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The European Commission’s Annual Policy 
Strategy for 2008 (APS) 

(28417) 
6788/07 
COM(07) 65 

 

Commission Communication: Annual Policy Strategy for 2008 

 
Legal base — 
Document originated 21 February 2007 
Deposited in Parliament 2 March 2007 
Department Foreign and Commonwealth Office 
Basis of consideration EM of 15 March 2007 
Previous Committee Report None 
Committee’s assessment Legally and politically important 
Committee’s decision Cleared 

Chapter 1: Background to the inquiry 

1. Each Spring the European Commission publishes its Annual Policy Strategy (APS) 
for the following year, indicating the likely policy initiatives that it  will wish to pursue. 
The 2008 APS was published on 21 February and forms the basis for what the 
Commission calls a “constructive dialogue and exchange of views  with the European 
Parliament and the Council on where the policy priorities should lie in 2008, and how 
[these] should be reflected in the Commission’s Legislative and Work Programme”.1  
That programme is published in the Autumn and sets out in more definite terms the 
likely agenda for the following year.  The interim six months leading up to the 
publication of the Legislative and Work Programme, therefore, offers other EU 
institutions, as well as national parliaments, the opportunity to seek to influence the 
direction of the European Commission at an early stage. 

2. The Commission presented the APS to national parliaments at the 37th COSAC2 
meeting in Berlin on 14-15 May.  This innovation reflects the increased emphasis the 
Barroso Commission3 has placed on national parliaments in the formation of European 
policy.  COSAC is keen for national parliaments to examine the APS in detail, perhaps 
as part of an annual exercise, noting that “the Annual Policy Strategy of the Commission 
is open for discussion and amendment, thus offering parliaments an opportunity to 
exercise their influence”.4  While the extent to which the views of national parliaments 

 
1 Section 1, final paragraph of the Annual Policy Strategy. 

2 Conference of Community and European Affairs Committees of Parliaments of the European Union. 

3  The Barroso Commission is the European Commission that has been in office since 22 November 2004 and is due to 
serve until 31 October 2009. Its President is José Manuel Durão Barroso, who presides over 26 other commissioners 
(one from each Member State of the European Union). 

4  Conclusions of the XXXVI COSAC, Helsinki, 20-21 November 2006. 
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will be taken on board remains to be seen, it is likely that a number of parliaments will 
make their views on the 2008 APS known to the Commission.  We are pleased to be part 
of this COSAC exercise.  This report will be sent to the European Commission as our 
contribution to the debate. 

3. The 2008 APS is based broadly on the strategic initiatives adopted by the Barroso 
Commission at the beginning of its mandate in 2005.  It has retained the four 
overarching chapter headings which the Commission uses to characterize its work, 
namely prosperity, solidarity, security and freedom, and Europe’s role in the world.  A 
fifth heading has been added to take account of cross-cutting issues (such as the Lisbon 
Strategy, climate change, energy policy and migration). This year, for the first time, the 
Commission has also identified communication as a priority and lists those areas on 
which it wishes to focus efforts.   Finally, the document includes a proposal for the 
allocation of human resources to meet objectives, and a proposal for modification of the 
budgetary envelope for 2008 contained within the overall budgetary settlement for 
2007-13.   

4. The key proposals in the APS were summarised in the Government’s Explanatory 
Memorandum of 15 March as follows: 

“Cross-cutting priorities: The document identifies a number of issues which cut 
across the four strategic objectives: Energy and Climate Change, the renewed Lisbon 
Agenda for Jobs and Growth, and Migration.  On Climate Change, the Commission 
plans to push for new commitments by the EU and partners worldwide to reduce 
CO2 emissions and step up pressure for global change through the Global Climate 
Policy Alliance.  The Lisbon Strategy remains the means of promoting a more 
prosperous EU, and at the end of 2007, the Commission will present a strategic 
report on the first cycle of the strategy with the possibility of some modifications.  
There will be proposals on common migration and asylum policies, and to help curb 
illegal immigration, the Commission will work on a combined migration and 
development agenda, especially in relation to Africa. 

“Prosperity:  The document outlines the Commission’s aim for an Action Plan on 
Urban Transport in an effort to promote affordable and environmentally sustainable 
transport services.  The Commission plans to continue to promote lifelong learning, 
research and technical development, consumer protection policies, and the EU 
Maritime Policy to boost jobs in Europe’s sea related economy.  The document also 
outlines a plan for a Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base. 

“Solidarity:  The document envisages measures to tackle Climate Change including 
commitments beyond 2012 on reducing CO2 emissions to a sustainable level ahead 
of the 2009 Conference of the Parties to the UN Climate Change Convention.  The 
Commission plans to carry out a “health check” of the Common Agricultural Policy, 
and also the implementation of a Single Common Market Organisation as a step in 
the reform of a number of agricultural sectors.  The Commission sets out its 
intention to extend its equal opportunities policy with new initiatives designed to 
combat discrimination outside the labour market.  The Commission report makes a 
link between growth with measures on economic and social cohesion and with 
environmental and human rights protection.  The Commission intends to propose 
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further measures for consular assistance to EU citizens travelling outside the EU.  
The Commission sees the rights of the child as very important. 

“Security:  The Commission intends to continue work on measures to fight 
organised crime and terrorism including the exchange of information between law 
enforcement authorities.  The Commission also plans to build on work to improve 
civil protection, ensure standards in food safety and animal welfare.   

“Europe as a world partner:  The APS looks forward to continuing work on the 
European Neighbourhood Policy, further accession negotiations with candidate 
countries, and the development of closer political and economic ties with world 
partners.  The EU and African Union plan to develop a Joint EU-Africa Strategy 
coupled with Economic Partnership Agreements.  Stabilisation and reconstruction 
efforts in the Middle East and South Asia will continue. 

“Better Regulation: Simplifying and improving the regulatory environment in 
Europe will continue to be a major priority for the Commission.  The Commission 
aims to deliver significant reductions in the administrative burdens faced by EU 
business.  2008 should also mark the completion of the Commission’s programme to 
codify the body of existing legislation. 

“Improving Communication:  The Commission proposes to make communication 
with Europe’s citizens a priority in 2008.  The Commission considers that the main 
communication priorities for 2008 should reflect the political priorities set out in the 
APS including on the Budget Review, Energy and Climate Change and the Single 
Market Review.” 

5. In previous years, we have taken evidence on the Legislative and Work Programme 
and published a report in which we provided a breakdown linking specific Commission 
proposals with their respective UK Government Department, in order to provide a 
planning tool to help inform the work of Departmental Select Committees5.  Because the 
Commission has given the APS a higher profile than in previous years and because the 
Legislative and Work Programme is essentially a fait accompli, we have decided to focus 
our efforts this year on the policy strategy.  

6. During the inquiry, we issued a call for written evidence and received responses from 
MEPs, EU commentators, and business and public sector organisations.  We have taken 
formal oral evidence from two think-tanks, Open Europe and the Federal Trust;  the 
Head of the European Commission Representation to the UK, Reijo Kemppinen; the 
Minister for Europe, Jim Murphy MP; and the Vice-President of the European 
Commission with responsibility for relations with national parliaments, Margot 
Wallström.  We have participated in informal discussions with UK Members of the 
European Parliament and Members of the House of Lords Select Committee on the 
European Union, as well as attending the Berlin COSAC6 debate on the APS.  Finally, 
we sent the APS to each Departmental Select Committee, inviting their views on the 

 
5  (27371) 7571/06: see HC 34-xxvii (2005-06), chapter 7 (3 May 2006) for last year’s consideration of the APS. 

6  See footnote 2. 
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items relevant to their work.  We express our thanks to everyone who helped us with 
this inquiry. 

7. The terms of reference for the inquiry were to examine the role of the Annual Policy 
Strategy 2008 as a planning tool and consultation document in the preparation of the 
Legislative and Work Programme.  We examined the way in which the APS was 
produced, and the key themes that were presented, rather than the detail of the 
individual proposals, although we have noted specific points in areas where our 
previous scrutiny has made us familiar with APS proposals.  At this early stage, we were 
also interested to hear whether any of the proposals raised concerns with regards to the 
principles of subsidiarity7 or proportionality. 

8. During the course of this inquiry, four questions emerged from our study of the APS 
document and from oral and written evidence:  

• Does the APS provide a suitable basis for the dialogue the Commission says it 
wants? 

• Does the APS ring any alarm bells about subsidiarity or competence? 

• Is the APS useful to the Government and the House? 

• Can we suggest ways to improve the process? 

This report examines these four questions in turn. 

Chapter 2: Does the APS provide a suitable basis for the “constructive 
dialogue” the Commission says it wants? 

9. The publication of the APS in February each year activates a debate with the other EU 
institutions which the Commission calls a “constructive dialogue and exchange of 
views”8.  The APS is presented formally to the European Parliament (EP), which then 
holds a plenary debate on the document.  There follows a dialogue between EP 
Committees and relevant Commissioners on the content of the proposed strategy, 
which takes place up until the summer break in July, after which the Conference of EP 
Committee Chairs meets with the Commission Vice-President responsible for inter-
institutional relations, presently Vice-President Wallström,  to discuss the preparation 
of the future programme.   The Conference draws up the draft of a synthesis report 
setting out the agreed position of the EP Committees on the strategy, and making 
detailed recommendations for the policy initiatives it would like to see prioritised 
during 2008.  This is sent to the Conference of Presidents of political groups in 
September for endorsement, and then on to the Commission as the EP’s formal 
response to the APS. Finally, the Commission’s Vice-President returns to the 
Conference to discuss the EP’s response, prior to publication of the Legislative and 

 
7  The principle that the EU may only act where Member States agree that action of individual countries is insufficient. 

8  See footnote 1. 
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Work Programme which is presented in October or November, and subsequently 
debated in the European Parliament in plenary.9 

10. For its part, the Council of Ministers also comments on the APS, but the exercise is 
carried out on a smaller scale and at official level.  The results of this part of the dialogue 
remain confidential.   Our Committee can see no justification for this secrecy and thinks 
any official opinion should  be deposited. 

11. In previous years there has been little available analysis of the results of the dialogue, 
and how far the Commission has been influenced by the views of other EU institutions 
in the formation of the Legislative and Work Programme.  It is therefore not clear to 
what extent this is a useful exercise.  Vice-President Wallström cited the inclusion of 
energy proposals in the Legislative and Work Programme as an example of the dialogue 
working,10 though she stressed that what the Commission was after was a “more 
political”11 dialogue with the Committees in the European Parliament, rather than a 
detailed discussion on the individual proposals. In the light of the evidence we have 
received about the process,  we make the following observations. 

12. First, one of the aims of the APS is to inform discussions on the Preliminary Draft 
Budget in the European Parliament.  We have noted that during the COSAC debate 
some national parliaments “questioned the practicality of the large number of objectives 
as laid down in the APS, especially with regard to the budget”,12 and comments from 
Andrew Duff MEP that “the current budgetary settlement is too meagre to permit the 
fulfilment to a high standard of all the initiatives demanded of the Commission by both 
the European Parliament and the Council on behalf of the citizen and states.” 13   

13. We further note the lack of consistency between the headings used in the APS and 
those used in the Budget.  Since 2004, and therefore prior to the current Barroso 
Commission, the operational budget has been activity based and is broken down into 
chapters (each corresponding to an activity).  The equivalence of activity and chapter 
provides the link between policies and the necessary resources for them and therefore 
the cost of each policy can be estimated from the budget.14 

14. The EP debated the budgetary implications of the APS on 23 April and adopted an 
initial resolution on 24 April which was intended to influence the preparation of the 
2008 Preliminary Draft Budget.  In its resolution it noted the lack of consistency within 
the planning process stating that the activity-based nomenclature “is not easily 
reconciled with the categories of the 2007-13 multiannual financial framework (MFF)15 
headings; further regrets that the APS classifications of prosperity, solidarity, security 
and external projection represent a third classification system that is rather arbitrary as 

 
9  http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/secretariat_general/relations/relations_other/docs/framework_agreement_ep-ec_en.pdf. 

10  Q 96, oral evidence given by Vice-President Wallström on 12 July 2007. 

11  Q 96. 

12  Minutes of the XXXVII COSAC Meeting Berlin, 14-15 May 2007. 

13  Ev 26. 

14  http://ec.europa.eu/budget/budget_detail/index_en.htm 

15  Also known as the 2007-13 Financial Perspectives. 
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regards the classification of policy areas under the different chapters, does not have any 
major value from a budgetary perspective and cannot easily be reconciled with the 
activity-based budget and MFF categorisations; demands that the Commission respect 
more closely the activity-based budget and MFF structures and provide clear indications 
on the correspondence between this third classification and the budgetary headings of 
the [Inter-Institutional Agreement] of 17 May 2006”.16 

15. Second, the vagueness of some of the proposals included in the APS limits the scope 
for useful debate. For example an initiative on the implementation of a centralised 
database of fingerprints is mentioned only in passing.  There is no description of what 
this might entail in practice, nor how it might fit in, for example, with other similar 
proposals.17  On child poverty, the Commons Scottish Affairs Committee18 told us that 
“the focus on poverty in the strategy could be improved. It says that fundamental rights 
will be promoted with a particular emphasis on the rights of the child, backed by specific 
proposals to tackle child poverty … However the focus on poverty is lost when this is 
summarised in the key actions … where the strategy only talks about promoting the 
rights of the child through a forum on the rights of the child.”  

16. Finally, the APS does not extend the terms or details of the policy debate.  For 
example, it is encouraging that the APS says that Better Regulation is “at the heart of the 
Commission’s daily work” but that is neither new nor does it add value to the dialogue 
the Commission seeks. Likewise, the references to the “Global Approach to Migration” 
add nothing useful. For example, page 10 notes the Commission's intention to propose 
Directives on labour migration and on the conditions of entry and residence of seasonal 
workers, but we were already aware of this from previous documents.  The subject is 
important as it touches on the sovereignty of Member States to decide whom to admit; 
but the reference to it in the APS adds nothing and provides no new basis for discussion 
and consultation.  Similarly, the APS adds no value in saying that "The Hague 
Programme (2005-09) remains the framework for strengthening cooperation to 
promote freedom, security and justice in the EU. Further actions will be taken forward 
to fight organised crime and terrorism, including measures to facilitate the exchange of 
information between law enforcement authorities and preventive measures targeting 
radicalisation" (page 11 of the APS).  

17. For these reasons, we question whether the APS can, without clear indications of the 
proposed direction of travel of the policy process, inspire the sort of considered and 
valuable debate which the Commission says it would like to see. 

Chapter 3: Does the APS ring any alarm bells about subsidiarity or 
competence? 

18. When we took oral evidence from the Minister for Europe, Jim Murphy MP, we 
asked whether the Government had any concerns about the compliance of the proposals 

 
16  http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P6-TA-2007-

0131+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN&language=EN 

17  For example the Prüm Treaty. (28409) 6566/07: see HC 41-xxiii (2006-07), chapter 22 (6 June 2007). 

18  Written evidence from the Scottish Affairs Committee, dated 9 May 2007 (see appendix). 
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in the APS with the principle of subsidiarity and about whether the Community had 
legal competence for the matter.  The Minister noted that there were three areas of 
potential concern — on a Common Consolidate Corporate Tax Base; consular 
assistance; and a centralised database of fingerprints.  He stressed that where it had 
concerns, the UK Government would seek to “silence the alarm bells by proper 
negotiation”.19 

19. In June20 we drew to the attention of the House the Government’s concern about the 
proposal for a Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base. Direct taxation is a matter 
for national governments.  In a submission to this inquiry, the City of London 
Corporation also stressed that the “the UK will need to position itself carefully during 
negotiations so as to ensure there are no detrimental effects to UK competitiveness”21 
and the Treasury Committee told us that this was “likely to be of interest and 
importance”.22    

20. We have also already considered the “White Paper on a Common European 
Maritime Space to promote maritime transport” and “Taking forward initiatives to 
implement the EU Maritime Policy”; they were debated in European Standing 
Committee in March 2007.23  The APS (para 2.2) mentions international maritime 
governance and maritime border control, both of which may raise, amongst other 
things, important questions of competence. 

21. Witnesses to this inquiry highlighted other proposals where EU competence did not 
appear to be clear.24  These included proposals on urban transport,  rights of the child, 
employment “flexicurity”25, drugs, policies to tackle violent radicalisation, emissions 
controls on shipping, strengthening Eurojust, legislation to reduce nitrous oxide 
emissions from aviation, initiatives to prevent discrimination outside the labour market, 
and measures aimed at reconciling family and working life.  However, it would be 
premature for us to offer any comments on these proposals until the details of them 
come before us for scrutiny. 

Chapter 4: Is the APS useful to the Government and the House? 

22. Vice-President Wallström explained that the European Commission was working 
hard to make procedures “more open, more inclusive”.  She explained that “to give more 
of a voice to national parliaments is to give us also a better chance to connect to 
citizens.” 26 This was also the reason why communications had become a Commission 
priority in its own right. 

 
19  Q 71 and Q 73, oral evidence given by Jim Murphy MP on 4 July 2007. 

20  (28619) 9415/07: see HC 41-xxv (2006-07), chapter 15 (13 June 2007). 

21  Ev 43. 

22  Written evidence from the Treasury Committee, dated 2 May 2007 (see appendix). 

23  Stg Co Deb, European Standing Committee, 19 March 2007, cols 3-16. 

24  See written evidence, volume II to this report. 

25  Described on Page 9 of the Annual Policy Strategy as “new proposals on how to ensure the adaptability and 
flexibility of the European labour market while ensuring a high degree of social protection”. 

26  Q 98. 
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23. We think it proper and necessary that the European Commission has a management 
and planning tool in the form of an annual programme, which fits within a 
programming framework (the five year strategic priorities). This is important both 
internally, for example to allow Directorates General to plan future work; and externally 
to provide transparency.  

24. During our inquiry there has been some criticism about the “bottom-up” 
construction of the APS.  The criticism appears to be based on the view that the APS is a 
compilation of ideas from, for example, the College of Commissioners, individual 
Directorates General, the European Parliament, Member States and lobbyists.  As a 
result,  it was suggested, the APS is a simplistic document which does not make clear the 
priorities for the Community.  However, we see no reason to criticise the APS on these 
grounds for two reasons.  First, the Barroso Commission’s priorities are well-established 
and widely known.  Second, under Article 4 of the Treaty on European Union it is the 
responsibility of the Council to “provide the Union with the necessary impetus for its 
development and … define the general political guidelines thereof.”  

25. Almost without fail, the APS has been welcomed by witnesses to this inquiry as a 
“useful indicator” to the likely proposals to come forward in 2008.  In terms of its 
usefulness to the House, both for us and for Departmental Select Committees, we would 
concur with this view and note the value, albeit limited, of the APS in giving early 
warning of the possible initiatives that will come before us. 

26. The role of the European Scrutiny Committee is primarily to hold the UK 
Government to account for the actions which it takes in Council and to examine the 
political and legal importance of individual proposals, and we have considered the APS 
in this context. 

27. We have also considered the value of the APS to Departmental Select Committees.  
On the one hand the Federal Trust suggested that “specialist Committees of national 
parliaments above all will have as a result of this document the opportunity to scrutinise 
from a very early stage of the process the conduct of their own national governments in 
regard to evolving European legislation within their sphere of interest.”27  On the other 
hand, when we sent the APS to Departmental Select Committees asking for their views, 
we did not receive a universally enthusiastic response.  We received a limited amount of 
substantive comment. Despite the Treasury Committee’s comments on the Common 
Consolidated Corporate Tax Base, their general view was that the document is “at a level 
of generality that limits its relevance to the work of the Committee”.  Nevertheless, the 
APS gives advance warning of areas in which the Commission is likely to bring forward 
proposals, and serves to put the Departmental Select Committees on notice as to what to 
look for in the Legislative and Work Programme in the Autumn.  We received responses 
from four Departmental Select Committees (Home Affairs, Treasury, Scottish Affairs, 
and International Development) which are attached as an appendix to this report, and 
nil responses from a further two Committees. 

28. The Government said very little in its EM on the detail of individual proposals.  
When we took oral evidence from the Minister for Europe we asked how useful the APS 

 
27  Ev 52. 
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was for the UK Government.28  The Minister said that it was  “very useful because it does 
set out a snapshot of what has been sought to be achieved”, “helps to keep the 
Commission on track” and “prevents drift”.  He  added that if the APS process did not 
exist “the Commission and the process generally would be subject to prevailing winds of 
contemporary sentiment that would blow it off course in terms of things that are 
important for the UK”.29    

Chapter 5: Suggestions for ways to improve the process  

29. A number of witnesses to this inquiry considered the 2008 APS to be an 
improvement on its predecessors.  Open Europe described it as being  more crisp and 
coherent than before, while Andrew Duff MEP said that “it is both clearer and more 
comprehensive than in previous years.”  We welcome the increased clarity but offer the 
following suggestions for further improvements. 

30. First, it would be useful if the APS stated whether initiatives are entirely new, if they 
expand on existing proposals or if, for example, they have been put forward in response 
to a request from the European Council. For example, initiatives on Justice and Home 
Affairs are mostly familiar from the Hague Programme30 but this is not stated.  We 
consider that it would be useful, particularly for those beyond the EU institutions, if the 
APS included an annex which set out in more detail the background to each major 
initiative proposed in the strategy: (including, for proposed legislation, the state of the 
existing acquis), the type of action proposed, the rationale for further policy 
development in this field, and the likely timeframe. Such a document would also serve as 
useful preparatory material for the "roadmaps" which the Commission now publishes to 
explain each major priority initiative and strategic initiative in the autumn Legislative 
and Work Programme.  We understand that more detailed information on individual 
proposals has been provided by the Commission to Member States via the Antici 
Group,31 and we wonder whether this sort of detail might be provided in the APS from 
the outset. 

31. Second, for the reasons given in Chapter 2, we suggest that it would be useful if the 
APS showed more clearly the link between proposals and the budget.  During the oral 
evidence session, Vice-President Wallström explained that there was “seldom a direct 
link” because of the “rather heavy decision-making process” and the way in which the 
long-term financial framework is agreed at EU level, but also acknowledged that this 
was something that might be looked at as part of the budget review.32 Insofar as there is 
ambiguity in the APS when reading across to the multi-annual financial framework, we 
consider that this is something that could usefully be made clearer in future 
programmes. 

 
28  Q 66. 

29  Q 76. 

30  See HC 34-xli (2005-06), (1 November 2006) 

31  The Antici Group (named after its Italian founder) is made up of assistants to the Permanent Representatives and a 
Commission representative, a member of the Secretary-General's Private Office and a member of the Council Legal 
Service. The Group is responsible for preparing Coreper II proceedings (meetings of the Committee of Permanent 
Representatives). 

32  Q 102. 
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32. Finally, we suggest that it would be valuable for the Commission to evaluate and 
report publicly on the utility of the APS and to reach a view on whether there are ways 
in which it could be improved or made more productive. 

Chapter 6: Conclusions 

33. We consider the European Scrutiny Committee’s inquiry into the European 
Commission’s 2008 Annual Policy Strategy to have been a useful exercise.  It has 
provided an opportunity for Departmental Select Committees to engage with the 
Commission in its policy development and our evidence sessions have provided a 
forum for the public examination of the Commission’s planning processes.   

34. We welcome the efforts made by the Commission to increase openness and 
transparency and what we see as a laudable effort to consult other EU institutions 
and national parliaments on the policy proposals to be brought forward.   But, for 
the reasons outlined earlier, we question whether the APS can, in its present form, 
inspire the debate which the Commission says it would like to see. 

35. We have noted areas of potential concern with regards to the principle of 
subsidiarity which have been raised by both the Minister for Europe, and other 
witnesses.  It would, however, be premature for us to offer comments on these 
proposals until the details of them come before us for scrutiny. 

36. We think it proper and necessary that the European Commission has a 
management and planning tool in the form of an Annual Policy Strategy.  We 
welcome the fact that the APS also provides the Government and the House with 
early warning of proposals likely to come forward in the Legislative and Work 
Programme.  The level of generality in the APS makes it unlikely that the document 
will stimulate detailed consideration at this early stage by Departmental Select 
Committees, but we hope that they will use it a guide to what is to follow in the 
Legislative and Work Programme. In terms of our own work, the document assists 
us only in so far as it alerts Committee Members to the issues developing in the 
Commission’s policy agenda, but not in performing the document-based scrutiny 
function given to us by the House.  

37. Finally, we consider it would be useful to have more background information to 
proposals included in the APS in future, and eventually to see a closer link between 
policy proposals and budgetary resources.  We consider it would be valuable for the 
Commission to evaluate and report publicly on the utility of the APS and to reach a 
view on whether there are ways in which it could be made more useful to national 
parliaments. 
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Appendix  

We wrote to each Departmental Select Committee seeking its view on the APS.  We 
received memoranda from four Committees which are reproduced below.  The Culture, 
Media and Sport, and Science and Technology Committees responded that there were no 
matters concerning the APS which they had to bring to our attention. 

Memorandum submitted by Rt Hon John Denham MP, Chairman of the House of 
Commons Home Affairs Select Committee 

Thank you for your letter of 20 March regarding your Committee’s inquiry into the 
European Commission’s Annual Policy Strategy (APS) for 2008. As you know, the Home 
Affairs Committee is currently engaged in an inquiry into Justice and Home Affairs Issues 
at EU Level. We expect to publish our report in about a month’s time, and I anticipate that 
this will contain comments on a number of issues raised in the APS. 

In addition, I draw your attention to some other recent work by the Home Affairs 
Committee that is relevant to the policies set out in the APS. 

So 21 Strategy for promoting multiculturalism in cooperation with Member States 

Se 5 Launching a policy to tackle violent radicalisation 

In April 2005, our predecessors in the last Parliament published a report on ‘Terrorism and 
Community Relations’ (Sixth Report, Session 2004-05, HC 165). This made several 
recommendations on improving community relations and tackling extremism. As part of 
the inquiry the Committee visited France and the Netherlands to observe their policies in 
these areas. The report was also the subject of a conference we hosted of Chairman of EU 
Justice and Home Affairs Committee Chairman in November 2005 as part of the UK 
Presidency of the EU. 

P11 Directives concerning labour migration, on the conditions of entry and residence of 
seasonal workers and remunerated trainees 

Se1 Implementation of the second generation of the Schengen Information System (SIS II) 
allowing additional EU Member States to join the Schengen area 

Se2 New measures to manage the EU’s external borders, including further development of the 
External Borders Agency (FRONTEX), improved networking of sea border controls, and a 
European surveillance system helping Member States to deal with growing flows of illegal 
immigrants 

Se3 Launching the Visa Information System in preparation for a common visa policy 

In July 2006, we published a major report on ‘Immigration Control’ (Fifth Report, Session 
2005-06, HC 775). This made recommendations relating to border controls, illegal 
migration, illegal workers, visa controls and migrant labour. As you know, we held a joint 
one-off evidence  
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session with your Committee in December 2006 on migration issues relating to the 
accession of Bulgaria and Romania to the EU (published as HC 143-i, Session 2006-07). As 
part of our current inquiry into Justice and Home Affairs Issues at EU Level the 
Committee has visited the headquarters of FRONTEX in Warsaw. 

24 April 2007 

Memorandum submitted by Rt Hon John McFall MP, Chairman of the House of 
Commons Treasury Select Committee 

Thank you for your letter of 28 March 2007 and the enclosed copy of the European 
Commission’s Annual Policy Strategy for 2008. We discussed this matter briefly before 
Easter and I have now had an opportunity to consider it more fully. 

The Strategy document is at a level of generality that limits its relevance to the work of the 
Treasury Committee. However, I can highlight three topics which may be of interest to us 
and which you may wish to explore with Commissioner Wallström or other witnesses. 

First, the Commission’s strategy document refers (in section 2.6) to the results of an 
external valuation of the Commission’s impact assessment system expected in March 2007. 
During our inquiry into European financial services regulation, we found that, in the past, 
the Commission’s approach to impact assessment, and to cost-benefit analysis in 
particular, was widely seen as inadequate. We would expect possible future directives in the 
financial services field to be subject to much better impact assessment before they are 
finalised and it may be worthwhile to explore this matter further. 

Second, I note that the Commission document refers (in section 2.2) to forthcoming 
legislative proposals relating to labour migration. The economic significance of migration 
has been a recurring theme of the Treasury Committee’s work in the present Parliament, 
and the economic impact of proposals emerging from the Commission is a dimension that 
should not be neglected. 

Finally, I note that the box in section 2.2 refers to a proposal envisaged for 2008 allowing 
enterprises to use a Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB) for their EU-
wide activities. The Treasury Committee has taken an interest in the corporate tax base, 
both during our inquiries into Budgets and Pre-Budget Reports and during our current 
inquiry into Globalisation: its impact on the real economy, and this proposal seems likely 
to be of interest and importance. 

I hope this reply is helpful to your Committee in its work. 

2 May 2007 

Memorandum submitted by Mohammad Sarwar MP, Chairman of the House of 
Commons Scottish Affairs Select Committee 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the European Commission’s Annual Policy 
Strategy for 2008. I have only one small comment to make in relation to my Committee’s 
current work on Poverty in Scotland. 
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The focus on poverty in the strategy could be improved. It says that fundamental rights will 
be promoted with a particular emphasis on the rights of the child, backed by specific 
proposals to tackle child poverty (see page 9). However, the focus on poverty is lost when 
this is summarised in the key actions (see page 11) where the strategy only talks about 
promoting the rights of the child through a forum on the rights of the child. 

Hope this is of some use. 

9 May 2007 

Memorandum submitted by Rt Hon Malcolm Bruce MP, Chairman of the House of 
Commons International Development Select Committee 

10th
 European Development Fund (EDF) 

Programming guidelines for the 10th EDF which runs from 2008-2013 were prepared on 
the basis of the European Consensus on Development.33 

The share of the budget devoted to regional programmes has increased in the 10th EDF in 
line with EU commitments to regional economic integration as the basic framework for 
national and local development. The main priority of the EU in this regard, as set out in the 
programming guidelines, seems to be to support regional trade integration to facilitate the 
creation of regional Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs) — the main focus of each 
of the regional programme shall be regional economic integration, trade and EPAs. 

Another innovation in the 10th EDF is the creation of “incentive funds” for each country 
linked to their record on governance and their commitment to reform according to EC 
predefined criteria governance. The disbursal of these funds (€2.7 billion) is dependent on 
the ACP countries drawing up “credible and ambitious” governance plans.34 

In both these issues concerns have been raised by NGOs about the fact that despite a 
declared commitment to ownership and alignment with national policies, priorities are 
being set according to an EU agenda. 

Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs) 

Economic Partnership Agreement negotiations between the EU and six regional African, 
Caribbean and Pacific groups are due to be concluded at the end of 2007. The negotiation 
process has been fraught with difficulties. 

The International Development Committee produced a report in 2004-05 outlining areas 
of concern.35 Many of these issues were still outstanding when the Committee published an 
update in 2006-07.36 For example the prominence being given to the New or Singapore 

 
33  The European Consensus on Development was adopted by the European Council in December 2005. It sets out for 

the first time a “common vision” to guide the Commission and Member States in their development cooperation 

34  Available at www.ec.europa.eu 
35  International Development Committee, Sixth Report of Session 2004-05, Fair trade? The European Union’s trade 

agreements with African, Caribbean and Pacific countries, HC68. 

36  International Development Committee, Fifth Report of Session 2006-07, EU Development and Trade Policies: An 
Update, HC271. 
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Issues by the Commission negotiators despite the fact that some ACP representatives have 
expressed doubts about their capacity to implement these. The UK Government position 
remains that no region should be forced to negotiate on these issues. 

The Committee also expressed its concerns about poor communication channels between 
the Commission and the ACP states. 

There are ongoing concerns about the ability, rather than the political will, of some ACP 
groups to conclude the negotiations by the end of the year. The Commission has stated 
that an extension of this deadline would be very difficult to achieve in the WTO and, 
should it be granted, would have negative implications for the ACP in terms of their 
market access to the EU. The Commission has subsequently agreed that its objective for 
the end’ of 2007 will be to compete those elements of the negotiations which are essential 
for WTO-compatibility and that other issues can proceed at a slower rate. 

There are also ongoing concerns on the part of the ACP about the lack of an alternative to 
the EPAs despite the commitment in the Cotonou Agreement to offer to those ACP states 
unable to negotiate an EPA an agreement no less favourable than their current agreement. 
There does not appear to be any appetite for this on the part of the Commission or the UK 
Government.37 

5 July 2007 

 
37  International Development committee, Skili Special Report of Session 2006-07, EU Development and Trade Policies: 

An update: Government Response to the Committee’s fifth report of session 2006-07, HC622. 
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Formal minutes 

Wednesday 18 July 2007 

Members present: 

Mr Michael Connarty, in the Chair 

Mr David S Borrow 
Mr William Cash 
Mr James Clappison 
Ms Katy Clark 
Jim Dobbin  
Mr Greg Hands 

 Kelvin Hopkins 
Mr Lindsay Hoyle 
Angus Robertson 
Mr Anthony Steen 
Richard Younger-Ross 

 
************************ 

The Committee deliberated. 

Draft Report [The Commission’s Annual Policy Strategy for 2008], proposed by the 
Chairman, brought up and read. 

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

Paragraphs 1 to 37 read and agreed to. 

Resolved, That the Report be the Thirty-second Report of the Committee to the House. 

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

Several Papers were ordered to be appended to the Report. 

Several Memoranda were ordered to be reported to the House for printing with the Report. 

[Adjourned till Wednesday 25 July at 2.30 p.m. 
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