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1  A new EU-Africa Strategic Partnership 

(28780) 
11326/07 
COM(07) 357 
+ ADDs1-2 

Commission Communication: From Cairo to Lisbon – The EU-Africa 
Strategic Partnership 

 
Legal base — 
Departments International Development and Foreign and 

Commonwealth Office   
Basis of consideration Minister’s letter of 15 October 2007 
Previous Committee Report HC 41-xxxiii (2006-07), para 2 (2 October 2007) 
To be discussed in Council To be determined  
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Recommended for debate in the European Standing 

Committee  (reported on 2 October 2007).   

Background 

1.1 The June 2005 European Council tasked the Commission with drawing up a long-
term global strategy on Africa by the December 2005 European Council; the outcome 
was Commission Communication 13293/05: EU Strategy for Africa: Towards a Euro-
African Pact to Accelerate Africa’s development. The UN Millennium Development 
Goals1  are at the heart.  The Communication suggests that the EU should focus its 
support in areas considered essential for attaining the MDGs (peace and security and 
good governance), areas that create the economic environment necessary for achieving 
the MDGs (economic growth, trade and interconnection) and areas directly targeting 
the MDGs (social cohesion, decent work, gender equality and environment).  These 
areas should be supplemented by support for economic integration and political 
cooperation with the EU.  The African Union’s (AU) “Peace Facility for Africa” should 
be replenished and strengthened to allow it better to support Africa’s own efforts in this 
field.   

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

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

2015: eradicate extreme poverty and hunger; achieve universal primary education; promote gender equality; reduce 
child mortality; improve maternal health; combat HIV/Aids, malaria and other diseases; ensure environmental 
sustainability;  and develop a partnership for development — each with associated targets and benchmarks to 
measure progress.   
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1.3 Subsequently, the then Minister for Europe at the Foreign and Commonwealth 
Office (Mr Geoffrey Hoon) wrote on 8 January 2007 in connection with a joint 
Presidency, Commission and Council Secretariat progress report — “The EU and Africa: 
Towards a Strategic Partnership – The Way Forward and Key Achievements in 2006” — 
which had been presented to the December European Council, whose Conclusions in 
turn reaffirmed “its earlier commitment to work towards a joint EU-Africa strategy and 
underlined the importance of monitoring progress towards all of the EU’s commitments 
to Africa including the 2005 aid volume targets”.  Subsequent discussion with the 
Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State at the Department for International 
Development (Mr Gareth Thomas) and the then Minister  for Africa  at the Foreign and 
Commonwealth Office (Lord Triesman) is set out in our previous report on this present 
Commission Communication. 

1.4 Reflecting the joint outline of the Strategy agreed with the EU-Africa Ministerial 
Troika in May, the Strategy is seen as having four main political objectives: 

— to reinforce and elevate the EU-Africa political partnership; 

— to continue to promote peace and security, governance and human rights, trade and 
regional and continental integration in Africa, and other key development issues; 

— to jointly address global challenges and efforts to mitigate the negative impact of the 
EU's recruitment of skilled health workers from Africa; and 

— to facilitate and promote a broad based and wide ranging people-centred partnership 
for all people in Africa and Europe. 

1.5 Finally, the Communication suggests four specific initiatives that could be launched 
at the forthcoming EU-Africa Summit (and which could be contained in the first Action 
Plan), to give substance to the Partnership: 

— an EU-Africa Partnership on Energy, setting up an enhanced political energy dialogue 
between Africa and the EU;  

— an EU-Africa Partnership on Climate Change, setting up a Forum for dialogue and 
exchange on the most appropriate action to combat climate change; 

— an EU-Africa Partnership on Migration, Mobility and Employment, including 
establishing a network of African based migration observatories, proposals on 
remittances, and efforts to mitigate the negative impact of recruitment of skilled 
workers; and 

— an EU-Africa Partnership on Democratic Governance, including the launch of a 
Governance Forum.  

1.6 The supporting Joint Commission/Council Secretariat Paper, “Making the EU-
Africa Strategic Partnership Work”, set out a more complete overview of the priorities 
and objectives of the new Partnership — including suggestions for how the EU will 
support Africa on peace and security, governance, trade and integration, infrastructure, 
private sector development, migration, health, education, aid volumes and effectiveness, 
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agriculture, gender, youth, employment, culture, climate change and energy  — and 
proposed ways of improving the Institutional Architecture and Instruments: 

— regular EU-Africa Summits every two years, to take stock and give political guidance; 

— centring the “future institutional architecture” on the African Union (AU) in Addis 
Ababa; 

— focussing on the Troika as the most appropriate format to balance “effectiveness and 
efficiency against inclusiveness”; 

— the “two Commissions” (i.e., European and African) to be “the driving forces behind 
the partnership”, developing their cooperation together with the EU-AU Task Force; 

— simplifying “the institutional framework for regional integration and its articulation 
with the Economic Partnership Agreements currently being negotiated with the Africa, 
Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) states; 

— strengthened dialogue between the European Parliament and the Pan-African 
Parliament; and 

— inviting civil society to put forward ideas for creating a truly people-centred 
partnership. 

1.7  In a joint Explanatory Memorandum of 25 July 2007, the Parliamentary Under-
Secretary at the Department for International Development (Mr Gareth Thomas) and 
the new Minister of State at the Foreign and Commonwealth Office with responsibility 
for Africa, Lord Malloch Brown, said that the Commission had kept the subject of the 
Joint EU-Africa Strategy and Summit at the top of the EU’s agenda and that many of the 
“headline issues”  had already been identified as  requiring action by the EU and Africa; 
so, much of the information included was not contentious;  but there were some 
obvious gaps that they would raise this with the Commission in discussions.  They were 
concerned that the proposed EU-Africa Energy Partnership should address Africa’s 
needs and concerns, translating into improved and expanded services, including for 
poor households and communities.  They also noted that when the remaining three 
proposals had been developed and presented by the Commission in detail to Member 
States, they  would write to the Committee with explanatory memoranda; but in the 
meantime their initial views were as follows: 

a) EU-Africa Partnership on Climate Change: any proposed partnership or 
Forum should focus on outcomes and actions and be effectively linked with the 
EU-Africa Energy Partnership; 

b) EU-Africa Partnership on Migration, Mobility and Employment: The 
proposals on remittances, minimising the negative impact of recruiting skilled 
workers and the establishment of a network of Africa-based migration 
observatories were welcomed, but any proposals on legal migration respect 
national competence over the labour market, and Member States should have a 
proper opportunity to consider and comment on the full proposals;  
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c) EU-Africa Partnership on Democratic Governance including an EU-AU 
Governance Forum: as effective states and better governance are central to 
Africa’s development,  the focus on governance was welcome, but the details 
were still unclear and its relationship to the Governance Initiative2 was also not 
explained. There are no suggestions on the size of the forum, the frequency of 
meetings and relationships with existing bodies. 

1.8 As preparations for the Summit and negotiations between the EU Troika and the 
extended AU Troika continued over the summer and autumn, the UK would also be 
looking for stronger references to poverty reduction, the Millennium Development 
Goals and peace and security, as separate areas for possible announcements for the 
Summit.  

1.9 Finally, on the Financial Implications, the Ministers said that, should the EU 
“develop a concept on how to address the agreement in the outline of the Joint EU 
Africa Strategy to “work together towards gradually adapting relevant policies and legal 
and financial frameworks … to the needs and objectives of the partnership” and should 
this concept be developed and put to Member States, “the financial implications will be 
considered at that time”.  

1.10 For our part, we said that, given the EU’s central role in the development process, 
an EU Partnership with Africa is necessary, and that the framework thus far appeared 
well-conceived.  However, we noted that everything that we had said thus far on the 
original EU-Africa Strategy  would apply a fortiori to the proposed new Strategic 
Partnership: reality will need to be made of rhetorical commitments to policy coherence 
for development and aid for trade;3  the EU’s performance in relation to its financial 
commitments — the so-called “Monterrey Consensus” — also showed a similar gap 
between rhetoric and reality.4  The overall relationship must now move to the level of 
agreement by all concerned on a sustained programme of bench-marked outcomes.  So, 
while the Summit itself would be of great significance, it would be the Action Plans that 
would be of most significance.   

1.11 We accordingly asked the Ministers to bring us up to date in good time before the 
19-20 November “development” General Affairs and External Relations Council in 
relation to the desiderata set out in their EM and in the earlier letter to which we 
referred, so that there could  be a debate in the European Standing Committee prior to 
that GAERC — which debate recommended in our previous Report.  With that debate 
in mind, we asked for  their views on five issues (to which the response is set out below), 
and in the meantime retained the Communication under scrutiny.5 

1.12 That debate is now to be held in the European Standing Committee on 23 October 
2007, in which connection we have now received a further letter. 

 
2 (27791) 12572/06: see HC 34-xxxvii (2005-06), para 39 (11 October 2006) for the Committee’s consideration of the 

proposed Governance Initiative. 

3 (28544) 8390/07: see HC41-xviii (2006-07), para 9 (25 April 2007) and HC 41-xxxiii (2006-07), para 14 (2 October 2007) 
for our consideration of the Commission’s Communication on EU Aid for Trade. 

4 (28554) 8451/07 + ADD 1: see HC 41-xx (2006-07), para 9 (2 May 2007). 

5 See headnote. 
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The Minister’s letter of 16 October 2007 

1.13 Writing on behalf of both his own department and the Foreign and 
Commonwealth Office, the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State at the Department 
for International Development (Mr Gareth Thomas) firstly provides an update on 
progress on negotiations on the Strategic Partnership: 

“Since the original Explanatory Memorandum, Member States were asked to 
comment on the Commission’s Communications, several meetings have taken place 
between officials of the EU troika (Presidency — Portugal, European Commission, 
Council Secretariat) and the Africa extended troika (Ghana Presidency, outgoing 
presidency Republic of Congo, African Union Commission, African Union Chefs de 
File), and 2 further ad hoc working group meetings of EU Member States have taken 
place.  The Strategy itself has undergone significant changes and we expect to see the 
next version approved by the EU Africa Ministerial troika meeting on 30 and 31 
October. It is not yet public, however. In addition, the first draft action plan designed 
to implement the Strategy is in the process of being developed and negotiated with 
African partners.  Further negotiations will take place over November on the action 
plan and draft declaration for the Summit, prior to a meeting in Egypt of EU and 
African Foreign Ministers on 5 December.” 

1.14 The Minister then attempts to explain some of the key differences between the 
Public Outline of the Strategy which the Committee has seen and the current draft of 
the Strategy, as follows: 

“The sections on context, vision, principles, objectives and new approaches remain 
largely the same.  There is a notable addition in the section titled ‘New Approaches’ 
of language on the importance of African ownership of the African agenda and the 
need for strong African political commitment in support of the objectives and 
priorities of the partnership.  

“The main changes to the Strategy have been to the remaining text.  Under 
Strategies, the language is now narrative as opposed to bullet points and has been 
expanded significantly under the same themed areas as before, namely peace and 
security, governance and human rights, trade and regional integration and key 
development issues.  Amendments include: 

• Under peace and security, the UK is pleased to see additional language on UN 
support for AU peace-keeping operations, and a commitment to steps towards 
predictable and sustainable funding to support Africa-led peace support 
operations.   

• Under governance and human rights, we are pleased to see the inclusion of the role 
of media and democratic institutions, alongside civil society in ensuring 
transparency and accountability.  The addition of the paragraph on democratic 
elections assistance is also positive, as this is a key strength of the European Union. 

• Under trade and regional integration the UK is pleased at the addition of a 
reference to the EU’s Aid for Trade Strategy, a reference to corporate social 
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responsibility, and additional wording on strengthening cooperation in the field of 
statistics.   

• Under key development issues, the significant focus on delivering against the 
Millennium Development Goals is welcome.   The gaps previously identified on 
water and sanitation have now been addressed including reference to water 
resource management and access to water supply and sanitation.  The Committee 
raised infrastructure in their Report and there is now more detail on this issue 
including reference to the EU Africa Infrastructure Partnership and the proposed 
EU Africa Energy Partnership. 

• Under Section V, the Strategy proposes increasing the frequency of meetings and 
discussions on the relationship between the EU and the AU, enhanced dialogue at 
troika and expert level, and between parliaments.   It includes a section on financial 
instruments.  Monitoring of progress is proposed on an annual basis through the 
Commissions and Council Secretariat.” 

1.15 The Minister says that these changes “are significant”, that he is “pleased with the 
progress made” and that “the gaps identified by the UK in negotiations have been 
addressed”. In addition, he says that “specific issues raised by civil society partners in 
discussions and through their inputs to the consultation, including gender equality, 
support for vulnerable groups such as those with disabilities and the focus on civil 
society involvement in accountable government, have also all been reflected”. 

1.16 All in all: 

“Despite being fairly lengthy now, the UK feels that the current version adequately 
covers the essential elements of the future partnership between the EU and Africa.  
Each step has been negotiated and agreed with African partners, which is indicative 
of the way the future EU Africa partnership is expected to work.   There is little room 
now to negotiate further as the Strategy is due to be agreed by the Troika at the end 
of October.  However, the UK is hoping to ensure social protection is included in the 
Strategy and will raise this at the next opportunity.”    

1.17 Turning to the Action Plan, the Minister says that four new Partnerships have been 
added to the initial four proposed by the Commission under the Action Plan following 
requests from African partners: 

— the EU-Africa Partnership on Peace and Security; 

— a Partnership on Democratic Governance and Human Rights;  

— the EU-Africa Partnership on Trade and Regional Integration;  

— an EU-Africa Partnership on the Millennium Development Goals;  

— the EU-Africa Partnership on Energy;  

— the EU-Africa partnership on Climate Change;  

— an EU-Africa Partnership on Migration, Mobility and Employment; and  
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— an EU-Africa Partnership on Science, Information Society and Space.   

1.18 The Minister says that negotiations under the Action Plans are continuing, and that 
the Partnerships cover key areas for action over the next two to three years.  The UK, he 
says, is particularly interested in seeing how these partnerships develop in advance of 
the EU Africa Ministerial troika meeting on 30 and 31 October, and says that he is 
“working to strengthen the action plans as a key tool for implementation of the 
Strategy”.  

1.19 The Minister then responds to each of the questions raised in our previous Report: 

What resources are likely to be available for implementing the 
Strategy and what is the Governments’ assessment of their 
adequacy? 

“The Strategy is to be based on the increase in funding expected as a result of 
Member State commitments to increase aid by 2015, including the EU’s goal to reach 
an average ODA/GNI of 0.56% by 2010, with half of the increases to Africa.  This is 
in addition to increases under European Development Fund 10.    The UK is pleased 
that this Government is currently on track to reach that target.  These increases in 
development funding and support for Africa’s ability to trade will support Africa in 
the longer term.”    

What mechanisms will be used to ensure that the Strategy works 
effectively in relation to the activities of other major international 
donors and financial institutions? 

“The Strategy endorses the principles of aid effectiveness, harmonisation and the 
Division of labour.  The strategy is an overarching tool for EU support to Africa.  In a 
country context, decisions must be made bearing in mind other donors.  

What outcomes to the Doha Development Round they regard as 
essential to effective implementation of the Strategy? 

“The strategy is not yet public, but the current version of the strategy states that both 
the EU and Africa currently seek to join efforts to conclude the Doha Development 
Agenda as soon as possible.   

“The UK is particularly keen to see: 

• a significant step towards a fairer and freer world trading system, with real 
new market access and significant reduction or elimination of subsidies; 

• assistance for developing countries to allow them to pace trade reforms in 
line with their development and poverty reductions strategies; [and] 

• and a pro-development package that offers opportunities for the poorest 
countries to trade and builds their capacity to take advantage of those 
opportunities.” 
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How they see the EU making a reality of the proposed Governance 
Forum, with its implications of the sort of conditionality now 
incorporated into the EU/Africa, Caribbean and Pacific relationship in 
the revised Cotonou Agreement, given that its major competitor in 
Africa, namely China is less concerned with the sort of “governance” 
issues that have blighted Africa for so long? 

“The government sees Chinese co-operation with Africa as a major opportunity for 
Africa and there is space for both the EU and China in African markets and in 
supporting development.  In its formal dialogue with China, the government has 
been encouraging China to work closely with other donors including the EU. The 
key to any such cooperation is that all donors work towards supporting African 
governments to implement their own poverty reduction strategies and plans. In 
many cases these plans specifically deal with a range of governance issues. 

“The issue of how the Governance Forum might work has not yet been made clear.  
We are awaiting further information.  Governance reform cannot be imposed from 
outside. African commitment to building more effective states is critical. The EU and 
the UK support African efforts at improving governance, most notably the African 
Peer Review Mechanism.”6  

 How they see progress being regularly scrutinised by the House in 
the years to come? 

“It is too early to say.  The Strategic Partnership and the Action Plan are not yet fully 
negotiated, approved or adopted with proposed timelines for monitoring.  My 
Foreign Office colleague and I will write to the House after the Summit with the final 
documentation and suggest scrutiny arrangements at that point.”   

1.20 The Minister concludes by looking forward to the proposed debate. 

Conclusion     

1.21 We are grateful to the Minister for this comprehensive update, which we 
consider relevant to that debate.  

1.22 So, too, are the related Communications that we consider elsewhere in this 
Report — on the proposed Global Climate Change Alliance and the first 
implementation report on Policy Coherence for Development7 — which are central 
to this process, and where the amount of work that needs to be done to move from 
words to effective action is all too apparent.  Though the Minister does not say so 
specifically, he hints at the suggestion that the growth from four to eight 
Partnerships risks overloading the Action Plans from the outset. Since, as he rightly 

 
6 Under auspices of the African Union, prominent Africans are nominated by their respective countries  and 

appointed by their respective heads of state to the African Peer Review Mechanism review panel, to promote 
policies, standards and practice in favour of political stability, economic growth, sustainable development, human 
rights  and regional integration. 

7 See (28926) 13107/07 and (28929) 13135/07: paras  4 and 8 of this Report. 
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suggests, the Action Plans are key to implementation, it is vital that the danger of 
over-ambition is avoided.  

1.23 We envisaged a debate after the next negotiating session to remove this element 
of uncertainty, so that the House would have a clear picture of what the forthcoming 
Summit would be asked to endorse.  Though earlier than we envisaged, because of 
the Parliamentary calendar, the debate should nonetheless enable the House to 
explore further with the Minister how best to respond to the palpable need for a 
constructive and productive relationship between the world’s largest provider of 
technical assistance and a continent with which it has so many historic and actual 
connections that will help Africa to begin at last  to move out of poverty in a 
sustainable fashion. 

1.24 Looking ahead, we look forward to hearing from him after the Summit, with his 
thoughts on future scrutiny arrangements of performance, which will be central to 
sustaining the parliamentary support upon which this ambitious enterprise will 
ultimately depend. 
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2  Financial management 

(a) 
(28927) 
13117/07 
+ ADD 1 
COM(07) 537 
 
(b) 
(28928) 
13118/07 
+ ADD 1 
COM(07) 538 

 
Commission Report on the follow-up to 2005 Discharge Decisions 
(Summary) — Council recommendations 
 
 
 
 
Commission Report on the follow-up to 2005 Discharge Decisions 
(Summary) — European Parliament Resolutions 

 
Legal base Article 276 EC; —; — 
Documents originated 19 September 2007 
Deposited in Parliament 26 September 2007 
Department HM Treasury 
Basis of consideration EM of 7 October 2007 
Previous Committee Report None 
To be discussed in Council Not known 
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision For debate in European Standing Committee together 

with the 2006 Annual Report of the European Court 
of Auditors and other relevant documents 

Background 

2.1 Each annual audit of the Community’s general and other budgets by the European 
Court of Auditors is concluded by a discharge given to the Commission by the 
European Parliament on the recommendation of the Council. But the Commission is 
required to act on and report back on any observations made by the European 
Parliament in the discharge decisions and any comments accompanying the Council’s 
recommendation. Any results from action on and follow-up to observations, comments 
and recommendations feed into subsequent annual audits. 

The documents 

2.2 Document (a) is a summary report from the Commission about its follow-up to the 
Council’s Recommendations in connection with the Discharge Decisions for the 2005 
budget. The report covers three areas: the General Budget, European Court of Auditors’ 
special reports and the European Development Funds. The bulk of the summary is 
concerned with the General Budget and this part of the report deals with 
recommendations under several headings: 
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• an introduction covering an integrated internal control framework, reliable, cost-
effective and easily understood indicators for internal controls, a single audit model 
and improving implementation of supervisory and control systems; 

• the Statement of Assurance and supporting information; 

• Commission internal control; 

• budgetary management; 

• revenue; 

• the Common Agricultural Policy; 

• structural measures; 

• internal policies, including research; 

• external actions; 

• pre-accession strategy; 

• administrative expenditure; and 

• financial instruments and banking activities. 

The staff working document annexed to the report gives a much more detailed account of 
the Commission’s responses to the Council’s recommendations under similar headings. 

2.3 Document (b) is a summary report from the Commission about its follow-up to the 
European Parliament’s Resolutions in its Discharge Decisions in relation to the 2005 
budget. The summary is in three parts dealing with recommendations on: 

• the General Budget, including both horizontal and sectoral issues and European 
Court of Auditors’ special reports; 

• the European Development Funds; and 

• individual Community agencies. 

2.4 The summary cross-references to the Commission’s annexed staff working document 
which gives a much more detailed account of the Commission’s responses to the European 
Parliament’s recommendations under several headings: 

• the Statement of Assurance; 

• declarations (by Member States in relation to their management of Community 
funds); 
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• an Inter-Institutional Agreement8 provision about assessments of Member States’ 
management and control systems; 

• suspension of payments and financial corrections; 

• the Commission’s internal control system; 

• political responsibility and administrative responsibility at the Commission; 

• revenue; 

• the Common Agricultural Policy; 

• structural measures, employment and social affairs; 

• internal policies; 

• external actions; 

• pre-accession strategy; 

• administrative expenditure and general issues concerning the agencies; 

• ten special reports; 

• the European Development Funds; and 

• individual Community agencies. 

The Government’s view 

2.5 The Economic Secretary to the Treasury (Kitty Ussher) says: 

“These reports provide a useful summary of the action taken by the Commission in 
response to the recommendations of the Council and the European Parliament 
relating to the discharge for the 2005 EC budget. These actions should lead to some 
further improvement in the management of the budget. Nevertheless, considerable 
further efforts are needed by all concerned — notably the Commission, the Council 
and individual Member States — if the Court of Auditors is to provide the positive 
statement of assurance on the EC budget that the Government believes that 
taxpayers deserve. 

“In this context the Government looks forward to the Court’s report on the 2006 EC 
budget, which should be published in November 2007, as well as the Commission’s 
final report on the implementation of its Action Plan “Towards an Integrated 
Internal Control Framework”,9 which should be published in early 2008. The 
Government, which has already announced an initiative to increase audit and 
parliamentary scrutiny of the UK’s own management of EC funds,10 will continue to 

 
8 “The Inter-Institutional Agreement between the European Parliament, the Council and the Commission on 

budgetary discipline and sound financial management.” 

9 (27230) 5509/06 + ADD1: see HC 34–xix (2005–06), para 14 (15 February 2006). 

10 See http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/newsroom_and_speeches/speeches/statement/speech_statement_est202206.cfm 
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press the Commission and partners for further progress to improve financial 
management and combat fraud, and for these issues to be considered explicitly as 
part of the upcoming comprehensive review of the EC budget.” 

Conclusion 

2.6 These documents usefully summarise Commission attempts to improve 
management of the Community’s finances. As such we recommend that they should 
be debated together with the Commission’s 2006 report on the fight against fraud, 
which we have already recommended for debate in European Standing Committee,11 
and the 2006 report of the European Court of Auditors, which we expect to be 
reporting on in due course.  

 
 
 

3  Reform of the European wine sector 

(28776) 
11361/07 
+ ADDs 1–2 
COM(07) 372 

Draft Council Regulation on the common organisation of the 
market in wine and amending certain Regulations 

 
Legal base Articles 36 and 37EC; consultation; QMV 
Document originated 4 July 2007 
Deposited in Parliament 11 July 2007 
Department Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 
Basis of consideration EM of 18 July 2007 and SEM of 21 September 2007 
Previous Committee Report None, but see footnote 
To be discussed in Council By December 2007 
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Not cleared; further information awaited 

Background 

3.1 The Community’s common market organisation for wine was introduced in 1970, and, 
since then, there have been a number of reforms, most recently in 1999.12 Despite this, the 
regime remains complex, and it is also costly, with annual expenditure having varied from 
year to year between 2.5% and 5.5% of the total budget for the Guarantee Section of the 
European Agricultural Guarantee and Guidance Fund (EAGGF), and currently running at 
about €1.3 billion.  

 
11 (28786) 11724/07 + ADDs 1&2: see HC 41–xxxiii (2006–07), para 1 (2 October 2007). 

12 Council Regulation 1493/1999 OJ No. L 179, 14.7.99, p.1. (19365) 9624/98: see HC 155–xxxix (1997–98), para 2 (4 
November 1998) and HC 34–xiv (1998–99), para 6 (24 March 1999). 
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3.2 In view of this, and the changes which now have taken place in most other commodity 
sectors as a result of the Agenda 2000 reforms of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), 
the Commission put forward in June 2006 a Communication13 indicating ways in which 
the sector can be made more sustainable. This pointed out that, despite the changes made 
in 1999, production (particularly of quality wines) had been increasing at a time when 
consumption had been declining, and that the Community’s imports were rising more 
quickly than its exports, leading to an increase in surplus production, likely to be 
equivalent to 15% of output in 2010–11. 

3.3 The Communication also identified a number of other aspects of the current regime 
which have created problems, including a ban on planting rights, the extent to which 
distillation has become a permanent outlet, the adverse effect of the rules on wine making 
practices (and their complexity), and the labelling provisions. It therefore concluded that 
the regime should be amended to ensure that the sector’s potential can be further 
developed in a sustainable manner and by establishing clear, simple and effective rules 
which balance supply and demand, whilst respecting the environment, and taking due 
consideration of health and consumer protection. 

3.4 After considering a number of possible approaches,14 the Commission opted for what it 
described as a “profound” reform, involving the abolition of market management measures; 
greater integration between measures in this sector and Member States’ rural development 
plans; the introduction of minimum environmental requirements; and changes in the 
regulations governing quality and geographical indications, wine-making practices, and 
labelling. The approach would thus be broadly similar to the Agenda 2000 reforms, except 
that the funds released by abolishing the current market management measures would be 
re-directed, not to the Single Payment Scheme, but to a newly established budget envelope 
for each wine-producing Member State from which it would be allowed to finance 
measures chosen from a given list.15 

3.5 In our Report of 19 July 2006, we noted that, although UK production of wine is clearly 
increasing, it remains relatively small, and that consequently the main interest in this 
regime arises from a consumer and budgetary perspective. We welcomed the 
Communication as pointing the way towards reforms which would no doubt be seen as 
fairly radical by the powerful wine interests which exist in other Member States. However, 
whilst we concluded that this was an important document, we decided to clear it on the 
basis that the Commission would be producing formal legislative proposals in 2007. 

The current document 

3.6 The Commission has now done so in this proposal, the most significant elements of 
which are as follows: 

 
13 (27621) 10851/06: see HC 34–xxxvi (2005–06), para 14 (19 July 2006). 

14 Including maintenance of the status quo, with some limited adjustments; amending the regime along the lines of 
the reforms introduced since 1999 for most other commodities; and complete deregulation of the wine market. 

15 The Commission suggests that this might include restructuring and re-conversion, support for safety net 
mechanisms, and support for green harvesting. 
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— Market support 

The immediate abolition of the existing market arrangements supporting 
uncompetitive production, including the schemes providing for the storage of wine, 
the distillation of wine and its by-products, aid for the use of grape must, and refunds 
for the export of wine to third country markets. In addition, the use of so called 
“crisis” distillation — intended to operate as a safety valve to deal with periods of 
significant market disturbance but now increasingly a permanent feature of the 
regime — would end.  

— National envelopes 

National envelopes would be established under which producer Member States 
would be able to cushion the impact of the withdrawal of direct market support by 
financing support programmes on a regional level, covering such measures as 
vineyard restructuring/conversion schemes; the costs of setting up funds to provide 
assistance to producers against market fluctuations; support for harvest insurance 
against natural disasters; and support for green harvesting16 of grapes, in order to 
reduce yields. In addition, each national envelope programme would have to include 
the promotion of Community wine on third country markets. After a transition 
period, two thirds of the existing budget (around €860 million a year) would be 
allocated to national envelope measures. 

— Grubbing-up 

In order to try and re-balance the market, the grubbing-up scheme would be 
strengthened covering up to 200,000 hectares of vines, and offering higher payments 
at the start of its 5 year life in order to encourage early uptake, but it would be more 
limited than the one envisaged in last year’s Communication because of the slight 
improvement in the wine market and a greater focus on expanding commercial 
outlets. Also, the grubbing-up scheme would not be applied in Member States, such 
as the UK, where the 5-year average production is below 25,000 hl per year. 

— Planting rights 

The system of planting rights which has existed for many years would be extended 
from 31 December 2010 until 31 December 2013, in order to provide a breathing 
space for the sector to achieve a balance in conjunction with the grubbing-up 
scheme. In addition, the ban on new plantings in Member States where the 5-year 
average production is above 25,000 hl per year would be maintained until the start of 
2014. 

— Rural Development 

Part of the existing financial resources used for wine would be transferred to the 
Rural Development (RD) Programme to fund measures of interest to the sector in 

 
16 This involves the destruction or removal of grape bunches whilst still in their immature stage. 
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wine producing regions. This would require an adaptation of existing programmes 
for the period 2007–2013, and the Commission proposes that funding should be 
increased from €100 million in 2009 to €400 million from 2014. In addition, Member 
States would be required to co-finance the new measures. 

— Wine making practices 

Authorised Community wine making practices would be based on those laid down 
internationally by the OIV (International Organisation of Vine and Wine) and 
responsibility transferred from the Council to the Commission, so as to provide for 
the faster acceptance of new practices and a greater alignment of Community 
standards with those used elsewhere. The rules on the enrichment of wine (used in 
northern Member States, to increase natural alcohol content) would remain the 
responsibility of the Council (although the Commission is proposing to prohibit the 
use of sugar as an enriching agent and to reduce the maximum level of permissible 
enrichment). 

— Quality policy and labelling 

Quality policy would be made simpler and more transparent by establishing a 
framework for wines with Geographical Indications (GI) consistent with the quality 
policy for other foodstuffs. Wines with a GI would be further divided into those with 
a Protected Geographical Indication (PGI) and those with a Protected Designation of 
Origin (PDO). It is also intended to simplify the existing, restrictive labelling 
provisions, for example by allowing all wines to be labelled with the grape variety and 
vintage, thereby providing consumers with clearer information than is often the case 
currently. 

— Single Payment Scheme (SPS) 

Vineyards would be included within the SPS, following the precedent set in the 
recent reform of the fruit and vegetables regime. Thus, areas under vines would 
become eligible land, and so could be used to support claims for payment against 
existing entitlements. In addition, areas grubbed-up under the new scheme would be 
able to attract new entitlements, with the value set at the relevant regional rate. 

— Cross compliance 

Whilst the existing regime contains few explicit references to environmental 
concerns, the Commission estimates that 57% of the total vine area in the 
Community of 15 is, as a consequence of other activities on vine farms, subject to 
cross-compliance obligations. Under the current proposal, farmers who receive 
grubbing-up aid will be subject to cross-compliance on their whole holding, and 
those who receive funding under the national envelope for restructuring/conversion 
or green harvesting will be subject to cross compliance during the 5 years following 
the date of payment (1 year for green harvesting). 
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— Information campaigns 

The Commission intends to fund information campaigns for consumers by making 
available a further €3 million a year.  

3.7 In cost terms, the Commission estimates that the proposals would be broadly neutral, 
but would involve a substantial reduction in expenditure on market support, and a 
corresponding increase in the amounts devoted to rural development and measures to be 
funded under the national envelopes. 

The Government’s view 

3.8 In his Explanatory Memorandum of 18 July 2007, the Minister for Sustainable Farming 
and Food at the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Lord Rooker) says 
that the Government agrees with the Commission’s analysis of the problems facing the 
wine sector and that fundamental reform of the regime is necessary to secure the long term 
sustainability. The UK therefore welcomes the proposal as providing a good basis for 
discussion. In particular, it supports the early abolition of market intervention measures 
and the grubbing-up scheme, the partial realignment of the budget to provide for funding 
of rural development measures, the simplification and increased transparency of the 
labelling rules, and the inclusion of the sector within the Single Payment Scheme and cross 
compliance. The UK will, however, argue that a greater proportion of the funding of the 
new regime should be through Pillar II rural development measures and that the measures 
included in the proposed national envelopes should not be market distorting. 

3.9 The Minister also recalls that, in its Explanatory Memorandum on last year’s 
Communication, the Government commented on two issues of specific importance to 
English and Welsh producers — the planting ban and the possible tightening of the 
restrictions on enrichment. He says it is clear that both issues remain a concern under the 
current proposal. In particular, whilst the system of planting rights and planting ban do not 
apply in Member States where the 5-year average production is less than 25,000 hl per year, 
it is likely that UK production will exceed this level between 2010 and 2013. The 
Government will therefore argue that UK producers should remain outside the proposed 
planting restrictions during the transition period up to 31 December 2013. Also, the 
proposed restriction on the optional level of enrichment in northern Member States to 2%, 
and the ban on the use of sugar as an enriching agent, would increase the cost of making 
wine there, and the Government will therefore argue that the proposals impact 
disproportionately on the countries concerned. 

3.10 The Minister also said that an initial Regulatory Impact Assessment was being 
prepared, and would be submitted “before October” with a supplementary Explanatory 
Memorandum. 

Supplementary Explanatory Memorandum of 21 September 2007 

3.11 We have now received the promised Assessment under cover of the Minister’s 
supplementary Explanatory Memorandum of 21 September 2007. This points out that the 
UK has a small domestic industry concentrated in southern England and Wales, which 
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currently has 362 registered vineyards comprising 923 hectares, and that production in 
2006 amounted to just over 25,000 hl, having risen from only 13,000 hl in 2005. On the 
other hand, the UK is the largest wine importer in the Community (by value), and the 
Assessment says that it is often considered to be the hub of the international trade in wine, 
with many thousands of wine traders, ranging from large multinational businesses to single 
importers. 

3.12 As regards the impact of the proposed reforms, the Assessment suggests that, 
although the abolition of distillation and other market support measures will increase the 
imbalance of the market (and put further downward pressure on prices) in the short term, 
this will eventually lead to a more market-orientated and competitive European wine 
industry. It points out that, although the extension of the planting ban until 2013 will limit 
the expansion of successful producers, it is intended to provide a period of adjustment 
whilst productive capacity is reduced.  

3.13 However, it adds that this would have significant adverse implications for the UK, 
since the industry has made investment decisions on the basis that the ban would end by 
2010, and it is thus likely that production will exceed the 25,000 hl threshold by the later 
date: this would now mean that the UK would become subject to the ban, and would thus 
have to incur the cost of introducing it for what would be a temporary period. The 
Government therefore intends to argue in principle against the extension of the planting 
ban to 2013, but, since it recognises that a number of producer countries may press for the 
ban to be extended beyond then, it would in that event seek a substantial increase in the 
25,000 hl threshold, so as to limit the impact of such a step on the UK. 

Conclusion 

3.14 Although we note that the proposals in this document would leave expenditure on 
the Community wine regime at current levels, we share the Minister’s view that much 
of these long overdue reforms are welcome, notably the intention to make a substantial 
reduction in expenditure on market support, and a corresponding increase in the 
amounts devoted to rural development and measures to be funded under the national 
envelopes. Moreover, to the extent that the wine producing industry in this country is 
currently below the threshold at which most of the current measures apply, the UK’s 
principal interest lies in the proposal’s consumer and budgetary aspects. 

3.15 Having said that, we also note that, as it is currently drafted, the UK industry could 
find itself affected for the first time by the ban on new plantings, and that the 
Government will be seeking to address this concern, as well as those raised by the 
proposed changes to the rules on enrichment. Consequently, although we do not 
believe that the main thrust of the proposals gives rise to any major issues which 
require further consideration by the House, we think it right to withhold clearance, 
pending further information about the outcome of discussions on these two points. In 
the meantime, we are drawing the document to the attention of the House. 
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4  Global Climate Change Alliance 

(28926) 
13107/07 
COM(07) 540 

Commission Communication: Building a Global Climate Change 
Alliance between the European Union and poor developing 
countries most vulnerable to climate change  

 
Legal base — 
Document originated 18 September 2007 
Deposited in Parliament 24 September 2007 
Department International Development  
Basis of consideration EM of 9 October 2007 
Previous Committee Report None; but see (24363) 7523/03: HC 63–xxiii (2002–

03), para 12 (4 June 2003) 
To be discussed in Council 19–20 November 2007 GAERC 
Committee’s assessment Politically important  
Committee’s decision Not cleared; further information requested. Relevant 

to the debate on the EU-Africa Strategic Partnership 

Background 

4.1 In introducing this Communication, the Commission says that scientific data analysed 
by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)17 provide the international 
community with “three alarming conclusions: firstly, climate change is happening; 
secondly, the recent acceleration in climate change is the result of human activity leading to 
the emission of greenhouse gases (GHG) into the atmosphere; and thirdly, most regions in 
the world, and especially those in the developing world, will be increasingly affected by 
climate change.” 

4.2 It says that the EU, as the largest provider of Official Development Assistance (ODA), 
has taken a lead role in international development efforts and in promoting international 
action to tackle climate change. It recalls proposals put forward at the March 2007 
European Council “for a global and comprehensive post-2012 climate change agreement to 
limit global warming to 2°C above pre-industrial levels, and committing to significant cuts 
in the EU’s GHG emissions, even in the absence of an international agreement.”18

 

Although the EU has, it says, already highlighted the strong links between climate change 
and poverty in 2003,19

 “the urgency and magnitude of the challenge calls for a more 
collective initiative to match Europe’s responsibility and commitment in the fight against 
poverty”.20  

 
17 PCC. 4th Assessment Report: Climate Change 2007. 

18 COM (2007) 2, Limiting Global Climate Change to 2°C: The Way Ahead for 2020 and Beyond, 10.1.07, and European 
Council Conclusions (7224/07), 9.3.07 

19 COM (2003) 85, Climate Change in the Context of Development Cooperation, 11.3.03, and Council Conclusions 
(15164/04), Climate change in the Context of Development Cooperation, 24.11.04. See head note for our 
predecessors’ consideration of this Communication. 

20 COM(07) 540, page 2. 
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4.3 In particular, the Commission notes that “projections of the effects of climate change 
show that the Least Developed Countries (LDCs) and Small Island Developing States 
(SIDS) will be hit earliest and hardest. Moreover, these countries have the fewest resources 
to prepare for these alterations, and to adapt their way of life. Climate change is therefore 
likely to further delay the achievement of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) in 
many of these countries.” 

The Commission Communication  

4.4 This Commission Communication accordingly proposes the creation of a Global 
Climate Change Alliance (GCCA) — a joint initiative put forward by Directorates General 
for Development, Environment and External Relations. The objective is “to ensure that 
developing countries most vulnerable to climate change, in particular the Least Developed 
Countries (LDCs) and Small Island Development States (SIDS), increase their capacity to 
adapt to the effects of climate change, in support of the achievement of the Millennium 
Development Goals (MDGs)”.  

4.5 The Commission says that the initiative is intended to add value to the EU Action Plan 
on Climate Change and Development (2004–2008), which concentrated on raising 
awareness and developing capacity across all developing countries. It is focused on the 
most vulnerable poor countries, and includes concrete actions aimed at raising their 
capacity to deal with climate change. The initiative will provide a platform for dialogue and 
exchange among EU and poor developing countries, and provide technical and financial 
support for adaptation and mitigation measures, and for the integration of climate change 
into development strategies. It would begin in 2008. 

4.6 The programme’s five output areas are: 

— adaptation to climate change; 

— reducing emissions from deforestation; 

— enhancing participation in the Clean Development Mechanism;21 

— promoting disaster risk reduction; and 

— integrating climate change into poverty reduction efforts. 

4.7 In a helpful Explanatory Memorandum of 9 October 2007, the Parliamentary Under-
Secretary at the Department for International Development (Mr Gareth Thomas) describes 
the proposal as “another bilateral (EU) attempt to deal with a collective problem”. He says 
that “there are already a large number of other initiatives/international funds aimed at 
increasing adaptive capacity”, which include: 

“the Special Climate Change Fund, the Least Developed Countries Fund and the 
Adaptation Fund — all under the auspices of the United Nations Framework 

 
21 The Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) is an arrangement under the Kyoto Protocol allowing industrialised 

countries with a greenhouse gas reduction commitment to invest in projects that reduce emissions in developing 
countries as an alternative to more expensive emission reductions in their own countries. For further details, see 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Clean_Development_Mechanism 
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Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC); the Clean Energy Investment 
Frameworks being developed by the Multilateral Development Banks; and the UK’s 
Environmental Transformation Fund-International Window. In addition, there is 
work by DFID and the World Bank on the ‘Global Forest Alliance’ looking at forests 
and the carbon market (i.e. two of five of the GCCA’s programme areas).” 

4.8 He notes that “the Commission has stressed that it does not see this initiative 
duplicating activity elsewhere, as there are few operational financial initiatives or funds in 
this field”, and intends “to produce a working paper fleshing out the practical details, with 
the aim of discussion with stakeholders during the European Development Days, 
conclusions at the November GAERC, and a link to the EU/Africa Summit”. 

4.9 On funding, he notes that the Commission has identified €50 million (£34.8 million) 
from “the Thematic Programme ‘Environment and sustainable management of natural 
resources’ (a part of the Development Cooperation Instrument), and, if approved, will 
request additional contributions from Member States”. 

The Government’s view 

4.10 The Minister continues as follows: 

“The GCCA initiative could usefully fill a gap in terms of providing an opportunity 
for EC and Member State support for climate-related capacity building. The 
initiative is consistent with UK thinking, in that it identifies a need to (a) build 
capacity, and (b) develop and test financing mechanisms.  

“The main strengths of the proposal are that it (a) combines alliance building with 
capacity building, and (b) provides finance to help build capacity in anticipation of 
the release of larger amounts of funding for adaptation (currently being negotiated 
under the UNFCCC). 

“There are already a large number of other initiatives/international funds aimed at 
increasing adaptive capacity. It will be important to ensure that the GCCA 
collaborates closely with these other initiatives so as to add value (not just create a 
parallel funding stream). 

“Another risk, common to all thematic funds, is that it could undermine the Paris 
Declaration commitments to ownership and alignment of development actions. 
Thematic funds are a draw on the time and human administrative resources of 
developing countries. They are also potentially a development response which is not 
demanded by recipient countries.”  

4.11 As to the funding aspects, the Minister says: 

“We have not, nor would we want to commit to provide funding until the designers 
of this initiative have better demonstrated how it will coordinate with and add value 
to the raft of other initiatives in this area.”  
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Conclusions 

4.12 The reasons for the Minister’s caution are clearly put and appropriate. The 
Commission is no doubt anxious to produce an initiative that can be showcased as part 
of the December 2007 EU-Africa Summit. But better right than rapid. There is little 
point in pushing ahead with a half-baked proposal unless it is properly funded — with 
clear commitments from Member States — and can demonstrate convincingly that it 
will both add value to other initiatives and add to, rather than overload, recipients’ 
capacity. 

4.13 We would therefore not want the Minister to agree to Council Conclusions 
endorsing the planned initiative, and its associated expenditure, until he is able provide 
evidence that the Commission has convincingly addressed all the issues that he has 
identified. We should accordingly be grateful if he would write to us again ahead of the 
November GAERC, with his views on the proposal at that stage and outlining the draft 
Conclusions then under consideration. Pending his reply we shall retain the 
Communication under scrutiny.  

4.14 We also consider the Communication relevant to the debate on the EU’s proposed 
new Strategic Partnership with Africa, which is to be held in the European Standing 
Committee on 23 October.  

 
 
 

5  Sanctions against employers of illegally staying third 
country nationals 

(28656) 
9871/07 
+ ADDs 1–3 
COM(07) 249 

Draft Directive providing for sanctions against employers of illegally 
staying third-country nationals 

 
Legal base Article 63(3)(b) EC; co-decision; QMV 
Department Home Office 
Basis of consideration Minister’s letter of 9 October 2007 
Previous Committee Report HC 41–xxxi (2006–07), para 4 (18 July 2007); HC 41–

xxvii (2006–07), para 3 (27 June 2007) 
To be discussed in Council No date set 
Committee’s assessment Legally and politically important 
Committee’s decision Not cleared; further information requested 
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Background 

5.1 We considered this draft Directive on 27 June and 18 July. We noted that it was 
proposed under Article 63(3)(b) EC22 and intended to provide for common sanctions and 
measures to be applied in the Member States against employers of third country nationals 
who are staying illegally. We also noted that the Government was still considering whether 
or not to opt in to this measure under Title IV EC.  

5.2 We shared the Minister’s concern over this further attempt to introduce criminal 
penalties under the EC Treaty, which we believed to be beyond the competence of the 
Community, and considered the provisions of the draft to be both highly prescriptive 
(arbitrarily settling on infringements involving four illegal workers as the threshold for 
criminal liability) and unacceptably vague (making criminal liability turn on such concepts 
as “significantly exploitative working conditions”).  

5.3 We held the document under scrutiny pending further information from the Minister, 
notably on any decision to opt into this proposal. 

The Minister’s letter 

5.4 In his letter of 9 October the Minister of State for Nationality, Citizenship and 
Immigration at the Home Office (Liam Byrne) informs us that the Government has 
decided not to opt into the Directive at this stage, but “instead will work closely with other 
Member States during negotiations to attempt to address the Directive’s major difficulties”. 
The Minister adds that if the Government is successful, it would wish to seek approval to 
opt in after adoption. 

Conclusion 

5.5 We thank the Minister for his letter and welcome the decision not to opt into this 
proposal.  

5.6 For the reasons we have expressed in our reports of 27 June and 18 July we agree 
with the Minister that there are major difficulties with this proposal.  

5.7 We shall look forward, in due course, to further information from the Minister on 
the negotiations, given that the Minister holds out the possibility of a decision by the 
UK to opt in at some future stage.  

5.8 We shall hold the document under scrutiny in the meantime. 

 
 

 
22 This provides for the adoption of measures on immigration policy within the area of “illegal immigration and illegal 

residence, including repatriation of illegal residents”. 
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6  The pay gap between men and women 

(28839) 
12169/07 
COM(07) 424 

Commission Communication: Tackling the pay gap between 
women and men 

 
Legal base — 
Document originated 18 July 2007  
Deposited in Parliament 30 July 2007 
Department Communities and Local Government 
Basis of consideration EM of 9 October 2007  
Previous Committee Report None 
To be discussed in Council No date set 
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Cleared 

Legal background 

6.1 Article 2 of the EC Treaty makes the promotion of equality between men and women a 
part of the Community’s task. 

6.2 Article 141 of the EC Treaty requires Member States to ensure that the principle of 
equal pay for male and female workers for equal work is applied. It also requires the 
Council to adopt measures to ensure the application of the principle of equal pay for equal 
work or work of equal value. In 1975, the Council adopted a Directive on the 
approximation of Member States’ laws on equal pay.23 Since then, it has adopted several 
other Directives on equality between men and women which are relevant to equal pay.24 

6.3 There is extensive case law of the European Court of Justice (ECJ) on the application of 
Article 141 and the equal pay Directive. 

The Commission’s Communication 

6.4 The Communication notes that in 2005 women earned on average 15% less than men 
in the EU. There are, however, wide disparities. For example, Malta had the smallest 
gender pay gap25 in the EU (4%); it also had the lowest rate of female employment. Cyprus 
had the biggest pay gap (25%) and a female employment rate higher than the EU average. 
Despite the requirements of EC legislation, the judgements of the ECJ and the action of the 
Member States to achieve equality, the gender pay gap has narrowed only a little; for 

 
23 Council Directive 75/117/EEC. 

24 For example, Directive 76/207/EEC on equal access to employment, vocational training and promotion; and Directive 
97/80/EC on the burden of proof in cases of alleged sex discrimination. 

25 The Commission defines the gender pay gap as the difference between average gross hourly earnings of male paid 
employees and of female paid employees as a percentage of average gross hourly earnings of male paid employees. 
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example, the gap for the EU 27 was 17% in 1995 and reduced by only 2% over the next ten 
years. 

6.5 The Communication discusses the difficulties in identifying the causes of the pay gap 
and of showing whether there is unfair discrimination where, for example, some jobs in a 
company are done mainly by women and others mainly by men. 

6.6 The Commission emphasises that equal pay is required not only on grounds of fairness 
but also to reduce poverty and make full use of women’s potential in employment. The 
Communication calls for further action by the Commission, Member States, employers 
and trades unions to tackle the pay gap. It suggests what might be done under four 
headings: 

• examining ways to improve the EC legislation and its application; 

• promoting equal pay as part of Member States’ efforts to achieve the Lisbon 
Strategy for Growth and Jobs; 

• encouraging employers to eliminate unjustified differences in pay; and 

• learning from each other through the exchange of information about best practice. 

6.7 Each of the four sections includes a list of the action the Commission will take. For 
example: 

•  in 2008 the Commission will analyse the existing EC legislation of equal pay and 
propose amendments where necessary; 

• the Commission will improve the quality and supply of statistics relevant to 
measurement of the pay gap; 

• it will encourage Member States to seek grants from the European Social Fund to 
tackle the causes of unequal pay and improve women’s access to employment; and 

• the Commission will call upon public authorities to use procurement as a means to 
encourage private contactors to adopt equal pay policies.  

6.8 The Annex to the Communication contains summaries of EC legislation and ECJ case 
law on equal pay; lists factors which can contribute to the gender pay gap; provides 
statistics, by Member State, on the pay gap and related matters, such as women’s 
employment rates; and gives examples of action Member States have taken to reduce the 
pay gap. 

The Government’s view 

6.9 The Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government (Hazel Blears) tells us 
that the Communication does not include any proposals for new EC legislation and that it 
has no immediate policy consequences for Member States. 

6.10 She says that the most recent data shows that the gender pay gap in the UK fell from 
20.5% in 2005 to 17.2% in 2006. She adds that: 



28    European Scrutiny Committee, 37th Report, Session 2006–07 

 

“The Government is determined to make further progress to tackle the pay gap, 
because it is unfair in principle and because it also entrenches the unequal division of 
labour in the home — preventing fathers from playing a more active role in their 
children’s early years and preventing women from fulfilling their opportunities to 
work.” 

6.11 The Minister says that every Government department and agency has produced an 
equal pay action plan; the proportion of women in Civil Service top management posts 
rose from 12.7% in 1998 to 26.8% in 2006; and local government employers have 
committed themselves to tackling unequal pay for men and women. She also tells us that 
the Government is currently “looking at how equality considerations can be built into the 
procurement process”.  

Conclusion 

6.12 The elimination of unfair pay differences between men and women is of great 
political importance and so we draw this interesting Communication to the attention 
of the House. As the Minister says, the Commission is not proposing any new 
legislation or expenditure at this stage. We have no questions that we need put to the 
Minister about the document and we are content to clear the document from scrutiny.  

 
 
 

7  Water scarcity and droughts 

(28827) 
12052/07 
+ ADDs 1–2 
COM(07) 414 

Commission Communication addressing the challenge of water 
scarcity and droughts in the European Union 

 
Legal base — 
Document originated 18 July 2007 
Deposited in Parliament 26 July 2007 
Department Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 
Basis of consideration EM of 2 October 2007 
Previous Committee Report None 
To be discussed in Council October 2007 
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Cleared 

Background 

7.1 According to the Commission, water scarcity (where demand exceeds exploitable 
resources under sustainable conditions) and droughts (arising from a temporary decrease 
in water availability) have now emerged as a major challenge for the Community, affecting 
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both households and industries, and are likely to be exacerbated by climate change. It also 
notes that the Community’s energy policy involves in the first instance seeking more 
efficient use before looking at alternatives, and it suggests that a similar approach should 
apply to water shortages. It has accordingly set out in this Communication an initial set of 
policy options at European, national and regional levels. 

The current document 

7.2 The Commission begins by identifying a number of specific challenges which it says 
need to be addressed. These include the need for full implementation of the Water 
Framework Directive (2000/60/EC); ineffective water pricing policies; inadequate land use 
planning; realising the potential which exists for water saving, and identifying priorities for 
water use; integrating water-related concerns into relevant sectoral policies; and the 
provision of high quality knowledge and information on the extent of the challenge. 

7.3 It then sets out the following policy orientations for future action: 

Putting the right price tag on water 

The Commission says that it has actively promoted the use of market-based 
environmental instruments, but that, although the Framework Directive provides 
ample opportunity for tackling both water scarcity and droughts in this way, the 
necessary economic instruments have not so far been widely used by Member States. 
It therefore suggests that, by 2010, there should be in place at national level tariffs 
based on an assessment of water uses and value, with adequate incentives to use 
water resources efficiently and contribute to the costs of the necessary services, and 
the introduction of compulsory metering programmes in all water-using sectors. 

Efficient allocation of water and water-related funding 

Improved land-use planning 

The Commission points out that the economic development of some river basins, for 
example through tourism or farming, can affect water resource availability, and that 
the forthcoming “health check” of the Common Agricultural Policy could enable an 
examination of how to further integrate water supply issues into this area, not least as 
regards the projected increase in the use of biofuels. It therefore suggests that steps 
should be taken at a European level to build on the increased emphasis over the past 
decade on sustainable agriculture, and to further assess the linkages between biofuel 
development and water availability. It adds that, at national level, there should be 
stringent enforcement of the Directive on Strategic Environment Assessment 
(2001/42/EC) in all economic sectors, with a strengthening of Member States’ 
procedures; that Member States should be encouraged to identify river basins facing 
quasi-permanent or permanent water stress or scarcity; and that, where appropriate, 
regulations should be set up to restore a sustainable balance between supply and 
demand. 
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Financing water efficiency 

The Commission says that the potential for water efficiency is not exploited to the 
fullest extent within the Community, with a number of measures not being taken on 
affordability grounds, even though they are cost-effective. However, it points out the 
opportunities for investment in infrastructure related to water management, clean 
and water-efficient technologies, and risk prevention measures, with European and 
national funds offering significant opportunities to meet this challenge. It suggests 
that, at European level, existing Community strategic guidelines for water 
infrastructures should be refined to see whether environmental preconditions related 
to water management should be attached before support is given under regional and 
rural development policies, and that it should be established how sectoral policies 
could contribute further to effective water management. At a national level, an effort 
should be made to ensure the efficient use of Community and national funds to 
improve water demand management, and fiscal incentives should be developed for 
the promotion of water-efficient devices and practices, particularly in water scarce 
areas. 

Improving drought risk management 

Developing drought risk management plans 

The Commission observes that, following the increasing droughts in the past few 
years, some Member States have moved from crisis management to drought risk 
management, which has often resulted in comprehensive measures being taken. It 
suggests that, at European level, there is a need to foster information and best 
practices on drought risk management, whilst at national level it says that specific 
drought management plans should be set up by 2009 to supplement river basin 
management plans established under the Water Framework Directive. 

Developing an observatory and early warning system on droughts 

The Commission says that it is currently developing a European Drought 
Observatory to enhance knowledge, and that efficient alert systems are also essential 
to improve drought preparedness by integrating relevant data and research results, 
drought monitoring, detection and forecasting. It suggests that there is a need at both 
European and national levels to develop prototypes and set up implementing 
procedures. 

Use of the Solidarity Fund and European Mechanism for Civil Protection 

The Commission notes that hitherto Member States affected by severe droughts have 
never applied for assistance under the European Union Solidarity Fund (EUSF), and 
nor have they asked for civil protection assistance to obtain urgent water supplies. It 
says that, at European level, it will reiterate its own willingness to examine fully any 
request for EUSF support from a Member State, whilst ensuring that this is not the 
indirect result of inefficient water management, and that it will also examine whether 
amendments are needed to the relevant criteria to allow the Fund to respond better 
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to droughts. In addition, it says that the Mechanism for Civil Protection will consider 
incorporating drought issues into future annual work programmes, examining all 
possibilities for providing assistance. 

Additional water supply infrastructures 

The Commission suggests that, in regions where all prevention measures have been 
implemented according to the water hierarchy26 after taking due account of the cost-
benefit dimension, and where demand still exceeds availability, additional water 
supply infrastructure can in some circumstances still be identified as a possible way 
of mitigating the impacts of severe drought. It adds that this could involve measures 
such as storage of surface or ground water, water transfers, or the use of alternative 
sources (such as desalination or waste water re-use), as well as the construction of 
new dams (though it observes that these are often controversial). It says that it will 
prepare by the end of 2008 an assessment of all alternative options, whilst nationally 
it will be necessary to ensure that any adverse effects of any infrastructure proposals 
are fully taken into account in an environmental assessment. 

Fostering water efficient technologies and practices 

The Commission says that all economic sectors need to develop water-efficient 
technologies and practices to reduce substantial leakages from buildings and public 
water supply networks. It suggests that, at Community level, consideration should be 
given to developing standards for water-using devices, such as irrigation systems, 
and to developing legislation to cover non-energy using products; that water 
efficiency criteria should be included in performance standards for buildings; that 
consideration should be given to developing a new measure similar to the Energy 
Performance of Buildings Directive (2002/91/EC); and that enhanced research on 
the adaptation of economic activities to water scarcity should be encouraged. It also 
believes that voluntary agreements should be developed at both European and 
national levels with all sectors needing water, in order to develop more water-
friendly products, buildings and practices. 

Fostering a water-saving culture in Europe 

The Commission points out that this requires an active awareness-raising policy 
involving all sectors, with information, education and training being priorities. It 
says that it will explore with the European Business Alliance on Corporate Social 
Responsibility the possibility of an initiative on the efficient use of water, of 
encouraging the inclusion of rules on water management in existing and future 
quality and certification schemes, and of expanding existing Community labelling 
schemes to promote water efficient devices and water friendly products. At the same 
time, it suggests that Member States should further encourage the development of 
educational programmes and exchanges of best practice. 

 
26 From water saving to water pricing policy and alternative solutions. 
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Improved knowledge and data collection. 

European water scarcity and drought information system 

The Commission says that reliable information on the extent and impacts of water 
scarcity and droughts is essential for decision-making at all levels, as are shared 
definitions to ensure data consistency at Community level. It says that it will present 
an annual European assessment and fully exploit the Global Monitoring for 
Environment and Security (GMES) services for delivering space-based data and 
monitoring in support of water policies, land use planning and improved irrigation 
practices. 

Research and technological development 

The Commission suggests that the coordination of research efforts between 
Community and national levels will ensure the best match between research needs 
and what is on offer. It will therefore seek to disseminate research results on water 
scarcity and drought issues, as well as encouraging activities in this area under the 
Seventh Community Research Framework Programme. 

The Government’s view 

7.4 In his Explanatory Memorandum of 2 October 2007, the Minister of State for the 
Environment at the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Mr Phil 
Woolas) says that the UK broadly supports the objectives of the Communication in 
providing a framework for action by Member States, identifying threats to water supplies 
from both long term and short term impacts in Europe, and requiring Member States to 
address the problems within their borders.  

7.5 In particular, he says that the UK already has a well developed policy framework for 
water supply, based on demand management and the development of sustainable 
resources, and that it therefore supports measures which can help consumers to save water 
and enable them to identify water efficient products. The Minister says that the UK also 
supports action on land use planning, and the removal of Community subsidies which 
encourage water intensive crops; will be fully implementing the Water Framework 
Directive on the time-scale set out in it; and supports in principle the Commission’s 
proposals for fostering water performance technologies and practices, fostering a water-
saving culture, and improving knowledge and data collection (though he adds that the 
costs and benefits of any specific proposals — and the level at which they should be 
applicable — need to be explored further). On the other hand, the Minister also believes 
that the Communication is in some respects too firmly against the development of new 
water resources, commenting that this can take many years, and that an overly rigid 
approach, which requires that all prevention measures should have been implemented, 
might not make it possible to bring on new sources of supply to the timescales which will 
be required. Likewise, although agreeing on the need for the greater sharing of data, the UK 
believes that the proposed development of a European Drought Observatory will need to 
be subject to a robust cost benefit analysis, and that the Commission should explore the 
potential for using existing organisations instead. 
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7.6 The Minister also comments on the role of water metering in putting the right price tag 
on water. He points out that water charging is already in place in England, Wales and 
Scotland, and that a review is currently being conducted in Northern Ireland. He adds that 
his department has made clear its view that metering is the fairest way of charging for 
water, subject to account being taken of the consequences for vulnerable households, and 
the need to ensure that low income households which need to use a lot of water are 
protected from very high bills. As to progress to date, he says that the level of household 
metering in England and Wales is currently about 30%, which, although comparatively low 
compared with much of the rest of Europe, is increasing year on year, but that the levels in 
Scotland and Northern Ireland are very low. On the other hand, the majority of businesses 
in the UK are already metered, and plans have been announced to accelerate metering in 
areas of serious water stress in England by enabling companies compulsorily to meter their 
customers. 

Conclusion 

7.7 Insofar as this Communication seeks to identify ways of tackling at both 
Community and national levels a problem which seems likely to increase over time, we 
think it right to draw it to the attention of the House. Having said that, the document 
does not contain any legislative proposals, the steps it puts forward appear to be both 
proportionate and in suitably general terms, and it has the broad support of the UK. 
For these reasons, we do not believe there is any need for it to be considered further, 
and we are therefore clearing it. 
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8  Policy Coherence for Development 

(28929) 
13135/07 
+ ADD 1 
COM(07) 545 

Commission Working Paper: EU Report on Policy Coherence for 
Development 

 
Legal base — 
Document originated 20 September 2007 
Deposited in Parliament 26 September 2007 
Department International Development  
Basis of consideration EM of 9 October 2007 
Previous Committee Report None; but see (26496) 8137/05; (26497) 8138/05; and 

(26498) 8139/05: HC 34–v (2005–06), para 4 (12 
October 2005) 

To be discussed in Council 19–20 November 2007 GAERC 
Committee’s assessment Politically important  
Committee’s decision Cleared, but relevant to the 23 October European 

Standing Committee debate on the EU-Africa 
Strategic Partnership. Further information requested. 

Background 

8.1 In its introduction, the Commission notes that policies other than development 
cooperation have a strong impact on developing countries, and says that “the EU concept 
of Policy Coherence for Development (PCD) aims to build synergies between those 
policies and development objectives [which] in turn will increase the effectiveness of 
development aid”. Against the backcloth of the EU commitment to substantially increase 
official development assistance, the importance of ensuring that these resources are not 
rendered inefficient or wasted by policy incoherence is even greater.  

8.2 The policy framework that serves as a reference for this report was set in 2005, as part 
of the package of measures adopted to accelerate progress towards the Millennium 
Development Goals27 — in particular Commission Communication 8137/05: “Policy 
Coherence for Development: accelerating progress towards attaining the Millennium 
Development Goals”.  

The Commission Working Paper  

8.3 The Commission says that the aim of this report is “to shed some light on progress 
made by the EU in promoting a higher degree of coherence between the main policies that 
affect developing countries as well as to identify the main outstanding issues to be 

 
27 Which we considered on 12 October 2005, see headnote, and which were debated in European Standing Committee 

on 3 November 2005. 
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considered for further action” — commitments, the Commission notes, that were 
confirmed at the highest political level in the European Consensus on Development.28 It 
provides a basis for assessing the application of PCD; should help raise awareness and 
inform debates with all stakeholders within the EU, including the European and national 
Parliaments, civil society organisations active in development as well as in the other 
relevant policy areas, with a view to further promoting PCD; and thus concerns Member 
States as much as the EU and is expected to “feed the debate internally in each Member 
State”. 

8.4 The main report is accompanied by an Executive Summary intended for a variety of 
observers. The report draws on responses to a questionnaire issued to EU institutions and 
Member States, which detail their varied efforts to improve coherence. Contextual facts 
and figures (e.g. the potential impact of migrants’ remittances on development) are also set 
out. Annexes cover acronyms and the details and sources of the key facts. 

8.5 The paper starts by reporting on the policy and organisational context and practical 
tools (such as impact assessments) that enable, or constrain, PCD within the EU. In terms 
of processes and procedures, the report finds that the EU is at an early stage of PCD 
development. Despite increased awareness and the existence of high level commitments 
and tools for implementation, PCD is not institutionalised well enough in the decision-
making process, non-development staff awareness of PCD remains low, and the systems 
promoting coherence are not used effectively. Most Member States believe that more 
progress on PCD has been made at the EU level than at national levels. Conflicting political 
priorities amongst policies or different interests amongst Member States as well as amongst 
developing countries are the main obstacles to PCD. 

8.6 The report then discusses each of the 12 EU-recognised PCD areas: 

— Trade; 

— Environment;  

— Climate change;  

— Security; 

— Agriculture;  

— Fisheries; 

— Social dimension of globalisation, employment and decent work;  

— Migration; 

— Research;  

— Information Society;  

 
28 Joint Statement by the Council and the representatives of the governments of the Member States meeting within 

the Council, the European Parliament and the European Commission — ‘The European Consensus on Development’, 
December 2005 (OJ 2006/C 46/01). 
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— Transport; and 

— Energy. 

8.7 Each one highlights relevant positive features. In trade, for example, the report notes 
the EC’s relatively favourable market-access regime for developing countries; its role as “a 
major proponent in making development the key issue at the WTO negotiations” and its 
pursuit of a successful outcome to the Doha Development Round; and the “long term 
partnerships based on a comprehensive approach to development” embodied in the 
Economic Partnership Agreements currently being negotiated with the ACP countries. On 
climate change, it says that the Commission proposal to establish a Global Climate Change 
Alliance will be an important step in the direction of integrating climate change concerns 
into development cooperation and the wider policy dialogue.29  

8.8 Each one also highlights challenges, such as the efforts required in translating migration 
policies into practical outcomes; and the EU’s need to do more to build developing country 
capacity in science and technology without draining countries of talented staff.  

8.9 Each section ends with an “outstanding issues” section with summary conclusions and 
suggestions for next steps. On the issue of security, the report notes that cooperation with 
other actors, in particular the UN and the OSCE, regional organisations such as the African 
Union (AU), and civil society organisations, is essential. Improved coordination between 
security and development “implies strengthening organisational mechanisms in the 
Commission and the Council to take better account of development concerns in security 
decisions, conducting systematically security-related analyses when informing and guiding 
development cooperation, improving the transition between the different financial 
instruments and continuing to build and sustain partnerships with the different 
international and regional organisations and civil society”. In particular, concrete 
initiatives will be considered in the framework of the future joint EU-Africa strategic 
partnership — which is to be debated in the European Standing Committee on 23 October 
— “with a view to responding to the African continent’s requirements through a package 
of increasingly integrated and cross-cutting development and security measures.” 

8.10 The main cross-cutting areas for further action include improving Council procedures 
to promote PCD; better integrating PCD in cooperation strategies; improving information 
sharing and the impact assessment process and making better use of the Rolling Work 
Programme (which sets out objectives and action for each policy area). Increasing dialogue 
on PCD issues with partner countries and the European Parliament to enhance 
transparency, scrutiny and action (in both the EU and overseas) is also recommended. 

The Government’s view 

8.11 In his 9 October 2007 Explanatory Memorandum, the Parliamentary Under-Secretary 
at the Department for International Development (Mr Gareth Thomas) says that this is the 
first two-yearly EU PCD Report and is “an important tool for raising awareness of the 
importance of policy coherence to support development goals with the European public”. 

 
29 (28926) 13107/07: See Chapter 4 of this Report for our consideration of this proposal.  
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The Report should also “increase transparency and promote accountability of EU policy 
and action both within the EU (public/parliaments) and with developing countries”. He 
welcomes the details that the report provides of the issues and the efforts EU partners are 
making to support coherence and continues as follows: 

“Despite the high level commitments, PCD is a long term agenda for a variety of 
reasons including: lack of awareness of PCD benefits amongst non development 
staff; capacity constraints and lack of willingness by governments to consider 
development as much as other policies. Simply producing the report has furthered 
the efforts of EU partners, keen to show their contribution to this agenda. The report 
should help build the understanding about what PCD is, and why it is important — 
for development goals and non-aid policy areas. The report has been tabled for 
discussion at Council Working Groups such as migration and fisheries — a good 
start in driving the dialogue further.  

“We believe that the UK has stronger systems to promote PCD than is currently the 
case at the EU level — but accept that other Member States may feel differently about 
their own situation. More generally, we agree with many of the report’s overall 
conclusions and suggested next steps but believe these could have come out more 
strongly. The narrative often appears unbalanced, going into considerable detail 
about positive efforts without necessarily distinguishing between the depth of 
initiatives. While noted, the challenges in most areas are not dealt with in the same 
detail.  

“The report can therefore sometimes appear misleading — on the one hand profiling 
all the efforts, but retaining an underlying sense that implementation has largely 
failed to meet the ambition of the high level PCD commitments. While we wish to 
acknowledge the EU’s efforts, we think the report would be more convincing if it 
provided more detail about the level of impact of current efforts, and the constraints 
affecting progress. The areas for forward action would ideally provide more 
suggestions about how to move forward to support more focused discussion of next 
steps.  

“An example in this vein derives from the fisheries section. The section is reasonably 
balanced but appears defensive at times. After focusing on coherence efforts through 
Fisheries Partnership Agreements (FPAs), the section could more clearly indicate 
that FPAs have a long way to go in promoting good governance and institutional 
development in partner country fisheries sectors. A recommendation could cover 
measures to ensure that the income provided by FPAs is invested in fisheries’ 
institutional development. 

“We think the challenges affecting coherence within the Commission could have 
received more focus — Member States appear to have been more self-effacing. We 
think the potential for and constraints within the Council Secretariat to promote 
PCD could also have been more fully elucidated. 

“Member State comments to the Commission are more likely to affect the make-up 
of the next report due in 2009 (given the time available to address the current 
report.) As it stands, there is much to be positive about. The report provides some 
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factual context to explain the relevance of PCD and provides a real insight into the 
variety of efforts being made across the PCD agenda — at all levels. The report refers 
to and includes the suggestions and findings of recent external reports on PCD in the 
EU context, including a Centre for European Policy Studies report sponsored by the 
UK (2006). Initial comments from other Member States echo some of our concerns 
but share our belief that the report will serve as a very useful tool for helping EU 
partners better understand and think more carefully about forward action. 

“More directly, the Presidency are preparing Council Conclusions to highlight the 
report and its findings. We will encourage short, focused conclusions to drive 
organisational improvements to promote coherent policymaking that re-assert and 
build on the PCD Council Conclusions adopted in 2006. Most importantly, over the 
course of 2008 we will use the report as a hook to further improve understanding 
and efforts towards PCD in concert with other Member States and Commission 
officials.”  

8.12 So far as the UK’s own response is concerned, the Minister says that: 

“In the last week we have received feedback from other Government departments on 
policy sections within the report. Approximately six government departments 
worked with us on preparing the UK’s questionnaire return earlier this year, which is 
now in the public domain.” 

8.13 Finally, the Minster says that Conclusions arising from the report will be considered at 
the development-focused GAERC on 19 and 20 November. 

Conclusions 

8.14 Although the Minister says that “there is much to be positive about” in the Report, 
it would not seem to amount to a great deal more than it being “a very useful tool for 
helping EU partners better understand and think more carefully about forward action”. 
This apart, the Minister implies that the Commission has pulled its punches when it 
comes to analysing its and the Council Secretariat’s shortcomings. 

8.15 The same might be said of the way the Report handles the key issue of trade: while 
mentioning the WTO negotiations and those on the Economic Partnership 
Agreements, there is no assessment whatsoever of what contribution these negotiations 
have made to the “coherence” of development policy. We assume that it is this, among 
others, to which the Minister refers when he says that “the report would be more 
convincing if it provided more detail about the level of impact of current efforts, and 
the constraints affecting progress. The areas for forward action would ideally provide 
more suggestions about how to move forward to support more focused discussion of 
next steps.”  

8.16  Ditto security, in which context the report refers to the prospective EU Strategic 
Partnership with Africa, which is being debated in the European Standing Committee 
on 23 October. We consider this report relevant to that debate. 

8.17 Looking further ahead, the next such report will not be until 2009. The Minister 
says that at the November GAERC, he will “encourage short, focused conclusions to 
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drive organisational improvements to promote coherent policymaking” and, over the 
course of 2008, “use the report as a hook to further improve understanding and efforts 
towards PCD in concert with other Member States and Commission officials”. When 
he or his successor submits the next report for scrutiny, we should accordingly be 
grateful if he would assess that report against the Conclusions adopted and report on 
how effective a hook it has been. We should also like his views on how effectively it has 
addressed the shortcomings he identifies in this present report. 

8.18 We now clear the document.  

 
 
 

9  Non-metric units of measurement 

(28918) 
12959/07 
+ ADDs 1–2 
COM(07) 510 

Draft Directive amending Council Directive 80/1/81/EEC on the 
approximation of the laws of the Member States relating to units of 
measurement 

 
Legal base Article 95EC; co-decision; QMV 
Document originated 10 September 2007 
Deposited in Parliament 19 September 2007 
Department Innovation, Universities and Skills 
Basis of consideration EM of 4 October 2007 
Previous Committee Report None 
To be discussed in Council No date set 
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Cleared 

Background 

9.1 In order to ensure harmonisation and consistency across the Community, Council 
Directive 80/181/EC sets out which units of measurement are legal, and in particular, it 
provides that, for most purposes, the legal units are metric. However, the Directive also 
authorised the use of “supplementary indications” (for example, the use of non-metric 
units alongside metric units, subject to certain conditions regarding their size and 
prominence) until the end of 1989, and that date has since been extended twice — until the 
end of 1999, and then to 31 December 2009. 

The current proposal 

9.2 In this document, the Commission is now proposing that the deadline for the use of 
such indications should be removed altogether, meaning that dual labelling in metric and 
imperial units would be authorised without time limit. More specifically, this would enable 
the continued use of the mile for road traffic signs, distance and speed measurement, the 
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pint for the dispensing of draught beer and cider and milk in returnable containers, and the 
troy ounce for transactions in precious metals. However, the use of the acre for land 
registration would no longer be permitted, as this unit is no longer used for that purpose in 
either the UK or Ireland. 

The Government’s view 

9.3 In his Explanatory Memorandum of 4 October 2007, the Minister of State for Science 
and Innovation at the Department for Innovation, Universities and Skills (Mr Ian Pearson) 
says that the UK strongly supports the proposal. He points out that the main case for it 
rests on the additional labelling costs which would arise if dual metric and imperial 
labelling was no longer permitted, and in particular the adverse effect on trade between the 
Community and the United States (the only major non-metric market in the world), which 
accounts for about 40% of all world trade. He adds that the proposed use of the mile, pint 
and troy ounce are essentially limited and local, and do not have an impact on the internal 
market, and that the proposal will ensure that the future use of these units is a matter for 
the UK alone. 

9.4 The Minister also says that, although consumer views were divided, UK business 
overwhelmingly supports the continuation of these supplementary indications, and that, 
since the proposal will maintain the status quo, it is not expected to impose any new costs 
on business, consumers or enforcement authorities. 

Conclusion 

9.5 We share the Government’s support for this proposal, which now puts the decision 
on the retention of non-metric units where, in our view, its rightly belongs — with the 
Member State concerned — and thus ends the uncertainty which has arisen in this area 
for far too long. We are therefore happy to clear it. 
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10  The Eurostars programme to support R&D by SMEs 

(28924) 
13088/07 
COM(07) 514 

Draft Decision on the Community’s participation in an R&D 
programme to support cross-border projects by SMEs which do 
their own research and development  

 
Legal base Article 169 EC; co-decision; QMV 
Document originated 12 September 2007  
Deposited in Parliament 24 September 2007  
Department Innovation, Universities and Skills 
Basis of consideration EM of 8 October 2007  
Previous Committee Report None 
To be discussed in Council November 2007  
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Cleared, but further information requested 

Background 

10.1 Article 165 of the EC Treaty requires the Community and the Member States to 
coordinate their research and development (R&D) activities so as to ensure that national 
and Community policies are consistent with each other. Article 166 requires the 
Community to have a multi-annual R&D framework programme. Article 169 authorises 
the Community, in implementing the framework programme, to participate in the 
research programmes of Member States. 

10.2 Last year, the Council adopted Regulations establishing the EC’s 7th R&D Framework 
Programme. Its total budget for 2007–13 is €48 billion. Small and medium-sizes enterprises 
(SMEs) can take part in collaborative projects funded from the Cooperation part of the 
Framework Programme. Moreover, there is specific provision elsewhere in the Framework 
Programme (Capacities) for grants for R&D conducted for the benefit of SMEs which do 
not have the capacity to do research for themselves. The Framework Programme does not, 
however, provide funding expressly for SMEs themselves to conduct R&D.  

10.3 EUREKA is an inter-governmental network. It was set up in 1985 to encourage and 
support market-oriented cross-border R&D (as distinct from research into basic science). 
The EC and 38 European countries are members of the network. Promoters of projects 
seek EUREKA’s endorsement of their proposals. If they obtain the EUREKA label, they 
look to their Member States for funding; EUREKA has no funds of its own to support 
projects. 

The draft Decision 

10.4 In 2004, EUREKA invited the Commission to consider the possibility of establishing a 
financial mechanism to strengthen cooperation between the 7th R&D Framework 
Programme and EUREKA. It also developed the Eurostars Joint Programme, tailor-made 
to provide grants to cover up to half the costs of cross-border projects proposed and 
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executed by partnerships of SMEs. The rest of the costs would be met by the SMEs 
themselves. 

10.5 The Eurostars Programme would be funded : 

• by a contribution from participating countries amounting to €300 million over the 
six years of the Programme;30 and 

• a contribution from the EC of up to €100 million over those six years. 

The EC’s contribution would be found from the budget for the Capacities part of the 7th 
Framework Programme. 

10.6 The purpose of the draft Decision is to authorise the Community, in implementing 
the Framework Programme, to make the financial contribution to the Eurostars 
Programme and to set the conditions for the EC’s participation. The draft Decision also 
makes provision: 

• on the size of the financial contributions to the Programme from participating 
countries; 

• for the EUREKA Secretariat to be responsible for the management of the 
Programme; 

• for grants from the Programme to be made to cross-border projects involving at 
least two “R&D performing SMEs” based in different participating countries;31 and 

• for the audit and for interim and final evaluations of the Eurostars Programme. 

The Government’s view 

10.7 The Minister for Science and Innovation at the Department for Innovation, 
Universities and Skills (Ian Pearson) tells us that, at present, the main route for UK SMEs 
to obtain public funding for participation in a EUREKA project is to gain support from 
Grant for R&D, an SME-oriented scheme operated by the Regional Development Agencies 
with an annual budget of £27 million. 

10.8 The Minister says that: 

“The UK supports the objectives of Eurostars and notes that a large majority of 
Member States have committed in principle to participate. However the proposed 
Eurostars programme has coincided with a major review of UK science and 
innovation policy undertaken by Lord Sainsbury … and the reorganisation of 
innovation organisations in the UK including establishing the Technology Strategy 

 
30 The countries which have already decided to take part in Eurostars are 22 Member States (currently the UK is not 

one of them) and five other countries — Iceland, Israel, Norway, Switzerland and Turkey. 

31 The Commission describes “research and development performing SMEs” as SMEs which have their own research 
capabilities and which “are knowledge-intensive, technology/innovation-based companies, playing a key role in the 
innovation process. Based on their own R&D capacity, they are able to develop products, processes or services that 
have a clear innovative or technological advantage. R&D constitutes a key element in their corporate strategy and 
business plans” (Commission explanatory memorandum, page 3, final paragraph). 
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Board (TSB) to take forward technology and innovation support for business. Lord 
Sainsbury’s review was published on 5 October and one of its conclusions was that 
the TSB should develop an international strategy that considers support for the 
European EUREKA programme and [the 7th R&D Framework Programme] 
initiatives. The Government will be actively discussing with the Technology Strategy 
Board and the English Regional Development Agencies the potential for joining the 
[Eurostars] programme at an early stage.” 

10.9 The Minister also tells us that the Portuguese Presidency hopes to achieve political 
agreement on the draft Decision at the Competitiveness Council on 22–23 November. 

Conclusion 

10.10 In our view, this proposal for the Commission to make a contribution to the 
Eurostars Programme for R&D by SMEs is constructive and the explanation for it 
appears persuasive. We are content to clear the draft Decision from scrutiny. We 
should be grateful, however, if the Minister would tell us the Government’s conclusion 
on whether to take part in Eurostars. 

 
 
 

11  Draft Budget 2008 

(28965) 
— 
— 

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 adoption of the Budget is set 
out in Article 272 

Department HM Treasury 
Basis of consideration Minister’s letter of 25 July 2007 
Previous Committee Report None 
Discussed in Council 13 July 2007 
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Cleared 

Background 

11.1 The Commission’s Preliminary Draft Budget (PDB) is the first stage in the 
Community’s annual budgetary procedure. We reported on the 2008 PDB in June 200632 
and it was debated in European Standing Committee on 9 July 2007.33 The second stage is 

 
32 (28681): See HC 41–xxv (2006–07), para 2 (13 June 2007). 

33 Stg Co Deb, European Standing Committee, cols 3–24. 
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the adoption by the Council of the Draft Budget (DB). The 2008 DB was adopted on 13 
July 2007. The 2008 PDB and the 2008 DB form the basis of the 2008 Adopted Budget 
which is expected to be agreed in mid-December 2007, after consideration by the European 
Parliament in October 2007, further consideration by the Council in November 2007 and 
subsequent negotiations between the Council and the European Parliament. 

The Draft Budget 

11.2 The Economic Secretary to the Treasury (Kitty Ussher) has written in advance of 
publication of the DB (which will be later in the Autumn) to tell us what the Council 
decided in relation to the DB. The Minister encloses with her letter annexes, which we 
reproduce, helpfully setting out the euro and sterling figures for the six budget categories 
and the changes in these in relation to the PDB. She tells us that the DB was based on a 
package put together by the Portuguese Presidency and that its main features are as 
follows. 

Summary of the figures 

11.3 For commitment appropriations the 2008 PDB proposed a total of €129.17 billion 
(£87.85 billion). This was an increase of 2% over 2007. For payment appropriations34 the 
2008 PDB proposed a total of €121.58 billion (£82.69 billion). This was an increase of 5.3% 
over 2007. The DB proposes a total of €128.40 billion (£86.54 billion) in commitment 
appropriations, a reduction of 0.5% on the PDB number, and €119.41 billion (£80.48 
billion) in payment appropriations, a reduction of 1.7%. These figures are within the 
ceilings set by the multi-annual Financial Perspective leaving an increased margin of €3.90 
billion (£2.63 billion) under the ceiling for commitment appropriations and €10.34 billion 
(£6.97 billion) under that for payment appropriations. 

11.4 The decreases are made up of: 

• targeted reductions to the proposed increases for specific programmes reflecting 
the Council’s estimate of actual financing needs for 2008; 

• across-the-board reductions to increases for Headings, 1a, 1b, and 2 taking into 
account implementation trends; and 

• reductions to increases in budgets of decentralised agencies to ensure these are 
subject to the same budget discipline as other institutions. 

 
34 Commitment appropriations are the cost of legal obligations that can be entered into during the current financial 

year for payments in the current and future years. Payment appropriations are the amounts available to be spent in 
the current financial year on commitments made in the current or past years. In exceptional circumstances unused 
payment appropriations may be carried forward into the following year. 
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 The individual expenditure headings 

Heading 1: Sustainable growth 

11.5 Overall expenditure under this heading is now set by the DB at €56.88 billion (£38.34 
billion) for commitment appropriations and €49.12 billion (£33.10 billion) for payment 
appropriations, leaving a margin of €354.00 million (£238.60 million) under the Financial 
Perspective ceiling for commitment appropriations.35 

Heading 1a: Competitiveness for growth and employment 

11.6 Expenditure under this sub-heading in the PDB was €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. Under the DB 
commitment appropriations are reduced by €266.40 million (£179.30 million) and 
payment appropriations by €548.40 million (£370.00 million), leaving a margin of €343 
million below the Financial Perspective ceiling for commitment appropriations. These 
overall decreases consist of: 

• across-the-board reductions to commitment appropriations of €250.00 million 
(£168.50 million); 

• reductions to the subsidies for decentralised agencies of €16.40 million (£11.05 
million); 

• a transfer of commitment appropriations for Galileo into the Reserve, pending a 
decision on the issue;36 and 

• similar across-the-board reductions for payments. 

Heading 1b: Cohesion for growth and employment 

11.7 Expenditure under this sub-heading in the PDB was €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. Under the DB 
commitment appropriations are not reduced, leaving a margin under the Financial 
Perspective ceiling of €11.10 million (£7.20 million). The PDB’s proposed increase in 
payment appropriations is reduced by €498.00 million (£335.70 million), consisting of: 

• reductions to budget lines relating to the completion of 2000–2006 programmes, 
particularly the European Regional Development Fund, of €298.80 million 
(£201.39 million); and 

• reductions to 2007–2013 programmes, taking into account completion and 
implementation rates, of €199.20 million (£134.26 million). 

 
35 An equivalent breakdown of the total margin for payment appropriations is not available. 

36 We expect to report on developments on Galileo shortly. 
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Heading 2: Preservation and management of natural resources 

11.8 Overall expenditure under this heading in the PDB was €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. Under the DB 
commitment and payment appropriations for agricultural expenditure are each reduced by 
€553.20 million (£372.70 million) leaving a margin of €3.08 billion (£2.07 billion) below the 
Financial Perspective ceiling. Rural development spending has not been affected by these 
deceases, which come from: 

• an across-the-board commitment and payment appropriations reduction of 
€350.00 million (£235.90 million) for interventions in agricultural markets, except 
for budget lines relating to food programmes, free distribution of fruit and 
vegetables and school milk; 

• a targeted commitment and payment appropriations reduction of €200.00 million 
(£134.80 million) to the budget line relating to the clearance of accounts; and 

• reductions to the subsidies for decentralised agencies of €3.20 million (£2.16 
million). 

Heading 3: Citizenship, freedom, security and justice 

11.9 Overall expenditure under this heading is now set by the DB at €1.28 billion (£0.86 
billion) for commitment appropriations and €1.13 billion (£0.76 billion) for payment 
appropriations, leaving a margin of €91.40 million (£61.60 million) under the Financial 
Perspective ceiling for commitment appropriations. 

Heading 3a: Freedom, security and justice 

11.10 Expenditure under this sub-heading in the PDB was €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. 
Under the DB commitment appropriations are reduced by €4.30 million (£2.70 million) 
and payment appropriations by €18.3 million (£12.10 million), leaving a margin of €60.30 
million (£40.60 million) under the Financial Perspective ceiling for commitment 
appropriations. These overall decreases were achieved through: 

• a targeted reduction to commitment appropriations for the PRINCE programme37 
of €1.00 million (£0.67 million); 

• a targeted reduction to payment appropriations for budget lines relating to the 
European fund for the integration of third country nationals, the European return 
fund, fundamental rights and citizenship, and the fight against violence of €15.00 

 
37 “The PRINCE programme is designed to provide assistance to implement the information and communication 

strategy for the European Union. The focus is on information and communication actions on enlargement issues 
targeting mainly the general public in EU member states.” Commission website.  
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million (£10.11 million) in line with absorption capacities and past implementation 
rates; and 

• reductions to the subsidies for decentralised agencies of €3.3 million (£2.22 
million).  

Heading 3b: Citizenship 

11.11 Expenditure under this sub-heading in the PDB was €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. Under the DB commitment appropriations are reduced by €14.60 million 
(£8.80 million) and payment appropriations by €44.60 million (£29.00 million), leaving a 
total margin of €31.10 million (£21.00 million) under the Financial Perspective ceiling for 
commitment appropriations. This represents: 

• targeted reductions to commitment and payment appropriations, for the budget 
lines for multimedia actions, information for the media and specific actions under 
the “Going Local” communication article, of €5.00 million (£3.37 million); 

• targeted reductions to payment appropriations, for the budget lines for Media 
2007, Culture 2007–2013 and Youth in action of €30.00 million (£20.22 million); 
and 

• reductions to the subsidies for decentralised agencies of €9.60 million (£6.47 
million). 

Heading 4: The EU as a global partner  

11.12  Overall expenditure under this heading in the PDB was €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. Under the 
DB commitment appropriations are increased by €217.60 million (£146.90 million) and 
payment appropriations reduced by €364.20 million (£245.30 million) (including a 
reduction of €239.20 million (£161.21 million) to the Emergency Aid Reserve), leaving a 
total margin of €112.20 million (£75.60 million) below the Financial Perspective ceiling for 
commitment appropriations. This allows for increases in commitment appropriations of 
€80.00 million (£53.92 million) for assistance to Palestine and of €180 million (£121.32 
million) for assistance to Kosovo, both of which are entered in the Reserve. The decreases 
were mainly achieved through: 

• targeted reductions to commitment appropriations for the instrument for pre-
accession — €18.50 million (£12.47 million), the evaluation of results, the co-
ordination and promotion of awareness and the PRINCE programme — €10.50 
million (£7.08 million) and regional and horizontal programmes — €13.40 million 
(£9.03 million), taking into account absorption capacities and past implementation 
rates; 
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• targeted reductions to payment appropriations, for the same budget lines and those 
relating to transition and institution-building, and completion of former co-
operation with Turkey, taking into account absorption capacities and past 
implementation rates, totalling €125.00 million (£84.25 million); and 

• a reduction of €239.20 million (£161.21 million) in payment appropriations to the 
Emergency Aid Reserve. 

Heading 5: Administration  

11.13 Overall expenditure under this heading in the PDB was €7.34 billion (£4.99 billion) 
for both commitment and payment appropriations, an increase of 5.7% against 2007 levels. 
In the DB both commitment and payment appropriations are reduced by €96.20 million 
(£64.70 million), leaving a total margin of €266.80 million (£179.80 million) below the 
Financial Perspective ceiling for commitment appropriations. The approach taken by the 
Council was to set an appropriate level for the administrative budget of each institution, 
taking into account their own specificities and their real and justified needs, while 
accepting all new posts relating to the 2004 and 2007 enlargements. In particular, the 
reductions were achieved through: 

• limiting the global increase of the Council’s own budget to 0.2%; 

• applying for other institutions a 2% reduction taking into account efficiency gains 
and the impact of inter-institutional co-operation; 

• retaining specific decreases on individual budget lines for some institutions, taking 
into account real needs; 

• increasing the standard flat rate abatement on salaries for some institutions taking 
into account their current vacancy rate; and 

• accepting only a few new posts for new tasks, on the basis of justified needs.  

Heading 6 Compensation 

11.14 Overall expenditure under this heading in the PDB was €206.00 million (£140.09 
million) for both commitment and payment appropriations, a decrease of 53.5% against 
2007 levels. The DB made no changes to this heading. This leaves a margin €0.36 million 
(£0.22 million) under the Financial Perspective ceiling for commitment appropriations. 

 The Government’s view 

11.15 First the Minister tells us that during a conciliation meeting between the Council and 
the European Par1iament five joint statements relating to the budget were agreed, 
concerning: 

• Structural and Cohesion Funds and Rural Development 2007–2013 programmes; 

• recruitment in relation to the 2004 and 2007 enlargement;  
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• decentralised agencies;  

• Executive Agencies; and  

• assigned revenues.  

She comments that the Government is supportive of these statements, which call for a 
greater degree of transparency, sound financial management and budget discipline in the 
areas they concern. 

11.16 More generally the Minister tells us that the Government believes the Council’s 2008 
DB goes a considerable way to meeting its key objectives for the negotiations. The 2008 
DB: 

• maintains budget discipline; 

• significantly reduces the level of payment appropriations in Headings 1 and 2, to 
bring the budget closer to the likely implementation rate and to reduce the 
likelihood of another large surplus; 

• protects allocations for Afghanistan and Iraq and other Government priority areas 
— adjustment support for Sugar Protocol countries, cooperation with developing 
countries in Asia, humanitarian aid and the Common Foreign and Security Policy; 

• takes a rigorous approach to expenditure in Headings 3 and 5, delivering savings 
and increased flexibility; and 

• remains fully consistent with the financial settlement agreed in December 2005 
(the agreement on the Financial Perspectives for the period 2007–2013) and 
continues to cater for the needs of enlargement in a budget-disciplined way.  

11.17 The Minister concludes that, whilst the Government would have welcomed a more 
ambitious reduction to administrative expenditure, the DB represents a balanced overall 
package to put to the European Parliament and that the Government will continue to 
pursue its key objectives in the subsequent stages of the 2008 budget process. 

Conclusion 

11.18 We are grateful to the Minister for her report on progress in setting the 2008 
Budget. We note that the Government appears to be achieving some successes in 
securing budgetary discipline and look forward to hearing that these gains are retained 
in the later stages of the process. Meanwhile we clear the document. 
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ANNEX 1: TABLE 1:  SUMMARY OF 2008 PDB AND DRAFT EC BUDGET – EUR MILLION 

 
2008 PDB 2008 DB 

Council 1st Reading 
Difference DB/PDB Heading 

 
Financial 

Framework 
Ceiling CA (1) PA (2) CA PA CA PA 

1. Sustainable Growth 
1a. Competitiveness for Growth and Employment 
      Margin1 
1b. Cohesion for Growth and Employment 
      Margin 

56,736 
9,847 

— 
46,889 

— 

57,148 
10,270 

76.6 
46,878 

11.1 

50,161 
9,539 

— 
40,623 

— 

56,882 
10,004 

343.0 
46,878 

11.1 

49,115 
8,990 

— 
40,125 

— 

-266 
-266 
266 

0 
0 

-1,046 
-549 

— 
-498 

— 
2. Preservation and Management of Natural Resources 
     Margin 

58,800 
— 

56,276 
2,524.2 

54,770 
— 

55,723 
3,077.3 

54,217 
— 

-553 
553 

-553 
— 

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

1,362 
747 

— 
615 

— 

1,289 
691 

56.0 
598 

17.7 

1,190 
496 

— 
694 

— 

1,271 
687 

60.3 
584 

31.1 

1,128 
478 

— 
650 

— 

-18 
-4 

4.3 
-14 
14 

-62 
-18 
— 

-44 
— 

4. European Union as a Global Partner2 
     Margin 

7,002 
— 

6,911 
329.8 

7,917 
— 

7,129 
112.2 

7,553 
— 

218 
-218 

-364 
— 

5. Administration 
     Margin 

7,380 
— 

7,336 
121.2 

7,336 
— 

7,190 
266.8 

7,190 
— 

-96 
96 

-96 
— 

6. Compensation 
     Margin 

207 
— 

207 
363.7 

207 
— 

207 
363.7 

207 
— 

0 
0 

0 
— 

TOTAL (3) 
          Margin       

131,487 
— 

129,167 
3,137 

121,581 
— 

128,401 
3,902 

119,410 
— 

-715 
715 

-2,121 
— 

Appropriations for payment as % of GNI   0.97%  0.95%   
 
Notes 
(1)  CA = commitment appropriations 
(2)  PA =  payment appropriations 
(3)  Due to rounding, the sum of the lines may not equal the total. 
 
1  The margin for Heading 1 (sub-heading 1a) does not take into account the appropriations related to the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (€500m). 
2   Excludes €234.5m from the Emergency Aid Reserve. 
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TABLE 2:  2008 PDB AND DRAFT EC BUDGET —  GBP MILLION 

 
2008 PDB 2008 DB 

Council 1st Reading 
Difference DB/PDB Heading 

 
Financial 

Framework 
Ceiling CA (1) PA (2) CA PA CA PA 

1. Sustainable Growth 
1a. Competitiveness for Growth and Employment 
      Margin3 
1b. Cohesion for Growth and Employment 
      Margin 

38,240.1 
6,636.9 

— 
31,603.2 

— 

38,517.8 
6,922.0 

51.6 
31,595 

7.2 

33,808.5 
6,429.3 

— 
27,380.0 

— 

38,338.5 
6,742.7 

231.2 
31,595.8 

7.2 

33,103.5 
6,059.3 

— 
27,044.3 

— 

-179.3 
-179.3 
179.3 

0 
0 

-705.0 
-370.0 

— 
-335.7 

— 
2. Preservation and Management of Natural Resources 
     Margin 

39,631.2 
— 

37,930.0 
1,701.3 

36,915.0 
— 

37,557.3 
2,074.1 

36,542.3 
— 

-372.7 
372.7 

-372.7 
— 

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

918.0 
503.5 

— 
414.5 

— 

868.7 
465.7 

37.7 
403.1 

11.9 

802.1 
334.3 

— 
467.8 

— 

856.7 
463.0 

40.6 
393.6 

21.0 

760.3 
322.2 

— 
438.1 

— 

-12.1 
-2.7 
2.9 

-9.4 
9.4 

-41.8 
-12.1 

— 
-29.7 

— 
4. European Union as a Global Partner4 
     Margin 

4,719.3 
— 

4,658.0 
222.3 

5,336.1 
— 

4,804.9 
75.6 

5,090.7 
— 

146.9 
-146.9 

-245.3 
— 

5. Administration 
     Margin 

4,974.1 
— 

4,944.5 
81.7 

4,944.5 
— 

4,846.1 
179.8 

4,846.1 
— 

-64.7 
64.7 

-64.7 
— 

6. Compensation 
     Margin 

139.5 
— 

139.5 
245.1 

139.5 
— 

139.5 
245.1 

139.5 
— 

0 
0 

0 
— 

TOTAL (3) 
      Margin       

88,622.2 
— 

87,058.6 
2,114.3 

81,945.6 
— 

86,542.3 
2,629.9 

80,482.3 
— 

-481.9 
481.9 

-1,429.6 
— 

Appropriations for payment as % of GNI   0.97%  0.95%   
 
Notes 
(1)  CA = commitment appropriations 
(2)  PA =  payment appropriations 
(3)  Due to rounding, the sum of the lines may not equal the total. 
Sterling figures converted the exchange rate on 29 June 2007: €1=£0.674 
3  The margin for Heading 1 (sub-heading 1a) does not take into account the appropriations related to the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (£337m). 
4   Excludes £158.1m from the Emergency Aid Reserve. 
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12  Documents not raising questions of sufficient legal 
or political importance to warrant a substantive report 
to the House 

Department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform 

(28968) 
12484/07 
COM(07) 490 

Draft Council Regulation amending Regulation (EC) No.367/2006 
imposing a definitive countervailing duty on imports of polyethylene 
terephthalate (PET) film originating in India. 

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 

(28890) 
12585/07 
COM(07) 484 

Draft Council Regulation amending Regulation (EC) No.1782/2003 
establishing common rules for direct support schemes under the 
common agricultural policy and establishing certain support schemes 
for farmers and Regulation (EC) No.1698/2005 on support for rural 
development by the European Agricultural Fund for Rural 
Development (EAFRD). 

Foreign and Commonwealth Office 

(28944) 
13236/07 
COM(07) 553 

Commission Communication on the Annual Report on the 
implementation of Council Regulation (EC) No.866/2004 of 29 April 
2004 and the situation resulting from its application. 

(28966) 
— 
— 

Council Decision amending and extending Council Decision 
2007/244/CFSP on the European Union civilian-military supporting 
action to the African Union missions in Sudan and in Somalia. 

Department for Innovation, Universities and Skills 

(28883) 
12461/07 
COM(07) 446 

Draft Directive on non-automatic weighing instruments (codified 
version). 

(28906) 
12795/07 
COM(07) 496 

Commission Communication: E-Skills for the 21st century: Fostering 
competitiveness, growth and jobs. 

(28925) 
13090/07 
COM(07) 505 

Commission Communication — Nanosciences and Nanotechnologies: 
An action plan for Europe 2005-2009. First Implementation Report 
2005-2007. 
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Department for International Development 

(28891) 
12602/07  
+ ADD 1 
COM(07) 486 

Commission Report on the borrowing and lending activities of the 
European Communities in 2006. 

Department for Transport 

(28930) 
13173/07 
COM(07) 542 

Commission Report on the Second Report on the implementation of 
Regulation (EC) No.2320/2002 on civil aviation security. 

HM Treasury 

(28872) 
12444/07  
COM (07) 476 

Draft Council Decision providing Community macro-financial 
assistance to Lebanon. 

(28898) 
12590/07  
+ ADD 1 
COM(07) 493 

Commission Report on the implementation of macro-financial 
assistance to third countries in 2006. 
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Formal minutes 

Wednesday 17 October 2007 

Members present: 

Michael Connarty, in the Chair 

Mr James Clappison 
Jim Dobbin 
Mr Greg Hands 

 Lindsay Hoyle 
Bob Laxton 

 
 
1. Consumer protection: sale of timeshares 
 
The Committee considered this matter. 
 
Gareth Thomas MP, Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State, and Kevin Davis, Senior 
Policy Adviser, Package Travel, Timeshare and Holiday Clubs, Department for 
Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform, gave evidence. 
 
2. Scrutiny of Documents 
 
The Committee considered this matter. 
 
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 read and agreed to. 
 
Resolved, That the Report be the Thirty-Seventh Report of the Committee to the House. 
 

[Adjourned till Wednesday 24 October at 2.30pm. 
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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) 




