having proposed the addition of a large number of 
priority substances and of new conditions on the use of mixing zones. He suggests that a 
first reading agreement will not therefore be possible, but says that, on the basis of the 
progress so far, he intends that the UK should support the anticipated Council text on 28 
June. He also says that, although an updated Regulatory Impact Assessment will be 
prepared (taking into account the reduction in costs arising from the changes agreed), this 
will not be finalised until after the Council. 

Conclusion 

1.9 Whilst we have noted the changes which have now been made to the original 
proposal, we find it difficult to assess these fully in the absence of a revised text: and we 
also find it surprising that an updated Regulatory Impact Assessment will not be 
available until after the Council at which decisions are likely to be taken, this simply re-
enforcing the difficulty of weighing up the relative costs and benefits. Moreover, we 
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note that other Member States do not consider that cost considerations should be taken 
into account in the setting of Environmental Quality Standards, and that, in the 
absence of a further Regulatory Impact Assessment, it is not possible to know to what 
extent the costs to which we drew attention on our earlier Report may now be reduced. 
Also, in the absence of any indication to the contrary, we assume that it remains the 
case — as stated in the Regulatory Impact Assessment provided last October — that the 
benefits are not readily quantifiable, and can only be described in relation to the 
reduction in unacceptable risks to the aquatic environment and the wider 
environmental and health risks which would be achieved. 

1.10 For all these reasons, we believe that our initial view that this is a potentially 
significant proposal remains valid, and we are therefore recommending that these two 
documents should be debated in European Standing Committee. We also consider that, 
as the Minister has said that the UK intends to support the anticipated text at the 
Council on 28 June, this debate should take place before then.  

 
 
 

2  Preliminary Draft Budget 2008 

(28681) 
— 
— 

Preliminary Draft General Budget of the European Communities for 
the financial year 2008 

 
Legal base Article 272 EC; QMV; the special role of the European 

Parliament in relation to the adoption of the Budget is 
set out in Article 272 

Department HM Treasury 
Basis of consideration EM of 6 June 2007 
Previous Committee Report None 
To be discussed in Council 13 July 2007 
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision For debate in European Standing Committee 

Background 

2.1 The Commission’s Preliminary Draft Budget (PDB) is the first stage in the 
Community’s annual budgetary procedure. The 2008 PDB will form the basis of the 2008 
Budget which is expected to be adopted towards the end of December 2007. 

2.2 The PDB sets out the Commission’s proposals for Community expenditure in 2008, 
together with bids for the other Community institutions, such as the European Parliament. 
On the basis of the PDB, the Budget Council will establish a Draft Budget on 13 July 2007 
to be forwarded to the European Parliament for its first reading some time in October 
2007. The Draft Budget is expected to have its Council second reading in November 2007 
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and, after conciliation if necessary, its European Parliament second reading in mid-
December 2007, prior to final adoption. 

2.3 Although the official texts are not yet available, the Economic Secretary to the Treasury 
(Ed Balls) has submitted a helpful Explanatory Memorandum on the PDB. In order to 
provide an opportunity for the House to consider the PDB as early as possible, we have 
relied heavily upon that Explanatory Memorandum. As in previous years, we are annexing 
to this Report tables derived from the Explanatory Memorandum.4 We also annex a 
glossary of terms used in relation to the Community’s budget provided to us by the 
Minister with his Explanatory Memorandum. 

The document 

2.4 Although the Budget Council and the European Parliament set the budget for the 
following year, each year’s PDB is constrained by the Financial Perspective, which forms 
part of the Inter-Institutional Agreement (IIA) of 2006 between the European Parliament, 
the Commission and the Council. The Financial Perspective for the years 2007–13 sets out 
annual expenditure ceilings for five broad expenditure categories and a sixth temporary 
one related to the accession of Bulgaria and Romania. This year’s PDB is the second under 
the current Financial Perspective.  

2.5 The PDB is presented in the Activity-Based Budgeting (ABB) format. It is expected to 
be published in ten volumes, covering a General Introduction and a General Statement of 
Revenue, and expenditure proposals for nine separate EU institutions — the European 
Parliament, the Council, the Commission, the European Court of Justice, the European 
Court of Auditors, the Economic and Social Committee, the Committee of the Regions, the 
European Ombudsman and the European Data Protection Supervisor. Operational 
expenditure will be set out in the volume covering the Commission. In addition, the 
Commission will publish two sets of Working Documents entitled Activity Statements and 
Financial Statements. These present specific objectives, planned outputs and performance 
measures both at the level of individual budget-lines and for higher-level activity areas, in 
line with ABB practice. 

2.6 It should be noted that much of the budget (including the structural funds, agriculture 
and multi-annual programmes adopted by co-decision) is determined initially by policy 
decisions made outside the annual budget process. To that extent, the budget process 
merely provides the budgetary provision for policies previously agreed. It should also be 
noted that a very large part of the budget is non-compulsory expenditure on which the 
final decision is in the hands of the European Parliament. 

Summary of the figures 

2.7 For commitment appropriations the 2008 PDB proposes a total of €129.17 billion 
(£87.85 billion). This is an increase of 2% over 2007. This total gives a margin of €3.14 
billion (£2.13 billion) below the Financial Perspective ceiling. For payment appropriations 
the 2008 PDB proposes a total of €121.58 billion (£82.69 billion). This is an increase of 

 
4 In the annexes and in the following paragraphs € figures are converted at a May 2007 rate of £1 = €1.4705. 
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5.3% over 2007. The total is €8.22 billion (£5.59 billion) below the Financial Perspective 
ceiling. Payment appropriations proposed represent 0.97% of Community Gross National 
Income compared to 0.96% in 2007 and the 1.24% ceiling in the Own Resources Decision 
about the financing of Community expenditure.  

2.8 Compulsory expenditure makes up €44.05 billion (£29.96 billion) of total commitment 
appropriations. Non-compulsory expenditure makes up €85.11 billion (£57.89 billion) of 
total commitment appropriations. The figures for compulsory expenditure payment 
appropriations are €44.06 billion (£29.96 billion). For non-compulsory expenditure 
payment appropriations the figures are €77.52 billion (£52.72 billion). There is an overall 
decrease in compulsory expenditure of 1.2% for commitment appropriations and 1% for 
payment appropriations, and for non-compulsory expenditure an overall increase of 3.8% 
for commitment appropriations and 9.2% for payment appropriations. 

 The individual expenditure headings 

Heading 1: Sustainable growth 

2.9 Overall expenditure under this heading is €57.15 billion (£38.87 billion) for 
commitment and €50.16 billion (£34.12 billion) for payment appropriations, leaving a 
margin of €87.60 million (£57.59 million) under the Financial Perspective ceiling for 
commitment appropriations.5 

Heading 1a: Competitiveness for growth and employment 

2.10 Expenditure under this sub-heading is €10.27 billion (£6.98 billion) for commitment 
appropriations, an increase of 9.6% over 2007, and €9.60 billion (£6.53 billion) for payment 
appropriations, an increase of 35.4% over 2007 levels.  

2.11 The change in commitment appropriations is largely due to increases in programmes 
which the Commission considers crucial to the implementation of the Lisbon Strategy. 
These include: 

• the Seventh Research Framework Programme increased by 11%, against 2007 
levels; 

• Trans-European Networks increased by 14%; 

• lifelong learning increased by 9%; and 

• Galileo increased by 51%. 

The change in payment appropriations is accounted for by increases for: 

• the Seventh Research Framework Programme of 54.5%; 

• Trans-European Networks of 88.8%; and 

 
5 An equivalent breakdown of the total margin for payment appropriations is not available. 
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• lifelong learning of 19.7%.  

• the Competitiveness and Innovation Programme of 25.7%; and 

• decentralised agencies of 24.9%. 

Heading 1b: Cohesion for growth and employment 

2.12 Expenditure under this sub-heading is €46.88 billion (£31.88 billion) for commitment 
appropriations, an increase of 3.1% over 2007, and €40.62 billion (£27.62 billion) for 
payment appropriations, an increase of 7.5% over 2007 levels. These increases result 
particularly from proposed expenditure devoted to the Cohesion Fund, which is set to rise 
by more than 14% in 2008. 

Heading 2: Preservation and management of natural resources 

2.13 Overall expenditure under this heading is €56.28 billion (£38.27 billion) for 
commitment appropriations, an increase of 0.05% over 2007, and €54.77 billion (£37.25 
billion) for payment appropriations, an increase of 0.1% over 2007. This leaves a margin of 
€2.52 billion (£1.71 billion) under the Financial Perspective ceiling for commitment 
appropriations. 

2.14 Although overall expenditure under Heading 2 is to remain relatively stable compared 
to 2007, there are gradual percentage shifts which amount to fairly large sums. Under 
commitment appropriations: 

• market related expenditure and direct aids to farmers decrease as a whole by €212.6 
million; 

• rural development programmes are to grow by 1.6%; and 

• LIFE +, the environmental protection programme, is to increase by 10.9%. 

Under payment appropriations there is: 

• an effective shift within market-relate expenditure and direct aids from agricultural 
markets to proposed spending on animal and plant health (health and consumer 
protection) with an increase of 516.6% on 2007; 

• an increase for rural development programmes of 4.5% on 2007; and 

• a decrease for the European Fisheries Fund of 46.2% on 2007. 

Heading 3: Citizenship, freedom, security and justice 

2.15 Overall expenditure under this heading is €1.29 billion (£0.88 billion) for commitment 
appropriations, an increase of 1.3% over 2007, and €1.19 billion (£0.81 billion) for payment 
appropriations, a decrease of 1% as against 2007. This leaves a margin of €74.00 million 
(£50.32 million) under the Financial Perspective ceiling for commitment appropriations. 
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Heading 3a: Freedom, security and justice 

2.16 Expenditure under this sub-heading is €691.00 million (£470.00 million) for 
commitment appropriations, an increase of 10.8% over 2007, and €496.00 million (£337.00 
million) for payment appropriations, a decrease of 4.8%, as against 2007. This leaves a 
margin of €56.00 million (£38.08 million) under the Financial Perspective ceiling for 
commitment appropriations. 

2.17 The largest change in commitment payments is an increase of 24% for Solidarity and 
Management of Migration Flows. As for payment appropriations questions will again 
remain on absorption capacity in this area and also for programmes under Fundamental 
Rights and Justice, with an increase of 28.3% foreseen and Decentralised Agencies, with an 
increase of 9.5%. 

Heading 3b: Citizenship 

2.18 Expenditure under this sub-heading is €597.00 million (£406.00 million) for 
commitment appropriations, a decrease of 7.8% as against 2007 levels, and €693.00 million 
(£471.00 million) for payment appropriations, a decrease of 4.8% as against 2007. This 
leaves a margin of €17.70 million (£12.04 million) under the Financial Perspective ceiling 
for commitment appropriations. 

2.19 The decrease in commitment appropriations is largely due to 81.8% less funding for 
“Other actions” and programmes relating to enlargement (the transition facility for 
Romania and Bulgaria) — whilst public health and consumer protection and Media 2007 
programmes receive increases of €9 million and €18 million respectively. For payment 
appropriations the large decrease for enlargement associated programmes of 24% is offset 
by increases for Culture 2007–2013 of 27.6% and for Decentralised Agencies of 22.9%. 

Heading 4: The EU as a global partner  

2.20 Overall expenditure under this heading is €6.91 billion (£4.70 billion) for commitment 
appropriations, an increase of 1.5% over 2007 levels and €7.92 billion (£5.38 billion) for 
payment appropriations, an increase of 7.7% over 2007 levels. This leaves a margin of 
€329.00 million (£223.73 million) under the Financial Perspective ceiling for commitment 
appropriations. 

2.21 The change in commitment appropriations includes: 

• an Instrument for Pre-Accession increase of 9.4%, over 2007 levels, (anticipating 
accession of Bulgaria and Romania); 

• a Development Cooperation and Economic Cooperation Instrument increase of 
1.9%;  

• an Instrument for Stability increase of 28.7%; 

• an increase of 58.1% for macroeconomic assistance; and 

• a Common Foreign and Security Policy increase of 25.8%. 
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Development Cooperation continues to be the largest item at €2.20 billion. The change in 
payments appropriations includes: 

• an Instrument for Pre-Accession increase of 14.3%, largely for regional policy and 
agriculture and rural development, over 2007 levels; 

• a European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument increase of 4%;  

• a Development Cooperation Instrument decrease of 1.5%; 

• an Instrument for Stability increase of 51.3%; and 

• a Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) increase of 29.5%. 

Heading 5: Administration  

2.22 Overall expenditure under this heading is €7.34 billion (£4.99 billion) for both 
commitment and payment appropriations, an increase of 5.7% against 2007 levels. This 
leaves a margin of €121.00 million (£82.28 million) under the Financial Perspective ceiling 
for commitment appropriations. 

2.23 The increase in resources is to provide for an extra 860 posts in the Community 
institutions and bodies, for which enlargement remains the main reason given, and for 
pensions provision for all institutions which is to increase by 10.2%. 

Heading 6 Compensation 

2.24 Overall expenditure under this heading is €206.00 million (£140.09 million) for both 
commitment and payment appropriations, a decrease of 53.5% against 2007 levels. This 
leaves a margin of €0.36 million (£0.22 million) under the Financial Perspective ceiling for 
commitment appropriations. Expenditure is intended to help improve cash-flow in the 
national budgets of Bulgaria and Romania and to finance control actions at the new 
external borders of the EU. 

The Commission’s view 

2.25 In a press notice of 2 May 2007 announcing the PDB Dr Dalia Grybauskaité, the 
Commissioner for Financial Programming and Budget, is quoted as commenting: 

“Today’s budget proposal marks a historical shift for the EU: for the first time, 
spending directly related to growth and jobs take the biggest share of the EU budget. 
This proves that the Commission is steady in its ambition of refocusing the budget 
on the global challenges facing Europe as a whole. More funds are now available for 
policies geared towards economic progress, without sacrificing the efforts needed in 
other areas, notably the environment, energy, freedom and security, and Europe’s 
common foreign and security policy”.6 

 
6 See 

http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=IP/07/597&format=HTML&aged=0&language=EN&guiLang
uage=fr . 
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The Government’s view 

2.26 The Minister (Ed Balls) comments that the Community budget has significant 
financial and policy implications and says: 

• as the UK is a net contributor it is in its interest to control growth in the budget 
while working to achieve a more efficient use of resources; 

• the Government will work with like-minded Member States to maintain budget 
discipline and subject all areas of spending to rigorous scrutiny; but 

• it must be borne in mind that most spending (including agriculture, structural 
funds and multi-annual programmes) is largely predetermined by previous 
decisions on the Financial Perspective and that in the budget process the final 
decision on much of the expenditure is taken by the European Parliament. 

2.27 The Minister tells us that the Government’s primary aim will be to respect agreed and 
established budgetary principles, particularly to ensure that:  

• spending delivers genuine value for money; 

• global appropriations for payments are based on realistic implementation forecasts 
— so as to prevent the emergence of a large budget surplus; 

• Financial Perspective ceilings are respected, with full regard given to the rules 
governing use of the Flexibility Instrument; and 

• Activity-Based Budgeting is fully factored into the budgeting process. 

2.28 The Minister continues that the key spending areas in the 2008 budget which the 
Government intends to examine in detail include: 

• Heading 1a (Competitiveness for growth and employment) — although the 
Commission has presented the large increase, 35.4%, in payment appropriations as 
a reflection and acknowledgement of new challenges in this area, the issue remains 
as to whether there is absorption capacity for such large increases and the 
Government will be seeking full justifications for this extra expenditure 

• Heading 1b (Cohesion for growth and employment) — an increase of 7.5% for 
payment appropriations is presented but there have been significant levels of 
under-spend in previous years and the Government will also seek to achieve 
realistic levels of payments that take into account genuine implementation 
capacity; 

• Heading 4 (The European Union as a Global Partner) — it will be a Government 
priority to ensure that key spending on development cooperation and external 
relations in certain areas (including Afghanistan, assistance to sugar protocol 
countries and the CFSP) is maintained at sufficient levels; and 

• Heading 5 (Administration) — as last year the Government will scrutinise 
particularly closely this heading, what efforts have been made to find efficiency 
gains and economies of scale. Working with other like-minded Member States, the 
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Government will also examine the level of vacancies, the redeployment of staff and 
the reprioritisation of work in the administrations of the Community’s institutions, 
agencies and bodies. 

2.29 Finally the Minister says that the UK financing share of the 2008 PDB is estimated as 
17.1% before abatement, or 12.3% after abatement. The actual net financial cost to the UK 
of the 2008 EC Budget will depend not only on the size of the budget that is finally adopted, 
but also on the balance between different spending programmes within the budget. This 
determines the level of UK receipts and subsequently affects the size of the UK’s abatement 
in the following year. 

Conclusion 

2.30 The Community budget has significant financial and policy implications and the 
UK has a substantial interest and role in scrutinising the Preliminary Draft Budget 
(PDB), not least because of the large sums involved and the UK’s position as a large net 
contributor. As the Minister says, it is in the UK’s interest to restrict budget growth and 
ensure efficient use of resources and general budgetary discipline. As is customary, we 
recommend that the PDB be debated in European Standing Committee. The debate 
should take place before the Budget Council on 13 July 2007. 

2.31 As in previous years, we have found it necessary to report to the House before the 
official texts are available. We have therefore relied heavily upon the Explanatory 
Memorandum from the Minister. But we understand the main official texts will be 
available in time for a debate.  

2.32 The debate will allow Members to examine in greater detail the Government’s 
approach to the forthcoming budget negotiations, particularly on such issues as the 
Commission’s proposed staff increases, the problem of absorption and implementation 
capacity and maintaining the levels of expenditure the Government thinks necessary 
under the European Union as a Global Partner heading for such matters as 
Afghanistan, assistance to sugar protocol countries and the CFSP.  
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Table 1: Summary of 2008 PDB Proposals – € million 

 
 

2007 Budget 2007 PDB Change 2007/2008 Change 2007/2008 Heading 
 CA PA CA PA CA PA CA PA 
1. Sustainable Growth 
1a. Competitiveness for Growth and Employment 
1b. Cohesion for Growth and Employment 

54,854 
9,368 

45,487 

44,837 
7,047 

37,790 

57,148 
10,270 
46,878 

50,161 
9,539 

40,623 

2,294 
903 

1,391 

5,324 
2,492 
2,832 

4.2% 
9.6% 
3.1% 

11.9% 
35.4% 

7.5% 
2. Preservation and Management of Natural Resources 
of which: market related expenditure and direct payments 

56,250 
42,712 

54,719 
42,436 

56,276 
42,499 

54,770 
42,447 

26 
-213 

52 
11 

0.0% 
-0.5% 

0.1% 
0.0% 

3. Citizenship, Freedom, Security and Justice 
3a. Freedom, Security and Justice 
3b. Citizenship 

1,271 
624 
648 

1,202 
474 
728 

1,288 
691 
597 

1,190 
496 
693 

17 
67 

-50 

-12 
23 

-35 

1.3% 
10.8% 
-7.8% 

-1.0% 
4.8% 

-4.8% 
4. European Union as a Global Partner 6,812 7,353 6,911 7,917 99 564 1.5% 7.7% 
5. Administration 6,942 6,942 7,336 7,336 393 394 5.7% 5.7% 
6. Compensation 445 445 207 207 -238 -238 -53.5% -53.5% 
TOTAL (1) 
          Margin 
         Compulsory expenditure 

126,575 
 

44,597 

115,497 
 

44,487 

129,166 
3,137 

44,053 

121,581 
 

44,057 

2,591 
 

-544 

6,084 
 

-430 

2.0% 
 

-1.2% 

5.3% 
 

-1.0% 
        Non-compulsory expenditure 81,979 71,010 85,113 77,524 3,135 6,514 3.8% 9.2% 
Appropriations for payment as % of GNI 0.96% 0.97%   

 
 
Notes 
 
CA = commitment appropriations 
PA =  payment appropriations 
(1)  Due to rounding, the sum of the columns may not equal the totals. 
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Table 2: Summary of 2008 PDB Proposals – £ million 

 
 

2007 Budget 2008 PDB Change 2007/2008 Change 2007/2008 Heading 
 CA PA CA PA CA PA CA PA 
1. Sustainable Growth 
1a. Competitiveness for Growth and Employment 
1b.  Cohesion for Growth and Employment 

37,306 
6,371 

30,936 

30,494 
4,793 

25,701 

38,866 
6,985 

31,882 

34,115 
6,487 

27,628 

1,560 
614 
946 

3,621 
1,695 
1,926 

4.2% 
9.6% 
3.1% 

11.9% 
35.4% 

7.5% 
2. Preservation and Management of Natural Resources 
of which: market related expenditure and direct payments 

38,256 
29,048 

37,214 
28,861 

38,273 
28,904 

37,249 
28,868 

18 
-145 

35 
7 

0.0% 
-0.5% 

0.1% 
0.0% 

3. Citizenship, Freedom, Security and Justice 
3a. Freedom, Security and Justice 
3b. Citizenship 

864 
424 
441 

817 
322 
495 

876 
470 
406 

809 
337 
471 

12 
46 

-34 

-8 
15 

-24 

1.3% 
10.8% 
-7.8% 

-1.0% 
4.8% 

-4.8% 
4. European Union as a Global Partner 4,633 5,001 4,700 5,384 67 384 1.5% 7.7% 
5. Administration 4,721 4,721 4,989 4,989 267 268 5.7% 5.7% 
6. Compensation 303 301 141 140 -161 -162 -53.5% -53.5% 
TOTAL (1) 
          Margin 
         Compulsory expenditure 

86,084 
 

30,330 

78,550 
 

30,256 

87,846 
2,133 

29,960 

82,687 
 

29,963 

1,762 
 

-370 

4,138 
 

-292 

2.0% 
 

-1.2% 

5.3% 
 

-1.0% 
        Non-compulsory expenditure 55,754 48,294 57,885 52,724 2,132 4,430 3.8% 9.2% 
Appropriations for payment as % of GNI 0.96% 0.97%   

 
 
Notes 
 
CA = commitment appropriations 
PA =  payment appropriations 
(1)  Due to rounding, the sum of the columns may not equal the totals. 
Sterling figures converted at the exchange rate on 31 May 2007  
£1 = €1.4705 
€1 = £0.6801 



16    European Scrutiny Committee, 25th Report, Session 2006–07 

 

Annex 

Glossary 

Abatement 

The UK’s VAT-based contributions are abated according to a formula set out in the Own 
Resources Decision. Broadly this is equivalent to 66% of the difference between what the 
UK contributes to the EC Budget and the receipts which it gets, subject to the following 
points: 

• the abatement applies only in respect of spending within the EU. Expenditure outside 
the EU (mainly aid) is excluded; 

• the UK’s contribution is calculated as if the budget were entirely financed by VAT: 

• the abatement is deducted from the UK’s VAT contribution a year in arrears. 

Activity -Based Budgeting (ABB) 

ABB was introduced in 2002 to improve decision-making by ensuring budget allocation 
more closely reflect pre-defined political priorities and objectives. Similar to Public Service 
Agreements in the UK, ABB requires the EC Budget to be based on a clear justification for 
intervention and an evaluation of past performance. It also requires SMART (Specific, 
Measurable, Achievable, Realistic and Time-bound) objectives and future performance 
targets that focus on delivering value for money for the EU taxpayer. 

The annual budget procedure 

The Community’s financial year runs from 1 January to 31 December. The rule governing 
decisions on the EC Budget are set out in Article 272 of the EC Treaty and in the Inter-
Institutional Agreement. The timetable is as follows: 

• establishment of the preliminary draft Budget by the Commission, normally in May; 

• establishment of the draft Budget by the Council in late July; 

• first reading by the Parliament in late October; 

• second reading by the Council in mid-November; and 

• second reading by the Parliament and adoption of the Budget in mid-December. 

Commitment and Payment Appropriations 

The budget distinguishes between appropriations for commitments and appropriations for 
payments. Commitment appropriations are the total cost of legal obligations that can be 
entered into during the current financial year, for activities that, in turn, will lead to 
payments in the current and future years. Payment appropriations are the amounts of 
money that are available to be spent during the year arising from commitments in the 
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budget for the current or preceding years. Unused payment appropriations may, in 
exceptional circumstances, be carried forward into the following year. 

Compulsory and Non-Compulsory expenditure 

EC expenditure is regarded as either “compulsory” or “non-compulsory”. Compulsory 
expenditure is expenditure necessarily resulting from the Treaty or from acts adopted in 
accordance with the Treaty. It mainly includes agricultural guarantee expenditure, 
including stock depreciation. The Council has the final say in fixing its total. 

The European Parliament has the final say in determining the amount and pattern of non-
compulsory expenditure. The growth of this expenditure is governed by the “maximum 
rate of increase”. Article 272(9) of the EC Treaty provides a formula for determining this 
rate, unless the budgetary authority agrees an alternative figure. Under the Inter-
Institutional Agreement the Council and Parliament agree to accept maximum rates 
implied by the Financial Perspective ceilings. 

Financial Perspective 

The Financial Perspective (FP) forms the framework for Community expenditure over a 
period of several years. The FP for 2007–2013 sets expenditure ceilings for six distinct 
expenditure headings (Sustainable Growth, Preservation and Management of Natural 
Resources, Citizenship, Freedom, Security and Justice, The European Union as Global 
Partner, Administration, and Compensation), as well as global ceilings for commitments 
and payments. The Budgetary Authority (Council and European Parliament) is bound by 
these ceilings in the annual budget negotiations. 

Flexibility Instrument 

The Flexibility Instrument was established under paragraph 24 of the 1999 Inter-
institutional Agreement, which allows for expenditure in any given budget year of up to 
€200 million above the FP ceilings established for one or more budget headings. Any 
portion of the Flexibility Instrument unused at the end of one year may be carried over for 
up to two subsequent years, but the Flexibility Instrument should not as a rule be use to 
cover the same needs two years running. The Flexibility Instrument is intended for 
extraordinary expenditure and may only be used after all possibilities for reallocating 
existing appropriations have been exhausted. Both arms of the Budgetary Authority must 
agree to a mobilisation of the Flexibility Instrument following a proposal from the 
Commission. 

Inter-Institutional Agreement 

The Inter-Institutional Agreement (IIA) is a politically and legally binding agreement that 
clarifies the EC’s budgetary procedure. Under the Treaty, the Council and the European 
Parliament have joint responsibility for deciding the EC Budget on the basis of proposals 
from the Commission. The IIA sets out the way in which the three institutions will exercise 
their responsibilities in accordance with the Treaty, and their respect for the revenue 
ceiling laid own in the Own Resources Decision. 
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Own Resources Decision 

The existing arrangements for financing the EC Budget are set out in the Communities’ 
Own Resources Decision (ORD). The current ORD was agreed in September 2000, entered 
into UK law in 2001 and took effect in 2002. It sets an own resources ceiling on the amount 
the Communities can raise from Member States in any one year. The ceiling is currently 
fixed at 1.24% of EU GNI for payments and 1.31% for commitments. As the Communities 
are not allowed to save or borrow, revenue must equal expenditure. Budget payments are 
therefore limited by the amount of Own Resources that can be called up from Member 
States. 

The ORD lays down four sources of Community revenue, or “own resources”: 

• Customs duties including those on agricultural products; 

• Sugar levies; 

• Contributions base on VAT; and 

• GNI-based contributions. 
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3  A European agenda for culture 

(28632) 
9496/07 
COM(07) 242 
 
+ ADD 1 

Commission Communication: A European agenda for culture in a 
globalizing world 
 
 
Commission staff working paper: inventory of Community actions 
in the field of culture 

 
Legal base — 
Document originated 10 May 2007  
Deposited in Parliament 16 May 2007  
Department Culture, Media and Sport 
Basis of consideration EM of 6 June 2007  
Previous Committee Report None 
To be discussed in Council November 2007  
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Not cleared; further information requested 

The Community’s competence in cultural matters 

3.1 Article 151 of the EC Treaty requires: 

• the European Community to “contribute to the flowering of the cultures of the 
Member States, while respecting their national and regional diversity and at the 
same time bringing the common cultural heritage to the fore”; 

• action by the Community to be aimed at encouraging cooperation between 
Member States and, if necessary, at supporting and supplementing their action to, 
for example, disseminate the culture and history of “the European peoples”, 
conserve the cultural heritage of European significance and promote cultural 
exchanges; 

• the Community and Member States to foster cultural cooperation with third 
countries and international organisations including the Council of Europe, in 
particular; 

• the Community to take account of cultural aspects when acting under other 
provisions of the Treaty; and 

• empowers the Council to adopt incentive measures and adopt recommendations. 

The Commission’s Communication 

3.2  The Commission believes that the EC needs an “agenda for culture” which takes 
account of “the realities of today’s globalizing world”. So it has issued this Communication 
which makes proposals for new objectives and ways of heightening cultural cooperation. 
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The Commission invites comments from the European Parliament, the Council, the 
Committee of the Regions and the European Economic and Social Committee. 

3.3  The Communication has three main sections. They are about: 

• what the Community is currently doing through, for example, the Culture, 
Education, Youth and Cohesion programmes and its relations with third countries 
and organisations such as the Council of Europe and UNESCO (details are 
provided in the annex to the Communication —ADD 1); 

• the objectives of a European agenda for culture; and 

• new partnerships and working methods. 

3.4 The Commission proposes three objectives: 

• promote cultural diversity and intercultural dialogue (through, for example, 
supporting cross-border mobility of artists and works of art; and by helping people 
learn foreign languages and improve cultural awareness through lifelong learning); 

• promote culture as a catalyst for creativity and innovation as part of the Lisbon 
strategy for economic growth and jobs (through, for example, training people from 
cultural industries in entrepreneurship, management and finance; and encouraging 
partnerships between the cultural sector and bodies concerned with research, 
tourism and information and communication technologies); and  

• promote culture as a vital element of the EU’s international relations with third 
countries and international organisations (through both support for specific events 
and the systematic integration of a cultural element into all external and 
development policies). 

3.5 In the Commission’s view, the delivery of the proposed cultural agenda will depend on: 

• developing the Commission’s relations with the cultural sector by, for example, 
setting up a “Cultural Forum” to consult interested public authorities, charities, 
foundations and businesses; 

• extending the open method of coordination to the cultural sector;7 and 

• strengthening the arrangements to ensure that culture is taken into account in all 
relevant policies within the EC, with third countries and international 
organisations. 

3.6 “The Commission proposes that acting on the basis of this Communication, the 
Council of Ministers endorses the objectives suggested above, setting priorities and 
agreeing on a biennial follow-up exercise. As part of this exercise, the Commission would 
draft a joint report with high level representatives of Member States every two years 

 
7 In March 2000, the European Council defined the open method of coordination as a means to help Member States 

develop their policies. It involves: agreeing non-binding European guidelines and timetables for short- medium- and 
long-term goals; establishing quantitative and qualitative performance indicators and benchmarks; translating the 
European guidelines into national and regional policies; and monitoring and evaluating the results. 
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summarising main issues and trends and discussing progress across Member States with 
regard to the common objectives.”8 

The Government’s view 

3.7 The Minister for Culture at the Department of Culture, Media and Sport (Mr David 
Lammy) tells us that the Government supports the three broad objectives proposed by the 
Commission and, indeed, already plays a leading role in the promotion of culture as a 
catalyst for creativity. The proposals for new partnerships and methods have not yet been 
discussed in detail with Member States and will require public consultation in the UK 
followed by discussion in the Council. The Minister says that the results of the 
Government’s consultations about the proposals will be known by September, in time for 
discussion of the Communication by the Council in November. 

Conclusion 

3.8 The objectives the Commission proposes are so broad that it is difficult to judge 
whether they amount to anything new or are, in effect, a re-statement of the principles 
which under-pin the European Community’s existing policies and programmes 
relevant to culture. No doubt the Commission can play a useful part in assisting 
exchanges of information between those concerned with cultural activities and can help 
identify and disseminate good practice. But, as the Commission acknowledges on page 
4 of the Communication, culture is primarily the responsibility of the Member States. 
In our view, therefore, clarification is needed of the proposal for the application of the 
open method of coordination and clear limits need to be established to ensure proper 
observance of the principle of subsidiarity. 

3.9 We ask the Minister to tell us the results of his Department’s consultations about 
the Communication and to give us progress reports on the discussion of the document 
by the Council and its working groups. Meanwhile, we shall keep the Communication 
under scrutiny. 

 
 
 

 
8 Commission Communication, page 12, ante-penultimate paragraph. 
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4  Veterinary medicinal products: maximum residue 
levels 

(28570) 
8653/07 
+ ADDs 1–2 
COM(07) 194 

Draft Regulation laying down Community procedures for the 
establishment of residue limits of pharmacologically active 
substances in foodstuffs of animal origin, and repealing Regulation 
(EEC) No 2377/90 

 
Legal base Article 37 and 152(4)(b) EC; co-decision; QMV 
Document originated 17 April 2007 
Deposited in Parliament 24 April 2007 
Department Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 
Basis of consideration EM of 21 May 2007 
Previous Committee Report None 
To be discussed in Council No date set 
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Not cleared; further information awaited 

Background 

4.1 Council Regulation (EEC) No 2377/909 provides that a pharmacologically active 
substance may be used in veterinary medicinal products administered to food-producing 
animals only if an evaluation shows that it meets the requirements needed to safeguard 
human health, and it also establishes a Community procedure for establishing maximum 
residue limits (MRLs) for such substances in foodstuffs of animal origin. In practice, the 
Regulation divides these substances into four categories — those for which an MRL has 
been agreed; those which pose no threat to human health, and for which no MRL is 
considered necessary; those for which a provisional MRL has been agreed for a specified 
period, pending further information; and those which may not be administered to food 
animals, and for which no MRL can be set. 

4.2 Because of concerns that the procedures set out in the legislation had led to a reduction 
in the availability of medicines for use in food-producing animals within the Community, 
and hence to adverse effects for public and animal health and animal welfare, the 
Commission launched in 2004 a wide-ranging consultation exercise on possible changes. 
The results of that exercise are now reflected in the proposals in this document. 

The current document 

4.3  The Commission says that, in addition to the decline in the number of veterinary 
medicines, the consultation had identified that the current legislation is difficult to 
understand, and had highlighted a number of other issues which needed to be addressed. It 

 
9 OJ No. L 224, 18.8.90, p.1. 
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has therefore proposed that Regulation 2377/90 should be repealed, and replaced by a new 
Regulation, incorporating various changes to the current procedures.  

4.4 Two of these relate to the need to tackle the recent reduction in the availability of 
medicines for food-producing animals. The first concerns the maximum residue levels set 
internationally under Codex Alimentaruis, which — even in cases where those levels have 
been supported by the Community — cannot at present be adopted in its own legislation 
without an assessment being carried out by the European Medicines Agency. The 
Commission has proposed that such levels should in future be accepted without a further 
risk assessment. (It is also hoped that Codex will reciprocate by accepting Community 
maximum residue levels in a similar fashion.) Secondly, it proposes that, where maximum 
residue levels have been set for specific circumstances (for example, the use of an antibiotic 
in poultry), consideration should be given to their extrapolation to other species and/or 
foodstuffs, where an authorised product is not available, and subject to the necessary risk 
assessments being carried out. 

4.5 The third change addresses concerns which have arisen in recent years over the 
presence in imports from third countries of substances which are not permitted for use 
within the Community. Since no MRL can be set for these, the Commission subsequently 
adopted Decisions10 which established minimum required performance levels (MPRLs), 
based on the analytical levels which it was felt laboratories in all Member States would be 
able to detect, as a means of determining the action to be taken in such cases and of 
ensuring a measure of effective and harmonised control. Thus, where analytical tests show 
residues at or above the MRPL, a consignment must be destroyed or re-despatched outside 
the Community: however, where the results are below the MRPL, the products may enter 
the food chain, subject to their being monitored by the Member State concerned for any 
evidence of a recurrent problem (in which case, the Commission has to be informed). 
Though the Commission’s intentions are far from clear, it appears to be proposing that 
there should be a new procedure under which it would assess and establish reference points 
for action in relation to those substances whose use is not permitted within the 
Community. 

The Government’s view 

4.6 In his Explanatory Memorandum of 21 May 2007, the Minister for Local Environment, 
Marine and Animal Welfare at the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 
(Mr Ben Bradshaw) says that effective controls need to be in place to ensure that the health 
and welfare of animals are protected, and that any residues of veterinary medicinal 
products are at concentrations which present no risk to the consumer. He adds that 
Council Regulation 2377/90 provides these controls, and that the UK also maintains a full 
monitoring programme of foodstuffs of animal origin in accordance with the associated 
Community legislation in order to check that residues of authorised veterinary medicinal 
products do not exceed MRLs, and that banned substances are not being used. 

4.7 As regards the changes now proposed, the Minister says that the current tried and 
tested procedures are not effected, and that the UK can support those relating to the Codex 

 
10 2002/651/EC (OJ No. L 221, 17.8.02, p.8.) and 2005/34/EC (OJ No. L 16, 20.1.05, p.61.). 
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and to the extrapolation of authorisations given for specific combinations, provided the 
scientific basis is sound and consumer protection is not compromised. However, he 
suggests that those aspects relating to imports from third countries will prove to be 
controversial, and that, whilst there is no doubt that a practical solution is needed, this 
needs to be scientifically sound, to protect consumers, to include measures to ensure 
consistency between Member States, and to avoid discriminating between Community 
producers. He adds that a Regulatory Impact Assessment will be prepared and submitted 
in the middle of July 2007. 

Conclusion 

4.8 Although many of the changes proposed here appear to be relatively straight-
forward, we are far from clear what changes the Commission has in mind regarding the 
presence of banned substances in imported produce, still less the thinking behind its 
proposal. Nor are we are greatly enlightened by what the Minister has said on this point 
in his Explanatory Memorandum. We would be grateful, therefore, if he could shed 
further light on this when he submits the promised Regulatory Impact Assessment. In 
the meantime, we are holding the document under scrutiny. 

 
 
 

5  Energy products taxation 

(28472) 
7512/07 + 
ADDs 1–2 
COM(07) 52 

Draft Council Directive amending Directive 2003/96/EC as regards the 
adjustment of special tax arrangements for gas oil used as motor fuel 
for commercial purposes and the coordination of taxation of 
unleaded petrol and gas oil used as motor fuel 

 
Legal base Article 93 EC; consultation; unanimity 
Department HM Treasury 
Basis of consideration Minister’s letter of 1 June 2007 
Previous Committee Report HC 41–xviii (2006–07), para 5 (25 April 2007) 
To be discussed in Council Not known 
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Not cleared, further information awaited 

Background 

5.1 The Energy Tax Directive, 2003/96/EC, sets out which energy products are concerned, 
the uses that make those products liable to tax, the minimum rates of taxation applicable to 
each product, depending on its use as a propellant, for industrial and commercial purposes 
or for heating, and specific exemptions from the normal rules. 

5.2 This draft Directive would amend the Energy Tax Directive to: 
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• increase the minimum tax rate for diesel to €359 (£241) per 1000 litres in 2012 and 
to €380 (£256) in 2014 as opposed to the current minimum of €302 (£203) per 1000 
litres, which is to rise to €330 (£222) in 2010. The unleaded petrol rate, currently 
€359 (£241) per 1000 litres would also rise in line to €380 (£256) by 2014; 

• provide those Member States already benefiting from transitional periods to meet 
the current and 2010 minimum rates with an additional period of two years to 
meet the 2012 rates and a further two year period to meet the 2014 rates; 

• provide that the non-commercial rate of diesel duty and the unleaded petrol rate 
cannot be lower than the commercial diesel rate; 

• allow Member States to lower their commercial diesel rate to below the national 
level in force on 1 January 2003, provided they observe the minimum rates and 
ensure the overall burden of taxation remains broadly the same through the 
introduction of a road user charging scheme; 

• remove the present condition that Member States wishing to lower their 
commercial diesel rate to below the national level in force on 1 January 2003 must 
also have had a level of national taxation in force on 1 January 2003 at least double 
the minimum rate for diesel set in the Directive; and 

• require Member States who apply a lower tax rate for commercial diesel to 
implement this by means of a non-discriminatory refund mechanism, common 
rules for which would be established by the Excise Committee, under the 
regulatory comitology procedure. 

5.3 The Commission says that the aim of the proposal is to reduce distortions of 
competition in the haulage sector, better protect the environment and reduce budgetary 
losses to Member States from fuel tank tourism (that is where hauliers divert a journey only 
in order to seek lower-taxed fuel in another Member State). 

5.4 When we considered this document in April 2007 we noted that as far as the UK is 
concerned the thrust of the proposal is unexceptionable except in two regards — a possible 
refund mechanism for implementing any differential between commercial and non-
commercial diesel rates and the question of implementation provisions for such a refund 
mechanism being subject to qualified majority voting. We said that before we consider the 
draft Directive further we wanted to hear about progress on those points, meanwhile the 
document remained uncleared.11 

The Minister’s letter 

5.5 The Financial Secretary to the Treasury (John Healey) tells us that the proposal has now 
been discussed in a Council working group. He says that: 

• there has been little real progress so far on a mechanism for implementing any 
differential between non-commercial and commercial diesel duty; 

 
11 See headnote. 
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• the Commission has still not provided any detailed evidence to support making a 
refund mechanism compulsory; 

• there has been slightly more about why the Commission favours this approach — it 
has argued that a refund mechanism is the only way that such a differential could 
be applied so as to be non-discriminatory and says this is the option strongly 
favoured by the oil industry, as it does not want to face a double streaming option 
(where there are two different pump prices); 

• the Government does not consider the Commission’s arguments in favour of a 
harmonised approach are convincing — it is not clear why another means of 
implementing such a differential could not also be non-discriminatory, for 
example an option which involved two pump prices; 

• the Government thinks that it is for Member States to consider, in the context of 
any decision to lower its rate of commercial diesel duty, how best to implement 
this, having taken into account all relevant factors, including the burdens on oil 
companies and hauliers, the administrative costs, and the risk of fraud of any 
particular scheme; and 

• following such an assessment, the most appropriate means of implementing a 
differential may well prove to be different in different Member States, suggesting 
that they should retain flexibility in this regard. 

5.6 Turning to the question of implementation provisions for such a refund mechanism 
being subject to qualified majority voting the Minister reiterates that the Government 
could not support such an approach as it runs counter to its established policy of fiscal 
matters being determined by unanimity. 

Conclusion 

5.7 We are grateful to the Minister for this report. However it is clear that the question 
of a compulsory refund mechanism is far from settled and we will continue to hold the 
document under scrutiny until the Minister is able to give us an account of a more 
definite text on this issue for our consideration. 

5.8 As for the Minister’s comment about any implementing provisions and qualified 
majority voting we take this to mean the Government would veto any text that allowed 
this. We are content with such a position. 
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6  European Indicator of Language Competence 

(28553) 
8387/07 
COM(07) 184 

Commission Communication: Framework for the European survey of 
language competences 

 
Legal base — 
Department Education and Skills 
Basis of consideration Minister’s letter of 5 June 2007  
Previous Committee Report HC 41–xxi (2006–07), para 2 (9 May 2007) 
Discussed in Council 25 May 2007  
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Cleared 

Previous scrutiny 

6.1 In 2002 the Barcelona European Council called for the “teaching of at least two foreign 
languages from a very early age” and “for the establishment of a linguistic competence 
indicator”.12 In 2005, the Commission made proposals for the indicator. Every three-years 
a sample of 15 year-olds would be tested for their competence in two languages other than 
their mother tongue.13  

6.2 In May, we considered this Communication, which set out the Commission’s further 
proposals for the survey of language competences.14 The main proposals were as follows: 

• The first survey should be conducted in the first six months of 2009. 

• The 2009 survey should test reading comprehension; listening comprehension; and 
writing. The Commission would develop a test of speaking foreign languages for 
use in subsequent surveys. 

• The 2009 survey should test competence in the five most commonly taught EC 
languages — English, French, German, Spanish and Italian. The tests in any 
particular country would be of the two languages most commonly taught in that 
country.  

6.3 The Minister of State for Lifelong Learning, Further and Higher Education at the 
Department for Education and Skills (Bill Rammell) told us that the Commission’s 
proposal for the tests to be carried out in the first half of 2009 was against the express and 
unanimous opinion of the Advisory Board on the European Indicator of Language 
Competence, a body of language experts from the Member States. He said that the UK 
would have major problems with a survey in 2009 because it would clash with the next 
round of OECD PISA (surveys of the reading, maths and science skills of 15-year olds) and 

 
12 Barcelona European Council, 15/16 March 2002, Presidency Conclusions, Part I, paragraph 44. 

13 (26769) 11704/05: see HC 34–xxviii (2005–06), para 10 (10 May 2006).  

14 See HC 41–xxi (2006–07), para 2 (9 May 2007). 
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with an international study of civics and citizenship education. The Government would 
resist any attempt to start the fieldwork during 2009.  

6.4 We supported the robust position the Government intended to take on this point at the 
Council of 25 May. We asked the Minister to tell us the outcome of that discussion. 
Meanwhile, we kept the Communication under scrutiny. 

The Minister’s letter of 5 June 2007  

6.5 The Minister tells us that, at the Council meeting, he objected to the proposal to carry 
out the survey in 2009. The UK’s view was supported by many Member States and the 
Commission agreed to put back the survey until 2010. The Council also agreed that 
subsequent surveys would include tests in all the official EU languages. 

Conclusion 

6.6 We welcome the outcome of the Council’s discussion on 25 May and clear the 
Communication from scrutiny. 

 
 
 

7  EU shipbuilding initiative (LeaderSHIP 2015) 

(28604) 
9130/07 
+ ADD 1 
COM()7) 220 

Commission working document: LeaderSHIP 2015 Progress Report 

 
Legal base — 
Department Trade and Industry  
Basis of consideration EM of 11 June 2007 
Previous Committee Report None; but see (25094) HC 42–xxix (2003–04), para 8 

(21 July 2004); HC 42–ix (2003–04), para 13 (4 
February 2004) 

To be discussed in Council No date set 
Committee’s assessment Politically important  
Committee’s decision Cleared 

Background 

7.1 We considered the Commission Communication on the EU shipbuilding initiative 
(LeaderSHIP 2015) on 4 February and 21 July 2004, when we cleared it from scrutiny. We 
noted that the initiative sought to ensure the long-term prosperity of the European 
shipbuilding and repair industry and to make EU shipbuilders (naval and commercial) and 
marine equipment suppliers world leaders in their field by 2015.  
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7.2 In that context, we noted that the Commission, with the full support of the LeaderSHIP 
2015 Advisory Group, was seeking the enforcement of the World Trade Organisation 
(WTO) rules in shipbuilding, notably in tackling the unfair trading practices of the 
Republic of Korea. We noted that a WTO Dispute Settlement Panel had been set up in 
August 2003 and was expected to complete its proceedings in early 2005.  

7.3 The present document is a report by the Commission on progress to date since 2002–
03. 

The Commission working document 

7.4 The paper first notes that there have been generally positive results on new shipbuilding 
orders over the past few years. European yards have seen the value of orders more than 
triple between 2002 and 2005, growing at a faster rate in 2004 -05 than in any other region 
of the world. The paper considers that Europe’s highly-specialised shipbuilding industry is 
competitive, flexible and well-equipped to face the future, although recent large increases 
in capacity, mainly in Asia, are likely to make the trading environment more challenging. 
An annex to the paper notes that Europe retains a share of around 20% of the global 
market for merchant shipbuilding. 

7.5 The paper goes on to review progress on the eight themes of the LeaderSHIP initiative, 
namely; 

i) establishing a level playing field in world shipbuilding, 

ii) improving research development and innovation investment, 

iii) developing advanced financing and guarantee schemes, 

iv) promoting safer and more environmentally-friendly ships, 

v) a European approach to naval shipbuilding needs, 

vi) protection of intellectual property rights, 

vii) securing access to a skilled workforce, 

viii) building a sustainable industry structure. 

7.6 The salient points identified in the paper may be summarised as follows. The paper 
notes that the WTO ruling in the case against the Republic of Korea “offered little help to 
European shipbuilding” and that the OECD negotiations on a shipbuilding agreement to 
address the problems of subsidies and unsustainably low prices have been “paused” with 
no expectation that they will be restarted soon. The paper notes progress in negotiations 
with China and the possible opening of negotiations with Korea on a Free Trade 
Agreement. 

7.7 In relation to research and development, the paper notes that Europe “accounts for 
almost all ship innovations” and that updated provisions on innovation aid to shipyards 
have been in force since 2004. On financing and guarantee schemes, the paper refers to a 
workshop convened by the Commission in 2006 involving the Member States, the industry 
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and the European Investment Bank to consider a scheme for pre-delivery financing for 
shipyards. The Commission is also considering the possibility of a Community budget 
allocation of funds to back a guarantee fund for shipyards. In relation to promoting safer 
and more environmentally-friendly ships, the paper notes that the Commission intends to 
produce a Green Paper on ship dismantling and refers to work within the International 
Maritime Organization and the International Association of Classification Societies on ship 
construction standards.  

7.8 In relation to the skills of the workforce, the paper notes that the Community of 
European Shipyards Associations (CESA) and the European Metalworkers Federation 
(EMF) have been made European social partners, and are consulted on Commission social 
policy proposals. CESA and EMF set up an event, “Shipyard Week”, in March 2006 to 
improve the attractiveness of shipyards as a workplace for young graduates and 
professionals, and a similar exercise is planned for 2008. 

The Government’s view 

7.9 In her Explanatory Memorandum of 11 June the Minister for Industry and the Regions 
at the Department of Trade and Industry (Margaret Hodge), acknowledges the progress 
made to date under the LeaderSHIP 2015 initiative and broadly supports the 
recommendation in the paper for continued activity.  

7.10 The Minister reviews each of the themes identified in the paper, but notes that the 
Government is not persuaded by the Commission’s arguments for pan-EU guarantee 
arrangements for shipbuilding. The Minister adds that the Government supports the 
promotion of safe and environmentally-friendly shipping, but believes that the most 
appropriate forum is the International Maritime Organization, notable on the question of 
devising an international solution for ship recycling. 

7.11 In relation to workforce skills, the Minister states that the Government accepts the 
need actively to address skills issues through a wide range of activities, and notes the launch 
on 10 July 2006 of a Marine Sector Skills Agreement involving employers, unions, 
Government and delivery agents and the inclusion of activities aimed at the marine sector 
in the National Skills Academy for Manufacturing. 

Conclusion 

7.12 The Commission’s working paper presents an encouraging picture of the state of 
the European shipbuilding industry, and provides a helpful overview of the factors 
accounting for its success. 

7.13 We have no questions to put to the Minister and we are content to clear the 
document.  
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8  Joint technology initiatives 

(a) 
(28672) 
9884/07 
SEC(07) 692 
 
(b) 
(28635) 
9686/07 
COM(07) 241 
 
+ ADD 1 
 
 
+ ADD 2 
 
 
(c)  
(28639) 
9685/07 
COM(07) 243 
 
+ ADD 1 
 
 
+ ADD 2 

 
Commission staff working document — Joint Technology 
Initiatives: Background, State-of-Play and Main Features 
 
 
 
Draft Regulation setting up the Innovative Medicines Initiative 
Joint Undertaking 
 
 
Commission staff working document: impact assessment of the 
proposal 
 
Commission staff working document: summary of impact 
assessment 
 
 
Draft Regulation to establish the “ARTEMIS Joint Undertaking” 
to implement a Joint Technology Initiative in Embedded 
Computing Systems 
 
Commission staff working document: analysis of the effects of 
the proposal 
 
Commission staff working document: summary of the analysis 

 
Legal base (a) None 

(b) and (c) Article 171 EC; consultation; QMV 
Document originated (All) 15 May 2007  
Deposited in Parliament (a) 5 June 2007  

(b) 18 May 2007  
(c) 21 May 2007  

Department Trade and Industry 
Basis of consideration EMs of 5 June 2007  
Previous Committee Report None 
To be discussed in Council (All) No date set 
Committee’s assessment (All) Politically important 
Committee’s decision (All) Cleared but further information requested on 

documents (b) and (c) 

Background 

8.1 Article 171 of the EC Treaty authorises the Council to set up joint undertakings for the 
efficient execution of Community research and development (R&D).  



32    European Scrutiny Committee, 25th Report, Session 2006–07 

 

8.2 The budget for the EC’s 7th Framework Programme for R&D is €51.3 billion for 2007–
13.15 The Framework Programme comprises four specific programmes (“Cooperation”, 
“Ideas”, “People” and “Capacities”). Both the Framework Programme and the Cooperation 
programme refer to Joint Technology Initiatives. The Competition programme describes 
the Initiatives as follows: 

“In a limited number of cases, the scope of [an R&D] objective and the scale of the 
resources involved justify setting up long term public private partnerships in the 
form of Joint Technology Initiatives. These initiatives, mainly resulting from the 
work of European Technology Platforms and covering one or a small number of 
selected aspects of research in their field, will combine private sector investment and 
national and European public funding, including grant funding from the Research 
Framework Programme and loan finance from the European Investment Bank. Joint 
Technology Initiatives will be decided on the basis of separate proposals (eg on the 
basis of Article 171 of the Treaty).”16 

8.3 Joint Technology Platforms are informal networks which are led by industry and bring 
together researchers, businesses and public authorities. They define medium- to long-term 
agendas for strategic research. 

Document (a) 

8.4 Document (a) is a background paper on Joint Technology Initiatives (JTIs). It describes 
the origin and purpose of JTIs; summarises some of their benefits; discusses the 
compatibility of JTIs with EC competition rules; and describes common features of the 
Initiatives. 

8.5 Through the work of the Joint Technology Platforms, six areas have been identified 
which appear particularly suitable for JTIs. They are as follows: 

 

Name of JTI Total budget 
(€ billions) 

Requested EC 
contribution (€ billions) 

Innovative medicines 2.0 1.0 

Embedded computing systems 2.7 0.42 

Fuel cells and hydrogen 0.8–0.9 0.4–0.45 

“Clean sky” 1.6 0.8 

Nanoelectronics 3.0 0.42–0.45 

Global monitoring for environment and 
security 

(to be confirmed) (to be confirmed) 

 

 
15 (26581) 8087/05: see HC 34–xxx (2005–06), para 12 (24 May 2006). 

16 (26879) 12736/07: draft Decision concerning the Specific Programme “Cooperation”, Annex I, page 25. 



European Scrutiny Committee, 25th Report, Session 2006–07    33 
 

 

8.6 According to document (a), the following are among the advantages of JTIs; 

• Industry’s financial contribution can be higher than it is in traditional collaborative 
research projects falling within the Framework Programme.  

• JTIs can receive funding not only from the Framework Programme but also from 
the Structural Funds and, in some cases, from Member States, too.  

• SMEs are likely to find participation in JTIs more attractive than in traditional 
collaborative research projects.  

• Membership of JTIs is open to third countries outside the European Economic 
Area. 

8.7 The JTIs will have a number of common features. For example, all six would be 
established as joint undertakings under Article 171 of the EC Treaty. They would be 
classified as Community bodies. The Community Financial Regulation would apply to 
them and the Community Staff Regulation would apply to the staff of the joint 
undertakings.  

Document (b) — the Innovative Medicines Initiative 

8.8 In its explanatory memorandum on the draft Regulation to establish the Innovative 
Medicines Initiative Joint Undertaking (IMI JU), the Commission says: 

“Drug development is a very long and costly business. Having once been world 
leader in pharmaceutical research, Europe is now lagging in research investment, 
both public and private. The IMI JTI aims to improve this situation by a unique 
collaboration in the pharmaceutical sector. For the first time, competitor 
pharmaceutical companies will collaborate on research to improve the drug 
development process. Participation of academia and clinical centres, small and 
medium sized enterprises (SMEs), patient organisations and public authorities 
(including regulators) will be essential and will lead to faster uptake of results.”17 

8.9 The draft Regulation provides for the founder members of the IMI JU to be the 
European Commission and the European Federation of Pharmaceutical Industries and 
Associations (EFPIA). The EFPIA is a non-profit organisation representing the research-
based pharmaceutical industry in Europe. It took the lead in setting up the European 
Technology Platform on Innovative Medicines. The Technology Platform developed a 
Strategic Research Agenda and the Commission proposes the Joint Undertaking as the 
means to implement it. Member States, countries associated with the 7th Framework 
Programme and other legal entities which support R&D would be entitled to apply to 
become members of the IMI JU.  

8.10 The main objectives of the IMI JU would be to: 

• support pre-competitive pharmaceutical R&D in the Member States and associated 
countries, overcoming research bottlenecks in the drug development process; 

 
17 (28635) 9686/07, page 2, final paragraph. 
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• support the implementation of the Strategic Research Agenda, notably by giving 
grants to projects; and 

• increase research investment in the biopharmaceutical sector by pooling resources 
and fostering collaboration between the public and private sectors.  

8.11 The R&D projects supported by the Joint Undertaking would be related to: 

• safety evaluation; 

• efficacy evaluation; 

• knowledge management; and  

• education and training. 

8.12 The total budget of the IMI JU for 2008–17 would be €2 billion, comprising a financial 
contribution of not more that €1 billion from the Community and an equal amount in 
kind from pharmaceutical companies which are members of the EFPIA. 

8.13 The JU would be located in Brussels. It would be run by: 

• A Board comprising representatives of the Commission, the EFPIA and the other 
members. It would have overall responsibility for the operations of the IMI JU, 
including the admission of new members, the annual budget, the guidelines for the 
evaluation and selection of projects for grant and the appointment of the Executive 
Director. 

• An Executive Office, comprising the Executive Director and supporting staff, with 
day-to-day responsibility for the management and operations of the JU. 

• A Scientific Committee with no more than 15 members who would be 
representative of universities, patient organisations, industry and regulatory bodies. 
It would advise on, for example, the continued relevance of the Strategic Research 
Agenda and the JU’s annual scientific priorities. 

The Government’s view on document (b) 

8.14  The Minister of State for Science and Innovation at the Department of Trade and 
Industry (Malcolm Wicks) tells us that the IMI is not intended to develop new medicines 
but to research new and more effective ways of predicting the safety and efficacy of 
medicines. This should, for example, help the pharmaceutical industry identify promising 
products early in their development, and weed out those which are not promising, so 
reducing ineffective expenditure on R&D. 

8.15 The Minister adds that: 

“The UK Government strongly supports the aims of the Innovative Medicines 
Initiative. The UK pharmaceutical industry is a European leader. All the world’s 
leading pharmaceutical companies have significant manufacturing and/or R&D 
operations in the UK. Industry in the UK has discovered and developed more 
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leading medicines than any other country apart from the USA and as much as the 
rest of Europe combined. … The strength of the UK pharmaceutical sector and the 
UK science base should put the UK in a good position to obtain substantial funding 
from the IMI.”  

8.16 The Minister notes that the proposal would not impose any new financial burdens on 
the UK Government because Member States would not be required to make a direct 
financial contribution to the IMI. 

Document (c) — the Embedded Computing Systems Initiative 
(ARTEMIS) 

8.17 “Embedded computing systems” are microprocessors embedded in such products as 
cars, mobile phones, home appliances and medical instruments. They currently account 
for more that 90% of computing devices. Embedded computing systems are expected to 
account for over 40% of the final value of consumer electronic products within the next 
five years. 

8.18 The Commission says, however, that the present structure of industry in the EC does 
not provide the necessary conditions in which to develop embedded systems and their 
application. Research investment in the EC lags well behind investment in the USA and 
Japan. Moreover, research funding in Europe is fragmented. 

8.19 It is against this background that the ARTEMIS18 Technology Platform was set up in 
2004 to bring together research institutions, businesses, public authorities and others 
concerned with embedded systems. The Technology Platform’s work led to the 
development of this proposal for a Joint Technology Initiative on Embedded Computing 
Systems (the ARTEMIS JTI). The aim is to create a single, Europe-wide R&D programme 
to help EC industry achieve world leadership in embedded computing technologies. 

8.20 The draft Regulation provides for the establishment of the ARTEMIS Joint 
Undertaking to give effect to the JTI in the period 2008–2017. It would be located in 
Brussels. Its objectives would include: 

• defining and implementing a research agenda for embedded computing systems; 

• selecting R&D projects to be part-funded by the Joint Undertaking; and 

• fostering collaboration between the public and private sectors, pooling resources 
and increasing total R&D investment in embedded computing systems. 

8.21 The members of the Joint Undertaking would be the European Commission, 
ARTEMISIA (an association representing companies and other R&D organisations active 
in work on embedded systems), and — if they wish and their applications are accepted — 
Member States, interested third countries and any legal entity capable of making a 
substantial financial contribution to the achievement of the objectives of the Joint 
Undertaking. 

 
18 “ARTEMIS”: advanced research and technology for embedded intelligence and systems. 
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8.22 The Joint Undertaking’s running costs would be met by financial contributions from 
ARTEMISIA (not exceeding €30 million) and the Community (up to €10 million); and 
contributions in kind from other members. Selected research projects would receive 
financial support from the Community (up to a total of €410 million for 2008–17) and 
from Member States which are members of the Joint Undertaking. Projects would also 
receive contributions in kind from R&D organisations. 

The Government’s view on document (c) 

8.23 The Minister notes the Commission’s estimate that every Euro contributed to the JU 
from Community funds will “leverage” the contribution of a total of seven Euros from 
companies, research institutes, Member States and third countries. He says that UK-based 
companies and higher education institutions are likely to benefit from the ARTEMIS JTI. 
The Government will consider whether to become a founding member of the JU or to join 
later. The Government has some concerns about the detailed arrangements for the 
governance of the JU which it will raise during the negotiations on the draft Regulation. 

Conclusion 

8.24 In our view, document (a) provides a very useful explanation of the origin and 
purpose of the Joint Technology Initiatives. We are familiar with the proposals for 
Initiatives on innovative medicines and embedded computing systems from our 
detailed scrutiny last year of the draft Regulations to establish the EC’s 7th R&D 
Framework Programme and the specific Cooperation Programme. Documents (b) and 
(c) are the necessary consequence of the Council’s adoption of those two Regulations. 

8.25 We are grateful to the Minister for his helpful Explanatory Memoranda. There are 
no questions we need put to him at this stage and we are content to clear all three 
documents from scrutiny. We should, however, be grateful if he would send us progress 
reports about the negotiations on documents (b) and (c).  
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9   EU-Russia relations 

(26607) 
8799/05 
+ ADD 1 

EU-Russia: Road Maps for the Common Economic Space, the Common 
Space of Freedom, Security and Justice, the Common Space of 
External Security and the Common Space on Research, Education and 
Culture 

 
Legal base — 
Department Foreign and Commonwealth Office  
Basis of consideration Minister’s letter of 5 June 2007 
Previous Committee Report HC 41–v (2006–07), para 12 (10 January 2007); also 

see HC 34–xxxiii (2005–06), para 15 (28 June 2006); 
HC 34–i (2005–06), para 6 (4 July 2005); and (25804): 
HC 42–xxvii (2003–04), para 17 (14 July 2004)  

To be discussed in Council — 
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Debated in European Standing Committee on 20 

October 2005 
 

Background 

9.1 The Common Strategy instrument was created by the Amsterdam Treaty, as the means 
of setting out the objectives, overall policy guidelines, organisation and duration of the 
EU’s external policies towards geographic or thematic areas. The EU’s Common Strategy 
on Russia — its first — was adopted at the June 1999 Cologne European Council, for a 
period of four years. It had four objectives: 

• encouraging the democratic reform process in Russia; 

• encouraging economic reform; 

• promoting regional and global stability and security; and 

• promoting cooperation with Russia on areas of common concern such as 
international crime and environmental questions. 

9.2 In July 2004, our predecessors considered a Council Report on the main lines of a 
proposed successor. The Common Strategy had had limited success, being described by the 
then Minister for Europe as “long and diffuse”, and not clearly signalling what the EU’s 
specific priorities were. It had never enjoyed any “buy-in” from Russia. And it had been 
overtaken by developments elsewhere in the EU-Russia relationship, culminating in the 
May 2003 St Petersburg EU-Russia summit, which envisaged the development of relations 
instead taking place within an Action Plan embracing four Common Spaces — a common 
economic space (building on the notion of a Common European Economic Space); a 
common space of freedom, security and justice; a space of cooperation in the field of 
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external security; and a space of research and education. Work accordingly proceeded on 
this proposal, within the framework of the Partnership and Co-operation Agreement.  

The Four Common Space Road Maps 

9.3 The main lines of a Joint EU-Russia Action Plan on the four “Common Spaces” were 
forwarded to Russia in April 2004, for agreement at the May Moscow EU-Russia summit. 
But, in July, Russia had yet to respond. Since it seemed that lack of political will on the 
Russian side had limited progress on the Common Strategy, and given the overlap between 
its four objectives and the four Common Spaces, the previous Committee could see no 
obvious reason why the latter was bound to be more effective. They were concerned that 
the EU might be tempted to backslide in some of the more contentious areas — especially 
in governance issues — in order to make progress elsewhere. They accordingly asked for 
information on those main lines forwarded to Russia.19 Several exchanges of 
correspondence culminated in an Explanatory Memorandum of 7 June 2005 from the 
Minister’s successor with the full text of the four Road Maps agreed at the 10 May 2005 
EU-Russia Summit: 

Common Economic Space 

The objective is to create an open and integrated market, bringing down barriers to 
trade and investment and promoting reform and competitiveness, based on the 
principles of non-discrimination, transparency and good governance.  

Common Space of Freedom, Security and Justice 

The underlying principles are democracy, the rule of law, respect for human rights 
and fundamental freedoms, including free and independent media and the effective 
application of common values by independent judicial systems. Implementation 
should lead to agreements on readmission and visa facilitation, and facilitate 
promote greater contact. Regular EU-Russia consultations on human rights fall 
within this space, as does cooperation on combating terrorism, organised crime and 
corruption. 

Common Space of External Security 

This underlines the shared responsibility of the EU and Russia for an international 
order based on effective multilateralism, including cooperation to strengthen the 
roles and effectiveness of the United Nations, the OSCE and the Council of Europe. 
Both parties will strengthen cooperation and dialogue on security and crisis 
management, notably in relation to terrorism, the proliferation of WMD and 
existing and potential regional and local conflicts — with particular attention to “the 
common neighbourhood”, to promote resolution of frozen conflicts (e.g. in 
Transnistria, Abkhazia, South Ossetia and Nagorno-Karabakh), where the EU would 
continue to provide humanitarian assistance and support economic rehabilitation, 
confidence building and efforts to tackle poverty and human rights abuses. 

 
19 25804 —: see HC 42–xxvii (2003–04), para 17 (14 July 2004). 
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Common Space on Research, Education and Culture 

This aims to promote economic growth and strengthen competitiveness, reinforce 
links between research and innovation, encourage close cooperation in the field of 
education and promote cultural and linguistic diversity. A European institute in 
Moscow, co-funded by the EU and Russia, would be set up in 2006. 

9.4 The then Minister said that the challenge was to press ahead with implementation and 
deliver practical, mutual benefits. As “political documents [are] not legally binding 
agreements”, the Road Maps would not be put formally to the Council for approval, but 
submitted for the Council to take note. The need to preserve the confidentiality of the 
negotiations had left him unable to share any of the contents of the Road Maps with the 
Committee earlier. 

9.5 Our predecessors felt that, though it might no longer be called a Common Strategy, any 
“framework for the EU’s relations with Russia” was self-evidently of immense importance. 
The Common Strategy was judged to have failed because it did not set priorities and lacked 
political commitment. Progress had been made, to the extent that a joint list of priorities 
has been agreed, across a very wide agenda. Our predecessors felt, however, that the 
relationship should arguably aspire to somewhat more than “practical benefits”, and that 
the challenge was likely to be in making progress in those areas that tend to be grouped 
under the notion of “shared values” and which revolved around “good governance”, but 
which nonetheless had a real bearing on the attainment of long-term practical benefits. 
Although our predecessors did not wish the Minister to hold up agreement in the Council, 
they nonetheless recommended that the Four Common Spaces “Road Maps” be debated in 
European Standing Committee B, in time for the Government to be aware of the views of 
the House ahead of the 4 October EU-Russia Summit. The debate did not in fact take place 
until 20 October 2005, when European Standing Committee B agreed that the Road Maps 
“provide a valuable framework for the EU to achieve its objectives in its relations with 
Russia in the medium term”.20 

9.6 The Minister also agreed to update the Committee after each bi-annual Summit. The 
first such letter covered each Common Space in terms reminiscent of the diplomatic 
communiqué, and gave little insight into the nature of the discussions that had taken place, 
particularly on the areas about which our predecessors had expressed particular concern. 
But this was the first Summit under the new arrangements, so they decided to await further 
developments. 

9.7 A year ago, after the second EU-Russia Summit under the new arrangements (and the 
17th overall), the Minister for Europe (Mr Geoffrey Hoon) reported “some substantive 
progress”, particularly approval of visa facilitation and readmission agreements and on the 
basis for negotiations on a successor to the current Partnership and Co-operation 
Agreement (PCA; the legal framework document for EU-Russia relations, which expires in 
2007, but can be rolled forward until a successor is negotiated). There were also “frank 
discussions on areas important to the UK”. The EU noted continuing concerns stemming 
from the January Russia/Ukraine gas dispute interruptions; Russia stressed reliability as a 

 
20 Stg Co Deb, European Standing Committee, 20 October 2005, cols. 1–28 
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supplier, but did not agree to EU proposals to ratify the Energy Charter Treaty. The latest 
round of the EU-Russia Human Rights Consultations was welcomed. Discussion on 
Chechnya was particularly noted. On the common neighbourhood, the EU expressed the 
hope for progress on Nagorno-Karabakh in the South Caucasus; the Russian side was less 
optimistic. There was final agreement on the EU’s aid package to the North Caucasus. The 
EU stressed its concerns on Belarus and Moldova; the Russians defended their policy of 
engagement with Belarus. The Russians raised the Kosovo process as a possible precedent 
over questions of territorial integrity, including for the South Caucasus states’ frozen 
conflicts. The EU underlined its view of Kosovo’s unique situation. The incoming Finnish 
Presidency had put the EU’s relations with Russia as one of their priorities, which the 
Minister welcomed. He would continue to “sustain the focus on commitment to common 
values such as democracy, human rights, and respect for OSCE and Council of Europe 
principles”. 

9.8 Six months ago, the Minister for Europe said that although the Finnish Presidency had 
“made steady progress in the EU-Russia relationship”, there was no agreement on a 
mandate for negotiations on a new PCA because of Polish concerns to ensure the removal 
of a Russian ban on certain meat and plant exports. In the meantime, the “key outcome” of 
the Summit was the endorsement of the result of negotiations on the phasing out of 
charges for overflying Siberia, which would make European carriers significantly more 
competitive on routes between Europe and Asia. There were again “frank discussions” on 
other areas important to the UK. On human rights, the EU repeated its concern over the 
recent killing of journalist Anna Politkovskaya. On the common neighbourhood, the EU 
raised its concern over the state of Georgian-Russian relations and over the situation in 
Belarus. There were also discussions on energy: the EU stressed its desire that Russia ratify 
the Energy Charter Treaty; Russia said it was not ready to do so, but was ready to come to a 
deal on a new agreement with the EU that would respect the interests of both sides, 
including the principles of the ECT. There were discussions on a number of other 
international issues such as Kosovo, Iran, the Middle East and North Korea. The Kosovo 
process was questioned by Russia as a possible precedent over questions of territorial 
integrity, including for the South Caucasus states’ frozen conflicts, and the EU underlined 
its view of Kosovo’s unique situation. There was also discussion of the countries of the 
“common neighbourhood”, including Moldova and Belarus. As with the Finnish 
Presidency, Germany had identified relations with the EU’s eastern neighbours as well as 
Russia and Central Asia as a priority for its Presidency in the first half of 2007. He would 
again “continue to support the EU’s focus on commitment to common values such as 
democracy, human rights, and respect for OSCE and Council of Europe principles”.  

9.9 For our part, we noted that although it was gratifying to see early signs of concrete 
progress in such a key relationship, there remained important areas of considerable 
difficulty and difference, perhaps the most disturbing of which, we thought, was the new 
law on Non-Profit Organisations, which appeared not to have been discussed but about 
which the EU felt sufficiently concerned to issue a formal statement on 19 January. Six 
months later, there was a further element of concrete progress but again no sign of any 
meeting of minds on either the most pressing practical issue — energy cooperation — or 
on many of the other issues revolving around external security and “common values”. On 
the contrary, the situation and prospects appeared to have worsened considerably, with 
developments in the energy sector that had aroused widespread concern, a failure to find 
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common ground in challenges to international security such as Iran, Sudan and North 
Korea and events relating to “common values” that were even more egregious than the 
murder of Anna Politkovskaya.  

The Minister’s latest letter  

9.10 The Minister reports on the 19th EU-Russia Summit, which took place on 17–18 May 
in Samara, Russia. The EU side was led by the German Presidency, represented by 
Chancellor Angela Merkel, and European Commission President José Manuel Barroso. 
The Russian side was led by President Vladimir Putin. 

9.11 The Minister says that the Summit was “another useful opportunity for frank 
discussion on a broad agenda of areas important to the EU and the UK”. He continues as 
follows: 

“HMG continues to believe that it is important to engage Russia in discussion on 
areas of both mutual interest and disagreement. The EU was clear that the EU was 
united on key issues and that Russia’s difficulties with individual EU countries 
constituted problems with the entire EU.  

“The EU raised the human rights situation in Russia, stressing the need to allow 
freedom of assembly and expressing concern over the situation of non-governmental 
organisations in Russia. The EU repeated its concern over Russia’s reaction to the 
relocation of the Bronze Soldier memorial in Estonia.  

“There was also discussion of international issues. The EU used the opportunity to 
urge Russia to support the EU’s target to stabilise temperature increases due to CO2 
emission to 2˚C above 1990 levels. The EU re-iterated that Kosovo represented a key 
issue in European security. Both sides underlined the importance of the Quartet in 
the Middle East Peace Process, and they exchanged views on a United Nations 
Security Council Resolution on a tribunal to investigate the murder of Rafik Hariri. 
The EU stressed the need to encourage Afghanistan and Pakistan to work together to 
improve regional stability”. 

9.12 The Minister notes the continued failure to open negotiations on a successor to the 
current EU-Russia PCA due to the continuing Russian ban on imports of Polish food 
produce. However, “both sides stressed the need to continue high-level and intense co-
operation”. He concludes with the expectation that “relations with Russia will continue to 
be an important topic for the EU, under both the incoming Portuguese and future 
presidencies”.  

 Conclusion  

9.13  The post-Summit report is, in a sense, a substitute for the transparency lost in the 
change from a Common Strategy to the “Four Spaces” approach. Looking ahead, we 
should be grateful if future reports were less of a recital of the topics discussed and 
more of a rounded assessment, with an indication not just of what was covered, but also 
of what was said and how each party responded to the other. For example, it would have 
been surprising if the EU had not re-iterated that Kosovo represented a key issue in 
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European security, or EU concern over freedom of assembly and the situation of NGOs 
in Russia. But what were the Russian responses? And what does the Government think 
of the outcome, the challenges for ensuing Presidencies and how best to approach 
them?  

9.14 It would also be helpful to have these reports somewhat earlier after the Summit in 
question. 

9.15 On this occasion, the thinness of the Minister’s report perhaps illustrates not so 
much a reluctance to be more forthcoming as the extent to which the development of 
relations with post-Communist Russia continues to falter. Not only has there been no 
substantive progress over the past six months; in many respects, relations have 
deteriorated, and certainly in the areas encompassed by the first three “common 
spaces”. Developments in the energy sector continue to arouse widespread concern. 
There remains little sign of common ground in challenges to international security 
such as Kosovo, Iran, Sudan and North Korea. Events relating to the genuineness of 
“common values” continue to dog relations with individual Member States, challenge 
EU solidarity and undermine progress.  

9.16 International relations have, classically, involved parties seeking to identify each 
other’s interests and working towards mutual benefit where they coincide and 
resolution or containment where they conflict. There can be no doubt that (as the 
Minister says) “relations with Russia will continue to be an important topic for the 
EU”. A true partnership, however, can only be between those who share a common 
approach to the fundamentals. Some might see it as a dangerous and distracting 
chimera; others as an unavoidable aspiration. Either way, the essentials of a true 
partnership seem a distant prospect at present. 
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10  EU relations with Mauritania 

(27431) 
8378/06 
COM(06) 166 

Council Decision on the conclusion of consultations with the Islamic 
Republic of Mauritania under Article 96 of the revised Cotonou 
Agreement 

 
Legal base Articles 8, 9 and 96 of the Cotonou Agreement; QMV
Document originated 10 April 2006 
Deposited in Parliament 13 April 2006 
Department Foreign and Commonwealth Office  
Basis of consideration Minister’s letter of 1 June 2007 
Previous Committee Report HC 34–xxvii (2005–06), para 8 (3 May 2006); also see 

HC 34–xii (2005–06), para 16 (30 November 2005) 
Discussed in Council 15 May 2006 General Affairs and External Relations 

Council  
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Cleared, but further information requested (reported 

to the House on 3 May 2006) 

Background 

10.1 The Africa Caribbean and Pacific (ACP)-EC Partnership agreement signed in 
Cotonou on 23 June 2000 and revised in Luxembourg on 25 June 2005 (the Cotonou 
Agreement) provides a framework for relations between the EU and 77 countries of the 
ACP. At the heart of this cooperation is the European Development Fund. Article 96 of the 
Agreement allows for consultations between the EU and an ACP state if either Party is 
considered to be in breach of an “essential element” of the Agreement (i.e. respect for 
human rights, democratic principles or the rule of law). If no remedy to the situation is 
found, cooperation with the State concerned may be suspended, in whole or in part. 

10.2 On 29 November 2005 the European Union opened such consultations with the 
Islamic Republic of Mauritania, in response to the 3 August 2005 coup d’état that 
overthrew an elected Government. The background is outlined in our Twelfth Report of 30 
November 2005, when we cleared the relevant Commission Communication.21 

10.3 In its Explanatory Memorandum of 10 April 2006, which we considered on 3 May 
2006, the Commission reported that, at the outset of the consultations, the Mauritanian 
interim government gave 23 undertakings in the areas of respect for democratic principles, 
fundamental freedoms and rights, the rule of law, and good governance and promised to 
provide the EU with a report on their implementation by mid-January 2006, to be followed 
by regular quarterly reports on subsequent developments. The undertakings included 
compiling reliable and transparent electoral rolls and the subsequent holding of free and 
transparent elections, Constitutional amendments to be submitted to a referendum, civic 

 
21 See headnote. 
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awareness programmes involving political parties, civil society organisations, the media 
and the National Independent Election Commission, media reform, work on creating an 
independent human rights commission, application of laws banning slavery, judicial 
reform, and effective participation in the EITI.22 

10.4 The report having been submitted on time and having demonstrated that “steady 
progress” had been made, the Commission proposed a Council Decision to conclude these 
formal consultations and introduce “appropriate measures” under Article 96(2) of the 
Cotonou Agreement, as set out in a draft letter from the EU to the interim government. 
The measures were proposed “with a view to underpinning the process of transition, which 
is acknowledged to have delivered progress, while motivating the government to 
consolidate the progress of the undertakings concerning democratisation”, and related to 
each of the 23 earlier undertakings. They were to be valid for 18 months, and reviewed at 
least once every six months. Preparations would begin for programming activities under 
the 10th EDF (which will run from 2008–13), but would not be signed off until the country 
had “effectively returned to constitutional order after free and transparent presidential and 
parliamentary elections” and new democratically elected bodies had taken office. 

10.5 In his accompanying 26 April 2006 Explanatory Memorandum, the then Minister for 
Europe detailed the key elements of the draft letter, welcomed “this opportunity to 
promote democratic principles and respect for the rule of law in the Islamic Republic of 
Mauritania and to demonstrate the importance the EU attaches to the essential elements of 
the Cotonou Agreement”, supported the Commission’s approach and the measures 
outlined, and said that it was important that the EU played a constructive role in assisting 
Mauritania’s transition to democracy, monitored whether necessary reforms were 
implemented, and reviewed progress towards a return to constitutional order. The review 
mechanism enabled the EU to have this oversight, and take appropriate action should the 
Mauritanian authorities fail to deliver on their undertakings; this approach was also 
“consistent with the constructive role played by other international organisations, 
particularly the African Union”. 

10.6 We reported the Decision to open consultations because, given the introduction in the 
revised Cotonou Agreement of the link between development assistance and good 
governance, the Mauritanian authorities’ response seemed an obvious “test case” for these 
mutual undertakings by the EU and its ACP partners, the outcome of which would be 
bound to have much wider ramifications. We found it gratifying that, thus far, the EU’s 
confidence appeared to have been well-founded. We accordingly cleared the draft Council 
Decision, but asked the Minister to write to us in due course with the outcome of each of 
the joint reviews that were to be carried out over the next 18 months, and his assessment 
thereof, in the hope that we would be able to report further satisfactory progress.23  

 
22 The EITI is a multi-stakeholder initiative, with partners from governments, international organizations, companies, 

NGOs, investors, and business and industrial organizations. It aims to ensure that the revenues from extractive 
industries contribute to sustainable development and poverty reduction. At the core of the initiative is a set of 
Principles and Criteria that establish how EITI should be implemented. See http://www.eitransparency.org/ for 
further details. 

23 See headnote. 
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The Minister’s letter  

10.7 In this letter of 1 June 2007, the Minister for Europe at the Foreign and 
Commonwealth Office (Mr Geoffrey Hoon) has now written to us in the following terms: 

“The Commission sent a mission to Mauritania in February 2007. This was reviewed 
in Brussels at the end of March. The EU concluded that the progress made by the 
Mauritanian authorities was ‘remarkable’ given the number of commitments they 
had made, the range of areas in which they had made these commitments, and the 
time-scale they had set themselves. 

“The mission noted certain areas where the Mauritanian authorities still need to 
implement reforms. These include:  

— reforming media laws to make it easier for private radio stations to be opened; 

— the creation of a national human rights commission; 

— addressing the consequences of slavery (only recently abolished in Mauritania); 

— deepening judicial reform, including reassessing powers given to judges, and 
ironing out differences between Islamic and Western jurisprudence; 

— deepening reforms in the financial sector: including a new banking law; publication 
of the government’s accounts, and incorporation of the UN convention against 
corruption into national law. 

“EU Member States concluded that that the EU should maintain a dialogue with the 
Mauritanian authorities on their remaining commitments until the end of 
November 2007. The Commission will send a follow up mission to the country 
before this time.  

“There have been further developments in Mauritania since the EU’s review. On 25 
March Sidi Mohammed Ould Cheik Abdellahi was elected President of Mauritania. 
International observers judged the elections free and fair. The EU described the 
elections as calm, transparent and properly conducted, and concluded that the 
Mauritanian people had the opportunity to express their political will through free 
and pluralist elections.  

“The new government has continued to move in this encouraging direction: for 
example, it has recently implemented a new banking law. The Government will 
continue to engage with Mauritania both bilaterally and alongside our EU partners 
to help the country continue to develop in this positive direction”.  

Conclusion  

10.8 We are grateful to the Minister for this report, which indicates that progress has 
indeed been made, including the period since the time of the review. This is 
encouraging.  
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10.9 But some major issues remain to be tackled. We should therefore be grateful for a 
further report and assessment following the Commission’s review mission at the end of 
the year. We should particularly like to know at that time what position is proposed 
with regard to Mauritania and the 10th European Development Fund. 

 
 
 

11  Common Foreign and Security Policy  

(28599) 
— 
— 

Annual report from the Council to the European Parliament on the 
main aspects and basic choices of the CFSP 

 
Legal base — 
Department Foreign and Commonwealth Office  
Basis of consideration Minister’s letter of 5 June 2007 
Previous Committee Report HC 41–xxii (2006–07), para 17 (16 May 2007) 
To be discussed in Council 21 May 2007 Competitiveness Council 
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Cleared  

Background 

11.1 Under Article 21 EU, the European Parliament is to be consulted on the main aspects 
and basic choices of the EU’s Common Foreign and Security Policy and kept regularly 
informed by the Presidency and the Commission of the development of this policy. 

The 2006 Annual Report 

11.2 This report covers the year 2006 and also looks at perspectives for future action. The 
chapters into which the 119 page report is divided are: 

— CFSP and ESDP: instruments and institutional aspects 

— Financing of CFSP/ESDP 

— Counter Terrorism 

— Non-proliferation/disarmament/arms trade 

— Early warning and conflict prevention 

— Western Balkans 

— Eastern Europe and Central Asia 

— Mediterranean region and Turkey 
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— Middle East/Gulf 

— Africa 

— Transatlantic relations 

— Asia-Oceania 

— Latin America and Caribbean 

A six-page annex lists all the CFSP legislative acts carried out in 2006. 

11.3 The report was fully summarised and analysed by the Minister for Europe at the 
Foreign and Commonwealth Office (Mr Geoffrey Hoon) in his Explanatory Memorandum 
of 3 May 2007, and considered by us on 16 May. While appreciative of his helpful 
Explanatory Memorandum, and particularly his renewed commitment to keep us 
informed of developments as issues are discussed in working groups, ahead of the 
depositing of the draft legislation, we asked why this annual report had not been deposited 
for scrutiny since 2002.  

11.4 He also referred in the title of his Explanatory Memorandum to “(point G, paragraph 
43 of the Interinstitutional Agreement of 17 May 2006)”. Point G, paragraphs 42 and 43 of 
the IIA deal with the financing of Common Foreign and Security Policy.24 However, as 
paragraph 43 covers several aspects of the process whereby the European Parliament shall 
be consulted on CFSP, we were not clear precisely to what the Minister was referring, and 
asked him for clarification. 

11.5 More generally, we asked him to explain what changes had been introduced in 
paragraphs 42 and 43 by comparison with the IIA of 1999, and their significance in terms 
of the involvement of the European Parliament in the scrutiny of CFSP, particularly as to 
its focus and its financing. 

11.6  Finally, we recalled that, a year and a half ago, the then Minister for Europe, in 
commenting on the ESDP Report at the end of the UK Presidency, said that the key 
challenge was no longer institution building, but ensuring an effective EU response and 
making ESDP more active, more capable and more coherent, including through better co-
operation and coordination with other international organisations and non-EU states; and 
noted that the proposals listed in the Annex illustrated a CFSP that was very much in line 
with this approach.  

11.7 We also recalled, however, that at the informal Hampton Court meeting of EU Heads 
of State and Government in October 2005 the Secretary General/High Representative had 
noted that most of the increase in the CFSP budget was already earmarked, and that 
additional funding was likely to be required — without including a possible operation in 
Kosovo — and that there was general agreement at the meeting on the need for a 
substantial increase in funds to cover the common costs of EU crisis management 
operations and other CFSP measures, with the figure of €300 million per annum suggested 

 
24 See http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/site/en/oj/2006/c_139/c_13920060614en00010017.pdf for the full 

Interinstitutional Agreement 
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by one head of government having received widespread support — a figure which he said 
was, given the Union’s ambitions and capacities, not unreasonable.25  

11.8 Looking ahead, we asked that future Explanatory Memoranda on Presidency ESDP 
Reports should include an explanation and assessment of the financial context of both 
current and prospective activity, and asked that the same should apply with future CFSP 
annual reports. For now, it seemed to us that, with a large part allocated to the planned EU 
mission in Kosovo, a 2007 budget of €159.2 million was a long way short of the estimates 
under discussion 18 months ago, which suggested that the Union’s ambitions continued to 
run ahead of its willingness adequately to finance them. We asked for the Minister’s 
comments when he responded to the points raised above. 

11.9 We cleared the document ahead of its adoption at the 21 May Competitiveness 
Council.26 

The Minister’s letter 

11.10 The Minister for Europe responded in his letter of 5 June as follows:  

“I would like to apologise for the fact that Annual Reports have not been deposited 
since 2003 due to oversight. It appears that officials at the time mistakenly judged 
that the report was not subject to scrutiny. I am glad that my officials were able to 
resolve this confusion with your clerks and that you found the Explanatory 
Memorandum helpful.  

“You asked for an explanation of the reference in the title of the Explanatory 
Memorandum to point G, paragraph 43 of the Interinstitutional Agreement of 17 
May 2006. Point G, paragraph 43 is cited because it is in the complete title of the 
Annual Report. 

“Paragraph 43 of the 2006 Agreement differs from the corresponding paragraph in 
the 1999 Interinstitutional Agreement in three areas: 

• it places a new obligation on the Council to transmit the Annual Report to the 
European Parliament by 15 June each year; 

• it specifies that the CFSP Annual Report should include an evaluation of 
measures launched in the year covered by the report; 

• the Council Presidency is now required to keep the European Parliament 
informed by holding joint consultation meetings at least five times a year.  

“You also asked for Explanatory Memorandums covering future CFSP Annual 
Reports to include an explanation and assessment of the financial context of both 
current and prospective activity. I agree that would provide a useful opportunity for 
me to update Parliament on the financing of activity in this area and we will do so in 
forthcoming years. 

 
25 http://ue.eu.int/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/EN/reports/87644.pdf 

26 See headnote. 
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“With regard to the 2007 CFSP budget, the Commission currently calculates that 
€159.2 million should be sufficient but the start date for the Kosovo mission is the 
key variable. If necessary the Council can revert to the European Parliament. For 
2008, the Commission’s initial budget proposal is €200 million”. 

Conclusion  

11.11 Given the disparity between what seemed, at the Hampton Court meeting, to be a 
generally agreed figure of what was required and what is apparently earmarked for 
CFSP/ESDP activity, analysis of the financial component in future years will be of 
particular interest.  

11.12 In the meantime, we are grateful for this further information, which we are 
reporting to the House because of the level of interest in the subject matter.  

 
 
 

12  The EU and Central Asia: Strategy for a New 
Partnership 

(28674) 
— 
— 

Presidency Paper: The EU and Central Asia: Strategy for a New 
Partnership 

 
Legal base Article 13 EU; unanimity 
Department Foreign and Commonwealth Office  
Basis of consideration EM of 6 June 2007 
Previous Committee Report None 
To be discussed in Council 18 June 2007 GAERC 
Committee’s assessment Politically important  
Committee’s decision Cleared  

Background 

12.1 The Common Strategy instrument was created by the Amsterdam Treaty, as the 
means of setting out the objectives, overall policy guidelines, organisation and duration of 
the EU’s external policies towards geographic or thematic areas.  

12.2 The EU Strategy for Central Asia sets out the EU’s approach to promoting democracy, 
human rights, good governance and sustainable development, counter-terrorism, counter-
narcotics and energy security in Central Asia. It lays out how it intends to work within 
existing instruments, such as the Partnership and Co-operation Agreements and other co-
operation frameworks, to enhance cooperation. 
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12.3 In his 6 June 2007 Explanatory Memorandum, the Minister for Europe at the Foreign 
and Commonwealth Office (Mr Geoffrey Hoon) explains that: 

—  the December 2006 European Council mandated the incoming German Presidency to 
prepare the Strategy for adoption at the European Council in June 2007; 

— the Strategy will serve as the general framework for enhancing EU cooperation with the 
Central Asian states over the next 5–10 years; 

— it is not a legislative document, and sits alongside the European Commission’s 2007–
2013 Assistance Strategy for Central Asia, which provides the resources to support the 
strengthening of political dialogue with the Central Asian states; and 

—  it is based on “a clear sense, both within the EU and the Central Asia region, that the 
EU’s profile in the region was low, and fell some way behind that of Russia, China and 
the United States”.  

12.4 He notes that initial discussions on the Strategy between Member States centred on a 
draft paper prepared by EU Special Representative Pierre Morel and the Commission; 
following a meeting at Foreign Minister level in Astana, Kazakhstan, in March 2007 
between the EU Troika and the Foreign Ministers of the Central Asian states, the 
Presidency introduced a revised version which incorporated elements of the earlier draft 
and reflected comments made by the Central Asian Foreign Ministers during that meeting; 
Member States were invited to comment on the revised draft and further discussions were 
held in Brussels on 22 May; and the Presidency circulated the final version on 25 May. He 
encloses it with his Explanatory Memorandum. The 18 June General Affairs and External 
Relations Council is expected to agree the paper, prior to adoption by the 21–22 June 
European Council. 

The draft Common Strategy 

12.5 In its introduction, the paper notes that the Central Asian States — Kazakhstan, the 
Kyrgyz Republic, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan — lie at a strategically 
important intersection between the two continents. The time has come for a new 
partnership between the EU and Central Asian States in a globalised world. The EU has a 
strong interest in a peaceful, democratic and economically prosperous Central Asia. The 
aim of the EU Strategy is therefore to cooperate actively with the Central Asian States in 
reaching these goals as well as to contribute to safeguarding peace and prosperity in 
neighbouring countries. The Strategy builds on the progress which the Central Asian States 
have themselves made since attaining independence. It takes account of their common 
aspects as well as specific national contexts and requirements. It also builds on the results 
obtained under the implementation of the various Partnership and Co-operation 
Agreements, EU assistance programmes and other initiatives taken by the EU to support 
the states of Central Asia. 

12.6 The EU has an interest in security and stability as well as in adherence to human rights 
and the rule of law in Central Asian States because: 



European Scrutiny Committee, 25th Report, Session 2006–07    51 
 

 

— strategic, political and economic developments as well as increasing trans-regional 
challenges in Central Asia impact directly or indirectly on EU interests; 

— with EU enlargement, the inclusion of the Southern Caucasus into the European 
Neighbourhood Policy and the Black Sea Synergy Initiative, Central Asia and the EU 
are moving closer together; 

— significant energy resources in Central Asia and the region’s aim to diversify trade 
partners and supply routes can help meet EU energy security and supply needs. 

12.7 Security questions and regional economic development require close EU cooperation 
with each Central Asian state, taking into account their geographical location — in 
particular with respect to Afghanistan, Pakistan and Iran — in the areas of border 
management, migration, the fight against organised crime and international terrorism, as 
well as human, drugs, and arms trafficking. EU dependency on external energy sources and 
the need for a diversified energy supply policy in order to increase energy security open 
further perspectives for cooperation, to strengthen local energy markets, improve 
investment conditions, increase energy production and efficiency and diversify energy 
supply and distribution in the region. Priorities for cooperation with each Central Asian 
state will be according to its specific needs, requirements and performance, including 
human rights, good governance, democracy and social development. In order to address 
issues of particular importance, the EU will within the framework of this Strategy:  

— establish a regular regional political dialogue at Foreign Minister level;  

— start a “European Education Initiative” and support Central Asian countries in the 
development of an “e-silk-highway”; 

— start an “EU Rule of Law Initiative”; 

— establish a regular, result-oriented “Human Rights Dialogue” with each of the Central 
Asian States; 

— conduct a regular energy dialogue. 

12.8 As well as making full use of the potential of Partnership and Co-operation 
Agreements, Commission and Member States’ programmes, the EU will make greater use 
of cooperation frameworks such as the Baku Initiative. Cooperation with the UN, OSCE, 
the Council of Europe, NATO, international financial institutions and with other regional 
organisations and fora will be enhanced.  

12.9 The EU Special Representative (EUSR) “on behalf of the High Representative and in 
accordance with his mandate, together with the Commission and the Presidency, and 
without prejudice to Community competence”, will monitor the implementation process, 
make recommendations and report to relevant Council bodies on a regular basis.  

12.10 Use will be made of twinning and seconding staff between EU and Central Asian 
administrations or companies and public-private partnership initiatives. Interaction with 
international financial institutions will be strengthened, including the World Bank and the 
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD and the European 
Investment Bank (EIB).  
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12.11 The paper then develops each of these broad approaches in greater detail.  

Human rights, rule of law, good governance and democratisation  

12.12 The EU and its Member States intend to step up support for the protection of human 
rights and for the creation and development of an independent judiciary. The EU will co-
operate closely with the OSCE, the Council of Europe, the UN and the UN High 
Commissioner for Human Rights in this field. The EU will raise human rights issues with 
each Central Asian state by entering into a structured, regular and results-oriented human 
rights dialogue. The objectives with each of the countries should include: 

— discussing questions of mutual interest and enhancing cooperation on human rights, 
inter alia in multilateral fora such as the United Nations and the OSCE; 

— raising the concerns felt by the EU as regards the human rights situation in the 
countries concerned, information gathering and initiatives to improve the relevant 
human rights situation. 

12.13 The EU will respond to suggestions put forward by the Central Asian States and 
develop a Rule of Law Initiative which addresses the specific priorities identified by each 
country. EU Member States and the Commission will coordinate their projects closely. 
Within the framework of this Rule of Law Initiative, the EU will support the Central Asian 
States in core legal reforms, including reform of the judiciary, and in drawing up effective 
legislation, for example in the fields of administrative and commercial law, accession to the 
Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court and combating international crime in 
accordance with international law. The EU and Member States will aim to second judicial 
and administrative experts, provide training opportunities to experts from Central Asian 
States and organise and sponsor specialised conferences.  

12.14 They will coordinate closely with OSCE field missions, the Office for Democratic 
Institutions and Human Rights (ODIHR), bilateral programmes and the UN High 
Commissioner for Human Rights.  

12.15 A developed and active civil society and independent media being vital for the 
development of a pluralistic society, the EU will cooperate with the Central Asian States to 
this end and promote enhanced exchanges in civil society. 

Investing in the future: youth and education 

12.16 Bearing in mind that the majority of Central Asia’s population is under the age of 25, 
the EU and Member States will set up a European Education Initiative offering support in 
the fields of:  

— primary school education;  

— secondary school education; 

— vocational education and training;  
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— higher education cooperation, academic and student exchanges, under the new 
Erasmus Mundus facility and TEMPUS and bilaterally. 

The EU will support the development of regional education centres and European Studies 
Institutes, grant scholarships to European universities, support Central Asian States in 
linking with the EU e-network and global Internet-based communication networks 
through the development of an “e-silk-highway”, promote long distance learning and 
enable Central Asian students, teachers, academics and scientists to participate in modern 
forms of life-long learning.  

Promotion of economic development, trade and investment 

12.17 The EU will continue to support the development of market economy structures in 
Central Asia and cooperate with interested companies from the EU in a public-private 
partnership to promote the market economy. In particular, the EU will: 

— support deeper integration of Central Asia into the world trade and economic system, 
in particular through the WTO accession process and eventual membership; 

— support economic diversification with a view to promoting sustainable development by 
improving local skills and potential (science and technology, innovation, tourism), 
promotion of SMEs, development of basic infrastructure (road, rail, telecom, IT) and 
initiatives for know-how transfer and capacity building; 

— support substantial reforms of the financial systems, especially in the banking and 
micro credit sector;  

— help to enhance the Central Asian States’ ability to make better use of the available GSP 
and encourage regional trade; 

— develop better practical access to the EU market for Central Asian products; 

— help to develop legislative and institutional frameworks conducive to better business 
environments and to attracting foreign direct investment; 

— help the countries of the region improve their individual credit ratings in order to 
qualify for future lending programmes. 

Strengthening energy and transport links 

12.18 The EU and Central Asia “share a paramount interest in enhancing Energy Security 
as an important aspect of global security” and “a common interest in diversifying export 
routes, demand and supply structures and energy sources. … Increasing oil and gas 
exploitation will contribute to better world market supplies and will be conducive to 
diversification. Gas deliveries from the region are of special importance to the EU. … The 
exploitation of the energy resources of Central Asian States calls for substantial and 
sustained investment as well as for comprehensive policies addressing all the components 
of their energy sectors and facilitating access to most developed markets. The EU, for its 
part, is ready to consider all options for the development and transportation of these 
resources, in co-operation with other interested partners. … A market-based approach to 
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investment and procurement and transparent, stable and non-discriminatory regulatory 
frameworks guarantee, for all sources of energy, the best prices and increased opportunities 
for all stake-holders”.  

12.19 Against this background, the EU will conduct an enhanced regular energy dialogue 
with Central Asian States in the framework of the Baku Initiative.27 EU activities will also 
be based on the Energy Charter and bilateral MoUs on Energy issues. The EU will:  

— support the exploration of new oil, gas and hydro-power resources and the upgrading 
of the existing energy infrastructure;  

— support the rehabilitation of existing pipelines and the construction of new pipelines 
and electricity transportation networks inside the region and towards Europe; 

— contribute to regional energy security and cooperation, and widen export markets for 
Central Asian producers; 

— lend political support and assistance to Central Asian countries in developing a new 
Caspian Sea-Black Sea-EU energy transport corridor; 

— promote the creation of an integrated Central Asian energy market;  

— help to promote investment in energy projects, including public-private partnerships; 

— support transparency and capacity-building in statistics and in the governance of the 
energy sector; 

— support and enhance technological cooperation between the EU and the Central Asian 
States in the energy sector; 

— support sustainable energy development, including the development of energy 
efficiency, renewable energy sources and demand side management. 

Environmental sustainability and water 

12.20 Environmental issues related to the extraction and transport of energy resources as 
well as vulnerability to climate change and natural disasters are also matters of major 
concern. The EU will therefore: 

— support the implementation of the EECCA (Eastern Europe, Caucasus, Central Asia) 
component of the EU Water Initiative (EUWI-EECCA) for safe water supply and 
sanitation and integrated water resources management.  

— promote transboundary river basin management as well as regional cooperation under 
the Caspian Sea Environmental Convention;  

— support the integrated management of surface and underground trans-boundary water 
resources; 

 
27 Energy cooperation between the EU, the Littoral States of the Black and Caspian Seas and their neighbouring 

countries, launched at the Energy Ministerial conference held in Baku in November 2004. 
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— enhance co-operation for facilitating the financing of water related infrastructure 
projects, including through attracting IFIs and public-private partnership funds; 

— support regional capacity building on integrated water management and production of 
hydropower;  

— cooperate on climate change, combating desertification, safeguarding bio-diversity and 
improving sustainable management of forests; 

— encourage increased environmental awareness and the development of environmental 
civil society. 

Combating common threats and challenges 

12.21 The EU will seek to launch a close dialogue and cooperation on migration with 
regions of transit, origin and destination through the EU’s Global Approach to Migration 
and seek better coordination and cooperation between BOMCA,28 the OSCE and other 
border projects from Member States and third countries. Support for the development of 
modern border management in the region will be stepped up, including: 

— continuing to introduce the basic principles of integrated border management in 
border guard services and other relevant services; 

— working on specific border crossing points; 

— supporting transformation of border guards from a conscript to a professional service 
and from a purely military system to a more police-style law enforcement agency; 

— seeking increased involvement of customs services to facilitate trade; 

— updating the legal framework in accordance with international law in the field of 
combating organised crime (e.g., UN Convention against Transnational Organised 
Crime and its Protocols), with a focus on illegal migration, trafficking in human beings, 
preventing and countering drugs and precursors trafficking; improve institutional 
capacity of law enforcement agencies, and strengthen regional cooperation in fighting 
trans-national organised crime.  

12.22 At the same time, the EU will continue to offer its assistance to help the interested 
Central Asian States to manage migration in a more balanced manner.  

12.23 The EU will give greater support to the fight against corruption, the drug trade, 
human trafficking, illegal trade of weapons from and to Afghanistan and organised crime 
in Central Asia.  

12.24 It will step up cooperation with the Central Asian States to combat international 
terrorism.  

 
28 BOMCA/CADAP, the European Union’s assistance Programme on border management and drug action in Central 

Asia. 
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12.25 The EU will strengthen the fight against drugs with a specific EU presence in 
Dushanbe, support the rapid installation of the regional anti-drug centre (CARICC) in 
Almaty and intensify cooperation with UNODC29 with a view to tracking chemical 
precursors of heroin production. Cooperation with China and the Shanghai Co-operation 
Organisation on drug-trafficking will be strengthened. 

12.26 The Strategy includes an automatic review mechanism in June 2008 and every two 
years subsequently.  

The Government’s view  

12.27 The Minister says that the Strategy reflects the UK’s interests in a region that is likely 
to become increasingly important over the next 10 years, and continues as follows: 

“We have worked closely with the Presidency, Commission and other partners to 
ensure that our priorities are adequately reflected. As a result, the Strategy is now 
more realistic, and less likely to raise undue expectations in Central Asia that the EU 
does not have the political will or resources to fulfil. It contains a better balance 
between the EU’s strategic interests on energy security and the importance of human 
rights and good governance (which was previously down-played). And it includes at 
least some differentiation between the five Central Asian states (which are at 
different stages of political and economic development), whereas previous drafts 
tended to treat them as homogeneous bloc. At UK instigation, the final version of the 
Strategy now contains an important paragraph committing the EU to ‘work with 
each of the Central Asian countries to develop individual approaches to 
implementation, according to the specific needs and performance of each country, 
building on existing and future agreements, including Partnership and Co-operation 
Agreements’. 

“The robust section in the Strategy covering human rights, rule of law, good 
governance and democratisation commits the EU to continuing and establishing 
regular, result-orientated human rights dialogues with each of the Central Asian 
states. The human rights dialogues provide an opportunity to promote respect for 
human rights and fundamental freedoms. The UK welcomes the intention to 
intensify co-operation in human rights, good governance and democracy through 
closer co-operation with the Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe, 
the Council of Europe and the United Nations. While recognising that the EU 
cannot impose its own sense of democracy on individual countries, the UK believes 
that opportunities exist to work with the countries in the region to promote 
initiatives aimed at improving rule of law through support for independent 
judiciaries, transparency and the fight against corruption. To this end, for example, 
the UK suggested that the Strategy should include a reference to promoting the 
Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative within the region which has now been 
included, as well as additional references to capacity building and governance in the 
energy sector.  

 
29 The United Nations International Drug Control Programme. 
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“The UK welcomes the commitment in the Strategy to strengthening capacity in 
counter-narcotics by enhancing border management through targeted programmes 
and better co-ordination with the Organisation for Security and Co-operation in 
Europe and the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime to prevent trafficking of 
drugs and chemical precursors. Similarly, we welcome the commitment to step up 
co-operation with the Central Asian states in combating international terrorism.” 

Financial Implications 

12.28 The Minister says that there are no direct additional financial implications for the 
UK. Within the new external assistance instruments based on the EU budget for 2007–
2013, the Commission has allocated €750m for Central Asia, which will be disbursed 
through the European Commission Assistance Strategy for Central Asia for 2007–2013. 
The average annual allocation for the region will increase from €58m in 2007 to €139m in 
2013. 

Conclusions 

12.29 The Strategy is timely, comprehensive and ambitious. The elements are also — 
thanks to UK efforts, we are told — properly balanced. As the Strategy says in the 
introduction, “the development and consolidation of stable, just and open societies, 
adhering to international norms, is essential to bring the partnership between the 
European Union and Central Asian States to full fruition”. The current differences 
between the EU and the authorities in Uzbekistan over good governance issues, which 
we considered in our previous Report,30 and the latter’s failure to respond to 
international concern, illustrate the extent of the challenges that will have to be 
overcome in at least one instance before that full fruition is attained. The travails that 
the EU-Russia relationship is undergoing are also illustrative of the inherent difficulties 
in creating the sort of partnership to which the European Union naturally aspires, but 
which remains elusive and problematic.31 

12.30 Although the Minister says there are no financial implications for the UK, we 
presume that the UK will be involved in at least some of the bilateral programmes 
envisaged under the strategy. We should therefore be grateful if, when he submits an 
Explanatory Memorandum on the review, he outlines what relevant UK activity there 
has been and how much it cost. 

12.31 We now clear the document. 

 
 
 

 
30 (28664): see HC 41-xxiii (2006-07), para 18 (6 June 2007). 

31 See para 9 of this Report. 
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13  Presidency report on European Security and Defence 
Policy 

(28682) 
— 
— 

German Presidency Report on European Security and Defence Policy  

 
Legal base — 
Department Foreign and Commonwealth Office  
Basis of consideration EM of 8 June 2007and Minister’s letter of 11 June 2007
Previous Committee Report None; but see HC 41–iv (2006–07), para 13 (14 

December 2006) 
To be discussed in Council 21–22 June 2007 European Council  
Committee’s assessment Politically important  
Committee’s decision Cleared 

Background 

13.1 At their 1998 summit meeting in St Malo, the Prime Minister and President Chirac 
proposed that the European Union should have “the capacity for autonomous action, 
backed up by credible military forces”: in particular, the military capacity to take on 
humanitarian tasks, rescue, peace-keeping and the tasks of combat forces in crisis 
management (as listed in Article 17.2 EU, known as Petersberg tasks). These proposals 
were adopted at the Cologne European Council in June 1999.  

13.2 At the 1999 NATO Washington Summit and, subsequently, the December 2000 Nice 
European Council, both organisations agreed that the EU would act only where NATO as a 
whole was not engaged. NATO also agreed at the Washington summit to support ESDP 
with the so-called “Berlin-plus” arrangements, whereby the EU can call on key NATO 
facilities in order to run its own military operations. The Helsinki European Council in 
December 1999 set Member States a military capability target known as the Headline Goal 
— deploying 50–60,000 troops, capable of conducting the full range of Petersberg Tasks, 
within 60 days, sustainable for up to a year, with air and naval support as necessary, before 
the end of 2003. From the likely scenarios envisaged, the EU Military Staff (EUMS) 
generated the “Helsinki Headline Catalogue” which specifies which capabilities are 
required in each of 144 capability areas. Member States aimed to address these shortfalls 
through the November 2001 European Capabilities Action Plan (ECAP). 

13.3 Notwithstanding the findings of the first phase of ECAP in May, the June 2003 
Thessaloniki European Council confirmed that ESDP was operational across the full range 
of Petersberg tasks, albeit limited and constrained by recognised capability shortfalls. 

13.4 The work that remained to be done to fulfil all the aspects of the Helsinki Headline 
Goal led the June 2004 European Council nonetheless to approve a new Headline Goal 
2010, which focuses on the qualitative aspects of capabilities — interoperability, 
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deployability and sustainability — as the basis of Member States’ work on meeting 
capability shortfalls in the medium term. 

13.5 At the same time, the December 2003 European Security Strategy, identified, in place 
of large-scale aggression against any Member State, terrorism, proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction, regional conflicts, state failure and organised crime as “new threats 
which are more diverse, less visible and less predictable”. This and the EU’s Headline Goal 
2010 aspirations led in 2004 to the Battlegroups initiative — each Battlegroup based on a 
combined arms, battalion-size force (1,500 troops) reinforced with combat support and 
combat service support; sustainable in the field for 30 days, extendable up to 120 days; 
capable of standalone operations or for the initial phase of large operations; employable 
across the full range of both the Petersberg tasks and those identified in the European 
Security Strategy; designed specifically, but not exclusively, to be used in response to a 
request from the UN. 

13.6 At the 2004 Capability Commitment Conference, Member States made an initial 
commitment to the formation of 13 battlegroups. Four member states (UK, France, Italy 
and Spain) provided their national battlegroups at an early stage of the programme, and in 
2006 a German-French battlegroup with contributions from Belgium, Luxembourg and 
Spain had achieved partial operational capability for evacuation and extraction. From 
January 2007, the EU was to have the full operational capability to undertake two 
battlegroup-size rapid response operations, including the capability to launch both 
operations almost simultaneously. 

13.7 The EU’s civilian crisis management capability, or civilian ESDP, has developed in 
tandem, principally since the Helsinki European Council in December 1999. The June 
2000 Feira European Council listed four priority areas in which the EU should acquire 
civilian capabilities — police, the rule of law, civil administration and civil protection — 
with the goal by 2003 of a police force of up to 5,000 personnel contributing to 
international missions across the range of conflict prevention and crisis management 
operations. The December 2004 European Council endorsed a Civilian Headline Goal 
2008 which envisages the deployment of civilian ESDP capabilities within 30 days of the 
decision to launch a mission (e.g., to help with security sector reform and support to 
disarmament and demobilisation processes) while the December 2005 European Council 
agreed on a concept for setting up and deploying civilian response teams with the initial 
goal of a pool of up to 100 experts by the end of 2006 (for early assessment of a crisis 
situation, support for the establishment of civilian ESDP missions and support to an EU 
special representative or an ongoing civilian operation; mobilised and deployed within five 
days of a request).  

The ESDP Presidency report 

13.8 Each Presidency submits a report on European Security and Defence Policy to the 
European Council (in December or June): recording significant developments over the six 
months of each Presidency, referring where appropriate to activities undertaken in earlier 
months, highlighting progress in specific areas and drawing attention to others where 
further work is needed. The report concludes with a mandate from the Council for the 
incoming Presidency. 
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The German Presidency report 

13.9 The report is a record of ESDP developments during the German Presidency in the 
first half of 2007. The main sections are EU Operational Activities, Development of 
Civilian and Military Capabilities, Human Rights and Gender Issues, Africa and Co-
operation with International Organisations and third states. The report also covers the 
Civilian-Military Cell and Operations Centre; Space; Civil Military Co-ordination; 
Disarmament, Demobilisation and Rehabilitation and Security Sector Reform; Conflict 
Prevention; European Security and Defence Policy Training and Exercises. The report 
concludes with a mandate from the Council which prioritises areas for the Portuguese 
Presidency to take forward over the next six months.32  

13.10 In his 8 June Explanatory Memorandum, the Minister for Europe at the Foreign and 
Commonwealth Office (Mr Geoffrey Hoon) explains that the report is in three parts 
because “each section is currently being discussed in the relevant working groups”, and 
that a complete report will only be available shortly before it is passed to the Political and 
Security Committee for its agreement to submit the report to the European Council; and 
that, with the Political and Security Committee currently scheduled to see the report on 13 
June, there will not be sufficient time to clear the report before the European Council — 
hence the submission of this latest draft. He undertakes to forward a complete report as 
soon as it is available but says that, as the majority of the report has already been agreed in 
the working groups, he anticipates that “only small additions, such as the missing sections 
on Canada and Ukraine, and some textual amendments will be made before submission to 
the Political and Security Committee”. 

13.11 The Minister goes on to welcome the Report as a comprehensive description of 
progress and achievements in European Security and Defence Policy under the German 
Presidency, in which, he says, “the UK has continued to take a leading role in developing 
European Security and Defence Policy to ensure that it remains in line with our objectives 
of having a more capable, coherent and active policy, which has strong relations with other 
international organisations and non-EU states”. Once again he helpfully summarises the 
Report as follows. 

Operational Activities 

Bosnia 

“The mandate for the EU military mission in Bosnia expires December 2007. 
However, as a result of the Bosnian elections in October 2006 it was agreed to 
implement a transition plan authorising the draw down of troops from 6000 to 2500. 
The UK supported this decision as it was our view that the military mission in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina was now complete.  

“The draw down began in February 2007 and saw UK troops not being replaced on 
the completion of their tour in March 2007. A small force of EU military personnel 
remains to close down the mission’s Banja Luka HQ and ensure a smooth transition 

 
32 Set out in the Annex. 
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to the local authorities under the guidance of the EU police mission. This is expected 
to be completed by August 2007. 

“Of prime importance to the security sector is the implementation of effective police 
reform. The EU police mission, EUPM, continues to play an important role in this 
process and is working hard on building indigenous capacity to tackle organised 
crime and bring war criminals to justice, and also on improving policing standards 
through regular inspections.  

Kosovo 

“It is likely that the EU will deploy a rule of law mission to Kosovo once its status has 
been settled this year and the UN mission (UNMIK) leaves. A Planning Team has 
been sent to Kosovo to ensure appropriate contingency planning is in place for any 
future EU role; it is important that continues in step with the UN-led Kosovo Status 
Process. There is a broad consensus within the international community that the 
military requirement will continue to be performed by KFOR/NATO in a post-final 
status Kosovo.  

Eastern Europe and Southern Caucasus 

Georgia  

“The EU Special Representative’s Border Support Team in Georgia started in April 
2005 with a mandate mainly to advise the Georgian Border Guard and to provide 
mentoring in the field. That mandate has evolved and expanded to include assisting 
the border guard prepare a comprehensive reform strategy, including the transition 
from a military to a civilian service (the Georgian Border Police). Much more work 
has yet to be done on assisting the Georgians with implementation of the reform and 
also in the drafting of a Border Management Strategy. This work is identified as a 
priority in Georgia’s European Neighbourhood Policy Action Plan.  

Moldova  

“In 2006 the Council expanded the EU Special Representative’s Office to support the 
EU Border Assistance Mission (EUBAM) between Moldova and Ukraine. The EU 
Special Representative’s expanded team comprises four advisers located in Odessa, 
Chisinau and Kiev. Their role is to maintain a political overview and to ensure 
continuing political commitment of the Moldovan and Ukrainian governments. The 
EU Special Representative and his expanded team are mandated until February 2008. 
The mission continues to make a real difference on the ground working with the 
Ukrainian and Moldovan customs and borders authorities offering advice and 
training to build their capacity and has encouraged greater information exchange 
between the two sides. 
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Middle East 

Iraq 

“From July 2005 the EU has been running an Integrated Rule of Law Mission for Iraq 
(EUJUST LEX) aimed at improving the Iraqi criminal justice system through 
training courses in the EU. Since starting, the courses have been restructured in 
order to enable new specialised courses for Iraqi senior officials. Secondments are 
also being offered and with an expanded Baghdad Liaison Office, strategic advice to 
the Iraqi Ministry of Justice is available at the request of the Minister. The UK 
continues to host the Baghdad Liaison Office in the British Embassy compound. 
Over 1000 senior Iraqi officials from the police, the judiciary and the penitentiary 
have been trained so far in EU Member States. The current mandate of the mission 
expires in December 2007 but discussions are ongoing in Brussels regarding the 
mission’s future beyond this. 

Occupied Territories 

“The EU Border Assistance Mission (EUBAM) Rafah has allowed the Palestinians to 
re-open the border between Gaza and Egypt following Israeli disengagement. It 
provides reassurance to all parties that the border is being properly operated. This 
has a real impact on the lives of people in Gaza by improving their economic 
prospects and by allowing them greater freedom of movement. 

“The EU takes the security of its monitors seriously. The Palestinian Authority is 
responsible for providing security at the Rafah border through a substantial security 
contingent. There is also a small EU specialist security team. Developments in the 
Occupied Territories have limited the border crossing’s operation since June 2006, 
but recently the situation has improved and 5000 people a week are currently able to 
use the crossing. 

“Launched in January 2006 with a 3-year mandate, the EU Police Mission in the 
Palestinian Territories (EUPOL COPPS) is helping support the establishment of a 
professional Palestinian police and prison service. This began as a DFID-funded 
project, but conversion to European Security and Defence Policy in January 2006 
secured wider EU support. Member States confirmed during the mission’s review in 
September 2006 that it continues to play an important role. Its activities have been 
limited, however, since the Hamas election victory. Hopes of re-engagement 
following the recent appointment of an independent Minister of the Interior were 
dashed by the Minister’s resignation in May. A decision on re-engagement is now 
pending the appointment of a non-Hamas successor with whom the EU can work. 

Africa 

Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) 

“The EU met the UN request for a force to support the UN’s mission during the 
DRC elections and also strengthened its police advisory mission (EUPOL Kinshasa) 
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to advise on public order and crowd control issues during the election. The EU 
military mission was successful in providing deterrence and in maintaining peace 
and order, particularly in Kinshasa, during the electoral process while working 
closely with the UN and the Congolese authorities. Having overseen the transfer of 
power to the new government, the EU military mission has now finished. The police 
reinforcements also drew down in March 2007, leaving the remainder of EUPOL 
Kinshasa to transfer the Integrated Police Unit to the Congolese National Police, 
before closing at the end of June 2007. EUPOL played a key role, in co-operation 
with the EU military mission, in helping to protect the institutions of the transition 
and in helping the Congolese police to keep order in the capital during the election 
period, including by co-ordinating the Congolese police crowd control elements. 
EUPOL Kinshasa will be replaced by a new police mission, EUPOL RD Congo, 
which will have a strategic rather than operational mandate, and will work on the 
police and criminal justice pillars of security sector reform. The mission is due to be 
launched on 01 July 2007, pending Council approval. 

“EUSEC RD Congo and the related Chain of Payments Project in the DRC constitute 
the EU’s first Security Sector Reform mission. It provides advice and assistance to the 
DRC Government on army integration and military payments systems. It also 
provides much needed co-ordination of international efforts in this field. The 
extended mission will work in close co-operation with EUPOL RD Congo, and the 
European Commission’s justice project, as part of the wider security sector reform 
process. It is possible that the two missions will be amalgamated in March next year 
to increase cohesion of the EU effort.  

Sudan 

“The EU continues to monitor, mentor, and advise African Union personnel in 
Darfur and Addis Ababa. It has provided police mentors who are working with their 
AU counterparts, supporting policing of the Internally Displaced People camps. The 
EU officers also run training courses in-theatre aimed at improving, amongst other 
things, the monitoring and mentoring skills of the African Union police.  

“The African Union has extended the African Union Mission in Sudan (AMIS) 
mandate until the end of June 2007 and has agreed that a hybrid African Union-UN 
force should take over pending [agreement of the details and] the Sudanese 
government’s approval. This will take some time to prepare and AMIS will continue 
in the meantime. The EU is therefore focussing on meeting its current commitment 
to support the African Union in the interim. African Peace Facility funding 
continues to play a vital role with support so far totalling €242 million with a recent 
further commitment of €40m. The UK has continued its high level of bilateral 
commitment: £73 million since 2004.  

“A number of UK personnel have also been deployed as police officers, military 
observers and advisers.  
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Asia 

Afghanistan 

“European nations contribute over 16,000 personnel to the International 
Stabilisation Afghan Force (ISAF) and the Commission and Member States have 
contributed €3.7 billion in aid to Afghanistan since 2002.  

“Member States will launch a civilian European Security and Defence Policy mission 
this summer in Afghanistan in policing with linkages to the wider rule of law. Re-
establishing the rule of law is critical to Afghanistan’s long-term stability but progress 
has been slow. This is undermining the Government of Afghanistan’s efforts to 
establish its writ across the country and its ability to demonstrate to the Afghan 
people that governance is improving. There is currently a window of opportunity in 
the rule of law sector with renewed international engagement from all major donors. 
The UK has contributed significantly to the inception of and the planning for this 
mission. We have secured priority for mentoring in key ministries — particularly the 
Ministry of the Interior and the Attorney General’s Office. We have also secured a 
mandate that makes the linkages between police reform and the wider rule of law 
explicit, and that has countering narcotics as a cross-cutting priority. The mission 
will participate in the new International Police Co-ordination Board, which will 
bring together all the international police donors, the UN and the Afghan 
Government for the first time to co-ordinate their efforts.  

ATHENA Review 

“The EU has a special funding mechanism to keep the common funding of EU 
military activity away from wider community funding. Current and recent EU-led 
operations funded through ATHENA are ALTHEA in Bosnia, AMIS and the EU 
military mission to Kinshasa in the Congo, which recently ended. The current UK 
share of ATHENA common funding for 2006 and 2007 is about 17.1%. The amount 
paid by the UK is determined by the extent of ongoing EU operations.  

Capabilities 

Development of Civilian Capabilities 

“Under the Civilian Headline Goal 2008 the EU has made significant progress in 
identifying capability shortfalls in all the priority areas: police, rule of law, civilian 
administration, civil protection, monitoring and support to the EU Special 
Representative.  

“In accordance with the Civilian Capabilities Improvement plan, noted by the 
Council on 11 December 2006, implementation of the Headline Goal process has 
focused on mission support capabilities; co-operation with non-EU States, 
international organisations (IOs) and non-governmental Organisations (NGOs); 
Lessons Learned from the Civilian Headline Goal 2008 Process and civilian-military 
coordination. 
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“From early 2007, Civilian Response Teams have been available for deployment with 
approximately 100 experts having received training. Their expertise covers all of the 
priority areas outlined in the Headline Goal.  

Development of Military Capabilities 

“As part of the Headline Goal 2010 process, the EU Force Catalogue 2006 was 
completed in November 2006. This provided a comprehensive summary of the 
military forces declared by Member States as potentially available for EU-led crisis 
management missions. Work is now underway on producing the Progress 
Catalogue, which will highlight the remaining shortfalls in the capability 
development process. This should be completed by November 2007. The Progress 
Catalogue will not only identify the operational risk associated with the capability 
gaps identified but that it also identifies excesses in offered capability. This will allow 
Member States to look at what types of capability they should be procuring (or 
procuring more of) and also what the EU does not need.  

European Capability Action Plan 

“The European Capability Development Plan (ECDP) follows on from the work the 
European Defence Agency (EDA) completed in 2006 on the EU’s Long Term Vision 
(LTV). This considered the probable strategic changes over the next 20–30 years and 
their impact on EU military forces with the ultimate intention of directing EU 
military Research and Technology. The results of the Capability Development Plan 
should enable the European Defence Agency to draw conclusions on what 
capabilities the EU will need in the future, where the current capability gaps are and 
where there are opportunities for different Member States to collaborate on 
programmes.  

Battlegroups 

“The UK will be contributing a single nation Battlegroup in the second half of 2008 
and in co-operation with the Dutch we will provide a joint amphibious Battlegroup 
in the first half of 2010. 

European Defence Agency (EDA) 

“The European Defence Agency is addressing capability requirements and is taking 
forward work on the Headline Goal 2010. The current work plan included 
continuation of flagship projects, (unmanned air vehicles, Armoured Fighting 
Vehicles, Command, Control and Communication) and work on Air to Air 
Refuelling; Network Enabled Capability; improvised explosive devices and maritime 
surveillance. There are also new areas of interest: Strategic lift; Interoperability of 
space ground stations; and Combat equipment for dismounted soldiers.  

Civilian-Military Cell and Operations Centre  

“The Civilian-Military Cell within the EU Military Staff continues its work to 
improve the coherence between the different strands of EU activity in planning and 
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managing operations. It has contributed to the setting up of European Security and 
Defence Policy civilian, civilian-military and military operations in Aceh, Rafah and 
the Democratic Republic of Congo. During the civilian Aceh Monitoring Mission, 
which ended in December 2006, the Civilian-Military Cell played an important role 
in planning and launching the operation. From January 2007, the Operations Centre 
has been ready for activation by a Council Decision to run an autonomous EU 
mission if appropriate. This will provide valuable professional capability for running 
civilian, civilian-military missions and co-ordinate disaster relief when appropriate.  

Civilian-Military Co-ordination  

“As part of the work plan of the trilateral (UK, Austria, Finland) non-paper agreed 
ahead of the UK Presidency, we completed a Concept for Comprehensive Planning 
for EU crisis management. This provides a methodology for bringing the EU’s 
instruments together in a single planning framework for any particular crisis 
response, to ensure synergy from the outset and to understand the links and 
dependencies between the various actors. The Austrian and Finnish Presidencies 
subsequently produced papers on a framework for the management of EU crisis 
management operations and on possible solutions for improved situational 
awareness respectively. The German Presidency has not initiated any new conceptual 
work on this issue but continues the implementation of the work done so far.  

Human Rights and Gender Issues 

“Work continued to implement the checklists on Implementation of UN Security 
Council Resolution (UNSCR) 1325 on women, peace and security and UNSCR 1612 
on Children and Armed Conflict. Human Security, Human Rights and Gender 
equality are key principles in the EU’s foreign and security policy and every effort is 
made by all Member States to integrate them in the early planning and conduct of 
European Security and Defence Policy operations. 

European Security and Defence Policy and Africa 

“Assistance to the African Union and sub-regional organisations on building Africa’s 
own crisis management capacities is in the framework of the European Security and 
Defence Policy Action Plan for support to Peace and Security in Africa. The basis for 
all European Security and Defence Policy involvement in Africa is the need for co-
ordination both with other international organisations, particularly the UN and G8, 
and with the other Common Foreign and Security Policy tools of the EU, such as aid 
and development. Key to this work is the principle of African ownership. 

“Peace and Security was a key element of the EU/Africa Strategy agreed in December 
2005. The Strategy committed the EU to support African conflict prevention efforts 
through substantial and sustained support through the African Peace Facility and to 
provide support to the development of the African Standby Force (ASF). The EU’s 
implementation of its commitments will be shaped by the EU Concept on 
Strengthening African Capabilities for the Prevention, Management and Resolution 
of Conflicts. The Concept highlights three broad priorities: improving coherence 
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within the EU, strengthening the EU’s partnership with the African Union and the 
Regional Economic Communities and developing policies for reinforcement of 
African capabilities. Implementation is now beginning and is likely to include among 
other things: EU capacity-building support to African Standby Force continental and 
regional structures (Planning elements and Brigade Headquarters); as well as 
building the African Union capacity on planning, operational and financial 
management; support to African regional training centres; EU exercising support 
(through the “Europeanisation” of the French RECAMP initiative).  

“The African Union has continued to make steady progress (from a standing start) in 
developing the African Standby Force in line with their vision of a fully operational 
five-brigade structure by 2010. The UK continues to provide substantial training and 
capacity building support: to individual African Standby Force contributors and the 
Regional Economic Communities. UK training (around £14 million in FY 2007/8) is 
carried out through UK military training teams in West, East and Southern Africa, 
through African training centres (such as the Kofi Annan Peacekeeping Training 
Centre in Ghana) and in the UK. It is increasingly focussed on African Standby 
Force needs. The UK also provides institutional support to the Regional Economic 
Communities.  

“In February 2007, the Political and Security Committee requested the General 
Secretariat of the Council and the Commission to take work forward on creating an 
EU representation to the African Union. The representation will in particular 
support the EU/African Union partnership, including on strengthening the African 
Union’s crisis management capabilities.  

“An EU-Africa Summit is scheduled to take place in Lisbon in December 2007. In 
advance there have been discussions within the EU, as well as with the African Union 
to prepare a joint EU/Africa strategy. In May 2007, the EU-Africa ministerial troika 
endorsed the outline for this joint strategy that will include security aspects. 

Africa Peace Facility (APF) 

“The Africa Peace Facility is a €250 million EU fund designed to provide support to 
African peace support operations and to build African capacity. The EU has recently 
replenished in the short term the Facility with €50 million. This has been done in 
response to an African Union request to provide increased funding for African Peace 
Support Operations. The EU will continue the Africa Peace Facility under the next 
financial framework, and will increase funding to €300 million from 2008 to 2010. 
Much of the funding has been used for the African Union mission in Darfur (AMIS).  

“The Africa Peace Facility is also supporting AMISOM in Somalia. Africa-led 
missions in the Comoros islands and in the Central African Republic are also being 
supported”. 

The Minister’s letter 

13.12 The Minister also writes, in his letter of 11 June, to alert us to the fact that the 
European Council will also be dealing with follow-up from the October 2005 informal 
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Hampton Court meeting of EU Heads of State and Government, under the UK Presidency, 
which asked the Secretary General/High Representative, Javier Solana, to take forward 
work on crisis management — “ensuring that the EU’s crisis management structures can 
meet new demands on them, and that the EU can finance civilian operations rapidly”.  

Ensuring the EU’s crisis management structures can meet new demands on 
them 

“New Guidelines for the Command and Control Structure for EU Civilian 
Operations in Crisis Management are due to be approved at the June General Affairs 
and External Relations Council. It is a Restricted document but I want to explain in 
detail the benefits this reform will bring. First and foremost, the reform means there 
will be a single and identifiable chain of command, which is imperative for the safe 
and efficient conduct of missions. Moreover by making the civilian command 
structure more comparable with the military levels of command, the reform will 
facilitate civil and military co-ordination, mutual support and coherence where 
required. 

“The reform introduces a Civilian Operations Commander, supported by a team 
known as the Civilian Planning and Conduct Capability that he will lead. Future 
Joint Actions will put the Civilian Operations Commander in the command chain 
above the Head of Mission for a civilian mission, enabling him to support and advise 
the Head of Mission. The Civilian Operations Commander will also take overall 
responsibility for ensuring that the EU’s duty of care is properly discharged. He will 
report through the Secretary General/High Representative to the Council.  

“The reform clarifies the role of EU Special Representatives in relation to civilian 
ESDP missions. They will provide local political guidance to Heads of civilian ESDP 
missions. EU Special Representatives and the Civilian Operations Commander will 
consult each other as required. EU Special Representatives will not be in the chain of 
command of civilian ESDP missions. They will promote overall EU political co-
ordination and help ensure that all EU instruments in theatre act coherently to attain 
the political objectives set out by the Council. 

“In accordance with its Terms of Reference, the EU Military Staff, through the 
Civilian Military Cell, will assist with planning support (including the planning for a 
possible use of military means) and conduct of ESDP missions. The Civilian Military 
Cell will provide a watch-keeping capability in order to ensure round-the-clock links 
with the various civilian ESDP operations and the Civilian Planning and Conduct 
Capability. The watch-keeping capability will be established within the Operations 
Centre. Activation of the watch-keeping capability using the facilities of the 
Operations Centre in relation to each civilian operation will be confirmed in the 
respective Joint Action.  

“Javier Solana is currently working on the implementation of this reform and has not 
yet found a suitable candidate to be Director of the Civilian Planning and Conduct 
Capability and hence Civilian Operations Commander. The initial appointment will 
be for one year. Subsequent appointments will be made by the Council at the level of 
Deputy Director-General or higher for a fixed term to ensure periodic rotation. 
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“The Joint Actions for civilian ESDP missions and several EU Special 
Representatives that are currently in place will need to be amended. The changes will 
insert the Civilian Operations Commander into the chain of command, activate the 
watch-keeping capability and update the role of those EU Special Representatives 
who currently have a place in the command chain of a civilian ESDP mission. The 
Presidency plan to make the same amendment to each individual Joint Action, based 
on language drawn from the new Guidelines, but have not yet proposed a timetable. 
My officials will be in touch with the Clerks to agree how to handle this”. 

Ensuring the EU can finance civilian missions rapidly 

The Minister says that lack of rapidly available financing has been identified as a problem 
for the operational capacity of civilian crisis management operations in the start-up phase, 
and was a particular problem during the UK Presidency for the rapid launches of the 
missions monitoring political developments in Aceh, Indonesia (where the EU 
collaborated, for the first time, with several ASEAN nations) and the Rafah border crossing 
between the Gaza Strip and Egypt. He explains that the steps taken include:  

i) the Commission accelerating its internal procedures for launching and concluding 
Financing Decisions;  

ii) the Commission and Secretariat introducing Framework Contracts for 
procurement; 

iii) amendment of the EC Budget Financial Regulation to enable funding of the 
preparation of ESDP missions;  

iv) development of a procedure for funding the preparation of ESDP missions; and  

v) the Commission putting in place a Framework Financing Decision for funding the 
preparation of ESDP missions. 

The Commission has now given civilian ESDP missions the same priority as humanitarian 
aid decisions in their Inter Services Consultations, which now start as soon as the Political 
and Security Committee endorses the legal act. The Commission and Secretariat have 
drawn on the experience of other international organisations to develop Framework 
Contracts, which will be used for the first time in order to speed up procurement for the 
Kosovo planning and Afghanistan missions. Revision of the EC Budget Financial 
Regulation now enables “in principle” funding to be available within 5 days of a decision by 
the Political and Security Committee to launch a preparatory measure, meaning that 
assessments of the operational requirements for a possible civilian ESDP mission can now 
be funded, as can rapid initial civilian deployments and teams to establish the conditions 
on the ground for launching a civilian ESDP mission. Funding for the mission itself will 
continue to be authorised by a Joint Action. Each year the Commission will adopt a 
Framework Financing Decision for funding the preparation of ESDP missions. For 2007, 
they have allocated a maximum of €4.9 million euro from the CFSP budget; the maximum 
that can be spent on a preparatory measure without a Joint Action is €1.4 million: 

“Taken together these developments represent a step forward in the development of 
civilian ESDP missions. They should have a particular benefit for personnel serving 
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in civilian ESDP missions in that the start-up of rapidly deployed missions will be 
better funded and the Civilian Operations Commander has a clear overall 
responsibility for ensuring that the EU’s duty of care is properly discharged. 
Moreover the reformed civilian command chain should make it easier for Member 
States to use the civilian and military instruments for crisis management and conflict 
prevention coherently”.  

Finally, the Minister says that he will continue to ensure that we are alerted to preparations 
for ESDP activity “at an early opportunity”. 

Conclusion 

13.13 In our previous such Report (and in its predecessor),33 we recalled that, at the 
same informal Hampton Court meeting, the Secretary General/High Representative 
had noted that most of the increase in the CFSP budget was already earmarked; that 
additional funding was likely to be required (without including a possible operation in 
Kosovo); and that there was general agreement at the meeting on the need for a 
substantial increase in funds to cover the common costs of EU crisis management 
operations and other CFSP measures, with the figure of €300 million per annum 
suggested by one head of government receiving widespread support — a figure which 
he said was, given the Union’s ambitions and capacities, not unreasonable.34 The 
disparity between this figure and those on the table raised the question of how realistic 
the Union’s ESDP ambitions were, so we asked for Explanatory Memoranda on future 
Presidency ESDP Reports to explain and assesses the financial context of both current 
and prospective activity.  

13.14 We deal with this same issue elsewhere in this Report, in connection with the 
annual report from the Council to the European Parliament on CFSP, where the 
Minister makes some general comments about the overall CFSP budget.35 He also says 
that Explanatory Memoranda covering future CFSP Annual Reports will include an 
explanation and assessment of the financial context of both current and prospective 
activity, agreeing with us that this would provide a useful opportunity for him to 
update Parliament on the financing of activity in this area. In that case, we think that it 
would be otiose for him to provide a similar assessment every six months in connection 
with the Presidency report to the Council, though we should be grateful if he were to 
continue to include details of any specific changes of the type that he has covered in his 
present, helpful and informative letter. 

13.15 We now clear the document. 

 
33 See headnote. 

34 http://ue.eu.int/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/EN/reports/87644.pdf 

35 See para 11 of this Report. 
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Annex 

 Mandate for the Incoming Presidency 

“On the basis of the present report and taking into account the European Security Strategy, 
the incoming Presidency, assisted by the Secretary-General/High Representative and in 
association with the Commission, is invited to continue work on developing the European 
Security and Defence Policy, and in particular: 

 To prepare and ensure the effective implementation of decisions related to present 
and future operations and missions, both civilian and military. Special efforts 
should be done for the finalisation of the planning and launch in due time of the 
ESDP Rule of Law mission in Kosovo. 

 To continue developing civilian capabilities aiming to, in the Civilian Capabilities 
Improvement Ministerial Conference in November, conclude the Civilian 
Headline Goal (CHG) 2008, approve a Civilian Capability Plan for 2008, and 
establish a new CHG 2012. 

 To implement the new Guidelines for Command and Control Structure for the EU 
Civilian Operations in Crisis Management. 

 To continue work on the development of military capabilities in the framework of 
the Headline Goal 2010 on the basis of the agreed Roadmap, namely through the 
finalisation of the Progress Catalogue in order to be submitted to the GAERC 
meeting in November. 

 Based on a Tri-Presidency paper take forward work on a possible revision of the 
EU Military Rapid Response Concept in a joint perspective and taking into account 
the EU level of ambition as laid down in the HLG 2010 process. 

 To ensure that a thorough analysis of the EU Military Staff’s ability to conduct 
planning at the strategic level for EU-led operations. 

 Related to the civil-military co-ordination (CMCO), continue the wok on the 
establishment of Information Exchange Requirements which forms the basis for 
the development of the EU Network Enabled Capability. 

 To support the European Defence Agency in its major approaches and activities 
and, namely the development of the Capability Development Plan. 

 To continue implementing the EU exercise programme and the planning of Crisis 
Management Exercise (CME 08). 

 To strengthen training in the field of ESDP, encompassing both civilian and 
military dimensions, taking into account Community instruments as well as 
national assets. 

 To take forward work on the ESDP contribution to security sector reform (SSR) 
and Disarmament, Demobilisation and Reconstruction (DDR). 
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 To enhance the EU-NATO strategic partnership in crisis management; to ensure 
mutually reinforcing developments of military capabilities where requirements 
overlap; and to ensure practical, effective coordination when the two organizations 
are engaged in the same theatre, in particular Kosovo and Afghanistan. 

 To foster the dialogue, consultations and co-operation with the United Nations and 
African Union in crisis management. 

 To continue close dialogue and co-operation in crisis management with other key 
partners, in particular the OSCE, European non-EU NATO members, the USA, 
Canada, Russia and Ukraine. 

 To continue implementing coherent and coordinated support for African partners 
in line with the EU-Africa Strategy and through the EU Concept for Strengthening 
African Capabilities for the Prevention, Management and Resolution of Conflicts. 

 To enhance the co-operation with the Mediterranean countries in order to develop 
and deepen the dialogue on ESDP and security issues. 

 To continue promoting the effective implementation of relevant human rights 
related provisions in the context of ESDP crisis management activities, including 
the provisions of UNSCR 1612. 

 To continue promoting gender mainstreaming in the context of ESDP crisis 
management activities, including the implementation of relevant provisions of 
UNSCR 1325. 

 To enhance dialogue and information exchange with NGOs and civil society”. 
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14  Customs  

(27107) 
15380/05 
+ ADDs 1–2 
COM(05) 608 

Draft Regulation laying down the Community Customs Code 
(Modernised Customs Code) — Implementing the Community 
Lisbon programme 

 
Legal base Articles 26, 95, 133 and 135 EC; co-decision; QMV 
Department Revenue and Customs 
Basis of consideration Minister’s letter of 4 June 2007 
Previous Committee Report HC 34–xvii (2005–06), para 5 (1 February 2006), HC 

34–xxxi (2005–06), para 7 (14 June 2006) and HC 41–
x (2006–07), para 6 (21 February 2007) 

To be discussed in Council 25 June 2007 
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Cleared 

Background 

14.1 The Community Customs Code, which establishes the general rules and procedures 
applicable to goods brought into or out of the customs territory of the Community, was set 
out in Regulation (EEC) No 2913/92. Since 1992 the Code has had some limited 
amendments but it has not kept abreast of recent changes in the global trading 
environment. This draft Regulation is a complete revision of the Community Customs 
Code, designed to modernise and simplify it and to make it compatible with operational 
changes in international trade, the greater use of electronic communications and the 
evolving role of customs authorities. 

14.2 We have considered this document a number of times and on the last occasion, in 
February 2007, we noted the then position in relation to Centralised Clearance (enabling 
import duties to be handled where the trader is established in the Community), criminal 
penalties and comitology and said we wished to see a further report on developments 
before considering the document again.36 (We have also considered in parallel a related 
draft Decision on the introduction of a paperless environment for customs and trade, e-
Customs. We cleared this document in March 2007.)37 

The Minister’s letter 

14.3 The Financial Secretary to the Treasury (John Healey) writes now to: 

• remind us that it will not be possible to refine the original implementation costs 
until preparatory work is completed; 

 
36 See headnote. 

37 (27108) 15381/05 + ADDS 1–2: see HC 41–xv (2006–07), para 8 (21 March 2007). 
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• report that, in relation to Centralised Collection, workable solutions to national 
taxes and statistical issues are emerging and the proposal on division of collection 
costs will benefit the UK as the total amount received by the Government will 
increase;  

• report that the comitology issue has been solved to the Government’s satisfaction. 
An agreed limitation will apply to the use of the regulatory with scrutiny procedure 
rather than the regulatory procedure alone;38  

• comment that the Commission’s proposed guidelines and explanatory notes will 
not be legally binding and that earlier versions have been useful, have not caused 
serious problems and are a useful insight into the Commission’s interpretation of 
legislation; and 

• tell us that technical discussions in the Customs Union Working Group have been 
completed and that the German Presidency is working towards a common position 
for the Competitiveness Council of 25 June 2007. 

Conclusion 

14.4 We are grateful to the Minister for this latest report. We have no further questions 
and clear the document.  

 
 
 

 
38 Comitology is the system of committees which oversees the exercise by the Commission of legislative powers 

delegated to it by the Council and the European Parliament. Comitology committees are made up of representatives 
of the Member States and chaired by the Commission. There are three types of procedure (advisory, management 
and regulatory), an important difference between which is the degree of involvement and power of Member States’ 
representatives. Regulatory with Scrutiny, introduced in July 2006, gives a scrutiny role to the European Parliament 
in most applications of comitology. 
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15  Taxation 

(28619) 
9415/07 
COM(07) 223 

Commission Communication on implementing the Community 
programme for improved growth and employment and the 
enhanced competitiveness of EU business: Further progress during 
2006 and next steps towards a proposal on the Common 
Consolidated Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB) 

 
Legal base — 
Document originated 2 May 2007 
Deposited in Parliament 10 May 2007 
Department HM Treasury 
Basis of consideration EM of 21 May 2007 
Previous Committee Report None 
Discussed in Council 5 June 2007 
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Clear 

Background 

15.1 For some years the Commission has made plain its hope of introducing 
harmonisation of direct taxation for companies, in particular by establishing a “Common 
Consolidated Corporate Tax Base” (a CCCTB). It has announced its intention to table a 
proposal for a CCCTB during 2008.39 In response to all this the Government has 
consistently made clear that direct taxation is primarily a matter for Member States and 
that in its view fair tax competition, not tax harmonisation, is the basis on which the 
Community can compete with the rest of the world. 

15.2 The idea underlying the concept of a CCCTB is that the Community should develop a 
common set of rules for a corporate tax base that would either replace or operate alongside 
Member States’ national tax rules. Although not yet fully formulated the basic idea is for 
harmonisation of all aspects of the corporate tax system except the corporate tax rate.  

15.3 In the autumn of 2004 the Commission established a technical working group, the 
Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base Working Group (CCCTB WG) to look at 
technical aspects of a harmonised company tax base. Technical work in this group is being 
taken forward on a strictly without prejudice basis and without political commitments 
from Member States.  

15.4 In 2006 we scrutinised a Commission Communication which had a dual purpose: to 
report on progress to date on work in the CCCTB WG and to draw attention to areas 
where the Commission believed political support and direction from Member States would 
be desirable. We reported particularly the Government’s reasons for participating in the 

 
39 For example see the Commission’s Annual Policy Strategy for 2008: 6788/07, COM(07) 65, on which we are currently 

undertaking an enquiry. 
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working group — not only on a strictly without prejudice basis but also “with a very clearly 
stated scepticism”.40 

The document 

15.5 This Communication is a second progress report by the Commission on its technical 
work on a CCCTB focussing on work in 2006 and “highlighting some of the more 
noteworthy issues … and recapping on some of the key strategic issues related to the 
CCCTB”. It says the objective is threefold:  

• to keep the Council and others informed of progress;  

• to outline the Commission’s plans for continuing its work; and  

• to recap on and to draw attention to “some of the specific technical points which 
require particular attention” and “a number of particularly important issues which 
have a more strategic dimension”. 

The CCCTB itself is described as an “ambitious objective which poses a number of 
technical difficulties”. 

15.6 The Commission refers in passing to various targeted measures, including its three 
Communications of December 2006 on coordination of Member States’ direct tax 
systems.41 It expresses the view that, whilst targeted measures go some way to “reducing 
some of the obstacles”, the Commission “remains convinced that ... a comprehensive 
approach via the introduction of the CCCTB can provide the largest overall benefits as 
regards the taxation of companies’ profits in the Internal Market”. 

15.7 Recalling its previous acknowledgement, in its first report, that “participation [in the 
technical work] does not necessarily imply support for the concept of a CCCTB”, the 
Commission explains further that “no formal agreement” is sought on technical issues in 
the work of the CCCTB WG. The Commission reports very briefly on the technical work 
of the working group: 

• saying that it has continued to meet on a quarterly basis; 

• highlighting two further meetings in “extended” format with business 
representatives and academics in June and December 2006; 

• referring in passing to technical work in several areas (for instance, on group 
taxation and on a sharing mechanism); 

• noting that the main technical issues discussed are summarised in a Working 
Document which the Commission presented to the December 2006 meeting of the 
group;42 and 

 
40 (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). 

41 (28173) 17066/06 (28174) 17067/06 + ADD1 (28175) 17068/06: see HC 41–ix (2006–07), para 2 (7 February 2007) and 
Stg Co Deb, European Standing Committee, 6 March 2007, cols 3–18. 

42 See http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/taxation/company_tax/common_tax_base/article_3147_en.htm. 
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• referring to the Communication’s Annex 1 which summarises some of the 
technical points which were discussed.  

The Commission also says that in 2006 it started work, outside the working group, on its 
impact assessment, the final version of which is to be published alongside the 
Commission’s legislative proposal. 

15.8 Then turning to its next steps, the Commission: 

• says that it now plans to draw together the various strands of its technical work to 
date to see how the various parts can fit together, so as to ensure that “there are no 
inconsistencies and that the base as developed can be considered ... ‘fit for 
purpose’”; 

• refers to Annex 2 to the Communication which lists a range of technical issues 
discussed in the CCCTB WG and which the Commission is still reflecting on, 
including fixed assets and depreciation, a general methodology for calculating 
taxable income, the treatment of foreign income, the definition of a group and the 
mechanism for sharing out taxable profits; 

• recalls some of the views it expressed in its earlier report — including that a 
common corporate tax base should be consolidated to gain full benefit and that a 
CCCTB should be optional for business; 

• describes uniformity and simplification as “guiding principles”, says that “the new 
base should be ‘broad’ rather than ‘narrow’” with limited reliefs and incentives and 
suggests that the CCCTB WG should discuss such incentives such as ones related 
to research and development tax incentives; 

• refers to the treatment of the financial sector and the administrative framework for 
a CCCTB, describing these as “two key policy issues to emerge in 2006” which the 
Commission believes “will have a major impact on the form of the proposal”; 

• on treatment of the financial sector mentions the discussion at the extended session 
of the CCCTB WG in June 2006 and says that it will be considering “the extent to 
which, and manner in which, the financial sector should be incorporated into the 
CCCTB from its inception”; and 

• on the administrative framework for a CCCTB describes its work in the area as 
being at a “relatively early stage” but says nonetheless that it will be trying to draw 
conclusions to be reflected in its proposal in 2008. 

15.9 The Commission concludes this Communication by: 

• saying, following on from its comments in its earlier report about the pressure on 
resources, that “the work requires significant staff resources from both the 
European Commission and Member States”; 

• reiterating its view that “the need for the CCCTB remains” and its commitment to 
presenting a legislative proposal in 2008; 
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• stating the intention to continue to work on technical issues within the CCCTB 
WG and with outside experts with a view to resolving the various “specific issues” 
which have been identified; 

• drawing the attention of the Council and others to what it describes as “the more 
major general elements of the CCCTB”, namely consolidation and the sharing 
mechanism, the administrative and judicial framework, the treatment of the 
financial sector; and the optional nature of a CCCTB; and 

• welcoming input from Member States as to how best to address their concerns. 

The Government’s view 

15.10 The Economic Secretary to the Treasury (Ed Balls) first says that, as was the case for 
the earlier Commission Communication, the matters discussed in this second progress 
report concern issues which remain a national preserve. As the Government had said 
previously it does not accept the need for harmonisation of company tax, including 
corporate tax base harmonisation. The Minister comments that, given the complexity of 
this technical exercise, it is not particularly surprising that the Commission notes that a 
“number of technical difficulties” have been encountered. And he repeats the 
Government’s view that the Commission’s approach is misconceived and that there is no 
need for the Commission’s technical work in this area. 

15.11 The Minister says that the Government thinks that: 

• open, flexible and competitive national tax systems coupled with renewed 
international tax cooperation need to go hand in hand; 

• good tax policy needs to respond to country-specific circumstances and the key is 
to preserve national flexibility rather than create rigid structures incapable of 
adapting to the rapidly evolving demands of globalisation; 

• stimulating growth and investment across countries with different economic 
circumstances and levels of infrastructure requires flexible, targeted national 
policies; 

• through such policies, combined with effective international cooperation, the UK 
and others can tackle the revenue sustainability challenges which are faced in a 
rapidly changing global economy. 

15.12 The Minister concludes that the Government remains clear that it will not 
contemplate any action at European level that could threaten jobs and the competitive 
position of UK business. 

Conclusion 

15.13 Given the Government’s continued commendably robust approach to this matter 
we see no need for a debate at this stage and clear the document. However we may well 
wish to recommend a debate when we see the Commission’s actual proposal for a 
Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base in 2008.  
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16  Applicable law, jurisdiction and mutual recognition 
in matrimonial property regimes 

(27726) 
11817/06 
COM(06) 400 

Commission Green Paper on conflict of laws in matters concerning 
matrimonial property regimes, including the question of jurisdiction 
and mutual recognition 

 
Legal base — 
Department Ministry of Justice 
Basis of consideration Minister’s letter of 5 June 2007 
Previous Committee Report HC 34–xxxvii (2005–06), para 3 (11 October 2006) 

and HC 41–xviii (2006–07), para 3 (25 April 2007) 
To be discussed in Council Not applicable 
Committee’s assessment Legally and politically important 
Committee’s decision Cleared 

Background 

16.1 The Green Paper forms part of the European Community’s ongoing programme 
towards the establishment of a common judicial area based on the principle of mutual 
recognition of judgments. The issue of a legal instrument at EC level relating to 
matrimonial property regimes was first identified in the 1998 Vienna action plan. The 
Council and the Commission adopted the programme of measures which included 
matrimonial property rights at the end of 2000. The Hague Programme, adopted by the 
European Council in November 2004, called on the Commission to submit a Green Paper. 

The document 

16.2 The Commission Green Paper follows a previous Green Paper on applicable law and 
jurisdiction on divorce matters. In the preceding Green Paper, published in March 2005, 
the Commission described the practical difficulties facing the increasing number of 
“international couples who are divorced each year within the European Union”. In the case 
of divorce between spouses of different nationalities, or resident in different Member States 
or in a Member State of which there are different nationals, proceedings may be initiated in 
more than one jurisdiction and several systems of law may be in issue. The aim of the rules 
on applicable law, often referred to as “conflict of laws rules”, is to determine which of the 
different laws will apply; jurisdiction rules determine where proceedings should be 
initiated. In view of the large number of divorces within the European Union, applicable 
law and international jurisdiction in divorce matters affect a large number of citizens.  

16.3 The present Green Paper emphasises that there are currently more than 5 million EU 
nationals who live outside their own Member State and there were approximately 170,000 
international divorces in the Union each year, accounting for about 16% of all divorces. 
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The 2002 Commission study,43 from which the previous figures are drawn, also indicates 
that there are about 2.5 million items of real property owned by spouses and located in 
Member States different from their Member State of residence. The major differences in 
national substantive law governing matrimonial property regimes following divorce, 
together with the variations in the cost of litigation, can have very considerable effects on 
the results of property settlements after divorce.  

16.4 The Green Paper notes that matrimonial property regimes have so far been excluded 
from the scope of Community instruments, and that it is “currently not possible” to 
harmonise the rules of substantive law. The Green Paper accordingly examines the issue of 
the conflict rules under existing regimes and explores avenues in which these may be 
improved. Member States are invited to reply to a detailed Commission questionnaire 
which outlines these avenues, together with options for future legislative action at 
Community level. The questions cover the following areas amongst others:  

• What connecting factors should be used to determine the law applicable to 
matrimonial property regimes? 

• Should the same connecting factors be used for all aspects of matrimonial property 
or could different factors be used to apply different legal regimes to different 
aspects?  

• Should spouses be allowed to choose the law applicable to their matrimonial 
property regime and, if so, under what circumstances?     

• Should such choice be possible at any time, before and throughout the marriage or 
only at a specific time? 

• Should a similar agreement allow these spouses to choose the jurisdiction for 
proceedings governing the matrimonial property? 

• Should registered partnerships be subject to the same regime as regular marriages? 

16.5 In her Explanatory Memorandum and subsequent correspondence the Parliamentary 
Under-Secretary of State at the then Department for Constitutional Affairs (Baroness 
Ashton of Upholland) explained for the Government that any future legislation the 
Commission may decide to bring forward on the basis of the Green Paper, would be likely 
to be based on Articles 61(c) and 65 of the EC Treaty, which are restricted to cross-border 
matrimonial property cases within the EU. 

16.6 We expressed support for the Government’s cautious reception of the Green Paper 
and, in our last Report44 asked the Government to comment whether, notwithstanding the 
wording of Articles 61 and 65 EC Treaty and its view that any future Commission proposal 
should be strictly limited to cross-border cases, domestic legislation governing the 

 
43 The study in comparative law in the rules governing conflicts of jurisdiction and laws on matrimonial property 

regimes and the implementation for property issues of the separation of unmarried couples in the Member States, 
30 April 2003, ASSER-UCL Consortium 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/justice_home/doc_centre/civil/studies/doc_civil_studies_en.htm.  

44 HC 41–xviii (2006–07), para 3 (25 April 2007). 



European Scrutiny Committee, 25th Report, Session 2006–07    81 
 

 

allocation of matrimonial property in contested divorce proceedings might not be a useful 
way of clarifying the domestic law in advance of any EU proposal. 

The Minister’s letter 

16.7 In her letter of 5 June 2007 the Minister replies as follows: 

“Thank you for your communication of 25 April 2007 on this subject. I am grateful 
for your comments on the Government’s position. 

“You asked why the Government does not consider domestic legislation in this field 
a sensible way of reducing legal uncertainty regarding the allocation of matrimonial 
property in contested divorce proceedings in England and Wales and of pre-empting 
possible future EU legislation in this field. 

“The Green Paper is concerned with matters of private international law, including 
the question of which law ought to be applied by the court with jurisdiction in any 
given case. The Green Paper proposes that instead of the applicable law being 
identified by the diverse rules of private international law that exist across Member 
States, there should be one set of rules for the Community as a whole. 

“If we adopted this approach, the courts in England and Wales would have to apply 
the common choice of law rules to identify the appropriate law for an individual 
case. In some instances this would be the law of England and Wales. In others, it 
would be the law of another country. The reform of the substantive domestic law of 
ancillary relief in matrimonial proceedings would remain a matter of national law 
and would not affect the operation of the rules relating to the identification of the 
applicable law. The Government has no immediate plans for reform in this area. 

Finally, may I take this opportunity to inform you that the academics appointed to 
prepare the paper I referred to in my letter of 27 March are Professor Elizabeth 
Cooke of Reading University, a family property law specialist, and Professor 
Christopher Clarkson of Leicester University, a conflict of laws specialist.” 

Conclusion 

16.8 We thank the Minister for her letter and comments. We note the Minister’s 
remarks that there are no immediate plans to reform the substantive law relating to 
matrimonial property regimes. 

16.9 We now clear the Green Paper from scrutiny. 
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17  Data protection and privacy enhancing technology 

(28611) 
9243/07 
COM(07) 228 

Commission Communication: Promoting data protection by Privacy 
Enhancing Technologies (PETs) 

 
Legal base — 
Document originated 2 May 2007 
Deposited in Parliament 9 May 2007 
Department Ministry of Justice 
Basis of consideration EM of 8 June 2007 
Previous Committee Report None 
To be discussed in Council No date set 
Committee’s assessment Legally and politically important 
Committee’s decision Cleared 

Background 

17.1 Information and communication technology is in a state of constant development, 
providing new ways of supplying services to business and the general public. Use of such 
services may involve the exchange of personal data whenever individuals purchase goods 
or services, establish or maintain contact with others or communicate ideas on the world 
wide web. With the benefits come the risks of identity theft, use of data to create profiles, 
surveillance and fraud. 

17.2 The protection of personal data has been the subject of action at EC level in the form 
of Directive 95/46/EC on the protection of individuals with regard to the processing of 
personal data and on the free movement of such data (the Data Protection Directive),45 and 
Directive 2002/58/EC concerning the processing of personal data and the protection of 
privacy in the electronic communications sector (the Directive on privacy and electronic 
communications).46 Where data is exchanged on a world-wide basis, the effectiveness of 
such rules can be limited for practical and jurisdictional reasons. 

17.3 However, the risks to personal data may also be reduced by technical means, often 
referred to as privacy-enhancing technologies (PETs). These minimise the collection and 
use of personal data without affecting the functioning of the information system, and so 
help to make more difficult any breach of data protection rules or invasion of privacy. 

The Commission Communication 

17.4  The Communication from the Commission describes PETs, before turning to the 
means the Commission intends to employ to support their development and use. 
Examples of PETs given in the Communication include systems for the automatic 

 
45 OJ No. L 281 of 23.11.95, p31. 

46 OJ No. L 201 of 31.07.02, p37. 
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anonymisation of data (so that any data which is processed after a lapse of time is no longer 
kept in a form which allows the data-subject to be identified), encryption of data and 
‘cookie-cutters’ (i.e. means of blocking cookies placed on a individual’s PC ). A further PET 
is a Platform for Privacy Preferences (P3P), which allows internet users to analyse the 
privacy policies of particular websites so as to ensure that the user can give informed 
consent to the use of his data. 

17.5 The Commission considers that PETs should be developed and used more widely, 
believing them to be complementary to the existing legal framework. Nevertheless, the 
Commission also notes that they should not be used to prevent law enforcement or other 
competent authorities from intervening in the lawful exercise of their functions in respect 
of some important public interest such as dealing with ‘cybercrime’, preventing terrorism 
or the spread of contagious disease. 

17.6 The Commission calls on data controllers to incorporate PETs more widely and on 
national authorities and the private sector to invest in their development. The Commission 
will also seek to encourage interested parties to meet to discuss the use of PETs, but will 
also assess the need to develop standards for the lawful processing of personal data with 
PETs. This may lead to standardisation through European and international standards 
organisations, or the coordination of national technical rules on security measures for data 
processing. 

17.7  National authorities are also urged to use PETs to the widest possible extent in the 
electronic provision of government services. The Commission states that it will ensure that 
it complies with the requirements of Regulation (EC) No 45/2001 through a wider use of 
PETs in applications involving the use of personal data.47  

17.8 A final section of the Communication is concerned with the interests of consumers. 
The Communication calls for simple and understandable information to be made available 
to allow an informed choice to be made when purchasing hardware and software or when 
using electronically provided services. The Commission will also investigate the feasibility 
of an EU-wide system of “privacy seals” as a means of certifying that a given product 
ensures the protection of data , in particular by incorporating appropriate PETs. 

The Government’s view 

17.9 In her Explanatory Memorandum of 8 June the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of 
State at the Ministry of Justice (Baroness Ashton of Upholland) acknowledges the 
Commission’s view that PETs can play a role in helping individuals to protect their privacy. 
However the Minister also points out that the Government is also mindful of the need to 
ensure that use of PETs does not prevent law enforcement agencies or other relevant 
authorities from fulfilling their lawful duties, and points to the example of a PET being 
used to prevent the police from discovering the identity of a person carrying on illegal 
activities by means of the internet. 

 
47 The Commission is bound by the terms of the Regulation in any event. 
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17.10 The Minister adds that the use of PETs, particularly with regard to data processed 
through information and communication networks, should be considered on a case-by-
case basis and that the Government look forward to further Communications on this 
subject as the Commission’s work develops. 

Conclusion 

17.11 We agree with the Minister that the use of privacy-enhancing technology can be 
useful to protect the privacy of individuals and is to be encouraged, subject to any 
overriding public interest, such as the detection or prevention of serious crime. 

17.12 We note that the Commission makes no proposals for legislation at this stage. 
Given the likelihood that solutions for the protection of privacy will be market-led, it is 
our view that regulation in this area at EU level needs particular justification. 

17.13 We now clear this document.   
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18  Documents not raising questions of sufficient legal 
or political importance to warrant a substantive report 
to the House 

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 

(28654) 
9800/07 
+ ADD1 
COM(07) 262 

Commission Communication on Commission cooperation with the 
Environment for Europe Process after the 2007 Ministerial Conference 
in Belgrade. 

(28675) 
— 
— 

Draft Instrument concerning a proposal for a Council Regulation 
opening and providing for the management of autonomous 
Community tariff quotas for certain fishery products for the period 
2007 to 2009. 

Foreign and Commonwealth Office 

(28657) 
9881/07 
COM(07) 237 

Draft Council Decision on the signature and provisional application of 
an Additional Protocol to the Association Agreement between the 
European Community and its Member States, and the Republic of 
Chile,  to take account of the accession of the Republic of Bulgaria 
and Romania to the European Union. 
Draft Council Decision on the conclusion of an Additional Protocol to 
the Association Agreement between the European Community and 
its Member States, and the Republic of Chile, to take account of the 
accession of the Republic of Bulgaria and Romania to the European 
Union. 
 

Home Office 

(28595) 
8977/07 
COM(07) 197 

Draft Council Decision concerning the signing of the Agreement 
between the European Community and Ukraine on readmission. 
Draft Council Decision concerning the conclusion of the Agreement 
between the European Community and Ukraine on readmission. 

(28624) 
10057/07 
COM(07) 213 

Recommendation for a Council Decision concerning the accession of 
Bulgaria and Romania to the Convention of 29 May 2000, established 
by the Council in accordance with Article 34 of the Treaty on 
European Union, on Mutual Assistance in Criminal Matters between 
the Member States of the European Union. 
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(28625) 
10058/07 
COM(07) 214 

Recommendation for a Council Decision concerning the accession of 
Bulgaria and Romania to the Convention of 17 June 1998, drawn up 
on the basis of Article K.3 of the Treaty on European Union, on 
driving disqualifications. 

(28626) 
10196/07 
COM(07) 215 

Recommendation for a Council Decision concerning the accession of 
Bulgaria and Romania to the Convention of 26 July 1995, based on 
Article K.3 of the Treaty on European Union, on the establishment of 
a European Police Office (Europol Convention). 

Ministry of Justice 

(28602) 
9072/07 
COM(07) 217 

Recommendation for a Council Decision concerning the accession of 
Bulgaria and Romania to the Convention on the Law applicable to 
Contractual Obligations, opened for signature in Rome on 19 June 
1980. 

(28603) 
9077/07 
COM(07) 204 

Draft Council Decision amending Annex I to the Act of Accession of 
Bulgaria and Romania. 

Office of National Statistics 

(28616) 
9335/07 
COM(07) 230 

Report from the Commission to the European Parliament and the 
Council — Quality report pursuant to Regulation (EC) No.501/2004 of 
the European Parliament and of the Council of 10 March 2004 on 
quarterly financial accounts for general government. 

HM Revenue and Customs 

(28623) 
10315/07 
COM(07) 211 

Recommendation for a Council Decision concerning the accession of 
Bulgaria and Romania to the Convention of 26 July 1995, drawn up 
on the basis of Article K.3 of the Treaty on European Union, on the 
use of information technology for customs purposes. 

(28627) 
10316/07 
COM(07) 216 

Recommendation for a Council Decision concerning the accession of 
Bulgaria and Romania to the Convention of 18 December 1997, 
drawn up on the basis of Article K.3 of the Treaty on European Union 
on mutual assistance and cooperation between customs 
administrations. 
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Department of Trade and Industry 

(28617) 
9371/07 
COM(07) 232 

Commission Report on the Development, Validation and Legal 
Acceptance of Alternative Methods to Animal Tests in the Field of 
Cosmetics (2005). 

HM Treasury 

(28618) 
9401/07 
COM(07) 233 

Commission Communication: the European Economic and Social 
Committee, the Committee of the Regions and the European Central 
Bank on the introduction of the euro in Slovenia. 

(28647) 
9848/07 
COM(07) 251 

Draft Council Decision authorising Austria to conclude an agreement 
with Switzerland that includes provisions derogating from Article 
2(1)(d) of Directive 2006/112/EC on the common system of value 
added tax. 
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Formal minutes 

Wednesday 13 June 2007 

Members present: 

Mr Michael Connarty, in the Chair 

Mr William Cash 
Ms Katy Clark 
Mr Wayne David 
Jim Dobbin  
Mr Greg Hands 

 Kelvin Hopkins 
Mr Lindsay Hoyle 
Bob Laxton 
Angus Robertson 
Mr Anthony Steen 

The Committee deliberated. 

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 12.31 read and agreed to. 

Paragraph 13, Headnote read. Amendment proposed in line 8, to leave out the word 
“Cleared”, and to insert  the words “For debate on the floor of the House”.—(Mr William 
Cash.)   

Question put that the Amendment be made.  

Ayes, 2 Noes, 4 
Mr William Cash Ms Katy Clark 
Mr Greg Hands Mr Wayne David  
 Kelvin Hopkins 
 Bob Laxton 

 

Headnote agreed to. 

Paragraphs 13.1 to 18 read and agreed to. 

Resolved, That the Report be the Twenty-fifth Report of the Committee to the House. 

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

The Committee further deliberated. 

 

[Adjourned till Wednesday 20 June at 2.30 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) 
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) 
Greg Hands MP (Conservative, Hammersmith and Fulham) 
David Heathcoat-Amory MP (Conservative, Wells) 
Kelvin Hopkins MP (Labour, Luton North) 
Lindsay Hoyle MP (Labour, Chorley) 
Bob Laxton MP (Labour, Derby North) 
Angus Robertson MP (SNP, Moray) 
Anthony Steen MP (Conservative, Totnes) 
Richard Younger-Ross MP (Liberal Democrat, Teignbridge) 


