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EUROPEAN COMMITTEE

AGENDA

6th Meeting, 2002 (Session 1)

Tuesday 23 April 2002

The Committee will meet at 2.00 pm in Committee Room 2.

1. Inquiry into the future of Cohesion Policy and Structural Funds post 2006: The
Committee will discuss submissions of evidence from the initial consultation and
preparation for the meeting of the Scottish European Structural Fund Forum, 24 April
2002.

2. Participation in the INTERREG III Community Initiative in Scotland: The Committee
will consider a briefing paper.

3. Procedures for reporting and briefing pre- and post-Council, Council of the EU and
Joint Ministerial Committee: The Committee will consider the response from the
Scottish Executive on the Committee’s proposed procedures and arrangements.

4. Water Framework Directive: The Committee will discuss a draft Committee Report
outlining the scope for differential implementation within the EC’s Water Framework
Directive (2000/60/EC).

5. Work programme (2002-2003): The Committee will consider its work programme for the
period 2002-2003.

6. Convener’s Report: The Convener will update the Committee on the—

Discussions undertaken at the meeting of the European Chairs-United Kingdom
(EC-UK) Group, 22 April 2002, London

Letter received from the Minister for Environment and Rural Development on the
implementation of Regulation (EC) No 2037/2000 of the European Parliament
and of the Council on substances that deplete the ozone layer (disposal of
fridges)

Letter received from the Minister for Environment and Rural Development on
decommissioning schemes and reform of the Common Fisheries Policy

7. Flemish and Catalan Parliaments: The Committee will discuss a briefing paper on
arrangements for the videoconference and proposed meeting with the Chairmen of the
‘European Committees’ in the Flemish and Catalan Parliaments, May 2002.
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8. Co-operation with the Committee for Economics, Technology and European

Affairs, State Parliament of Saxony-Anhalt: The Committee will consider a briefing
paper on future co-operation.

9. Implementation of agricultural legislation in Scotland: The Committee will consider a
paper from its Reporter, Nora Radcliffe MSP.

10. Sift of EC/EU documents: The Committee will consider the list of EC/EU documents
received for this meeting.

Stephen Imrie
Clerk to the Committee

Tel: 0131 348 5234
***********************
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The following papers are attached for this meeting:

Agenda Item 1

BRIEFING PAPER: “Inquiry into the future of Cohesion Policy and Structural Funds
post 2006: submissions of evidence

Agenda Item 2

BRIEFING PAPER: “Participation in the INTERREG III Community Initiative in
Scotland”

Agenda Item 3

BRIEFING PAPER: “Procedures for reporting and briefing pre- and post-Council,
Council of the EU and Joint Ministerial Committee” (to follow)

Agenda Item 4

Draft 2nd Report, 2002, Report into the EC Water Framework Directive: the scope for
differential implementation in Scotland

Agenda Item 5

BRIEFING PAPER: “Proposed forward work programme for the European
Committee to May 2003”

Agenda Item 6

Convener’s Recommendation

Agenda Item 7

BRIEFING PAPER: “Provisional arrangements for the videoconference and
proposed meeting with the Chairmen of the ‘European Committees’ in the Flemish
and Catalan Parliaments, May 2002”

Agenda Item 8

BRIEFING PAPER: “Co-operation with the Committee for Economics, Technology
and European Affairs, State Parliament of Saxony-Anhalt”
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plating - fact or fiction”
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BRIEFING PAPER

“Inquiry into the future of Cohesion Policy and
Structural Funds post 2006: submissions of evidence”

Introduction

1 The Committee has agreed previously to conduct a short Inquiry into the
future of European Structural Funds post 2006. In late February 2002, the
Convener issued an open letter seeking views on this matter (Annex A). The
intention of the Inquiry is to stimulate debate in Scotland and to collate the
views from a range of organisations in advance of the important decision-
taking events organised by the European Commission during the summer of
2002.

2 This paper contains a list of organisations that have responded to the open
letter (Annex B) and copies of their written submissions of evidence
presented to the Committee as of the 18 April 2002 (Annex C).  The intention
is to present this paper, along with any views expressed by Members of the
Committee, at the meeting of the Scottish European Structural Fund Forum,
which takes place on 24 April 2002. Thereafter, a draft Committee report is
expected to be tabled at a future Committee meeting with a view to prompt
publication.  However, it may also be appropriate to invite a limited number of
organisations to give oral evidence in advance of the publication of the
report.

Action requested

3 Members are invited to consider the various submissions of evidence
presented to date and endorse the proposed way forward as described in
paragraph 2 above.

Stephen Imrie
Clerk to the European Committee

18 April 2002
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ANNEX A

Open Letter

Wednesday, 27 February 2002

Dear Sir/Madam,

SUBJECT: Open call for views - the future of Cohesion Policy and Structural Funds
post 2006

Following the recent meeting of the European Committee, it was agreed that we
should solicit views from a range of interested organisations on the future direction of
Europe’s cohesion policy and structural funds. Specifically, the questions of possible
reforms post-2006 and the implications for Scotland, sectoral/geographical views
and priorities as well as activities which should be, or are being, undertaken in
Scotland now to prepare for any changes.  You might like also to consider the ten
key questions posed in the recent 2nd Cohesion Report by the European
Commission; COM(2001) 24 final. I can supply a copy of these questions if you wish.

I write, therefore, to offer you the opportunity of contributing to our investigation on
this subject. It would be our intention to produce a short parliamentary report
detailing the issues raised and the conclusions and recommendations of the
Committee. This would help inform our contribution to the deliberations of the wider
Scottish European Structural Fund Forum and of course the Scottish Executive to
whom our report would be aimed primarily.  We would also circulate the report to
interested bodies within Brussels.

I think given the work that this committee has done in the past on structural funds
and our agreement to return on a yearly basis to the issue, we have the legitimacy to
investigate these matters and hopefully provide a forum for the debate and be part of
the process of driving this important issue forward.

If you are interested and able to send us your views on this subject, I would be
grateful if your could do so by sending them to Stephen Imrie, Clerk to the European
Committee, preferably by e-mail to: stephen.imrie@scottish.parliament.uk, or to the
address below. These should be marked, “Inquiry into the Future of Cohesion Policy
and Structural Funds”.  Please give full details of your name, address and contact
numbers/e-mail.  Please note that any submissions are likely to be published by the
Committee unless you indicate otherwise. I would be grateful if all submissions could
be received by 4 April 2002, although this is flexible if you need more time. I very
much hope you can contribute.

Yours sincerely,
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ANNEX B

List of Organisations Submitting Evidence

East of Scotland European Consortium
Highland Council
Scottish Environmental Protection Agency
Scottish Natural Heritage
South of Scotland Alliance
West of Scotland European Consortium

NB. Other submissions may follow in advance of the meeting of the 23 April, or
immediately after it.
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ANNEX C

Submissions of Evidence

East of Scotland European Consortium

About the East of Scotland European Consortium (ESEC)

1. The East of Scotland European Consortium (ESEC) welcomes the opportunity to respond to
this consultation exercise on behalf of its members. ESEC’s members are the councils of:
Aberdeenshire, Aberdeen City, Angus, Clackmannanshire, Dundee City, East Lothian, the
City of Edinburgh, Falkirk, Fife, Midlothian, Perth and Kinross, Stirling and West Lothian.
Aberdeenshire and the City of Aberdeen joined the Consortium in 2001 and 2002 respectively
testifying to the growing relevance the Consortium has assumed over the last year.

2. The ESEC area is rich in its diversity and the Consortium represents areas which experience
a range of problems. The area hosts 3 of Scotland's 4 largest cities, the largest fishery in the
UK, good arable land but extensive remote and upland rural areas. There are also places that
continue to feel the economic shock of industrial restructuring. Hence issues such as urban
deprivation, rural development, and the future of the Common Agricultural and Fisheries
policies are keenly observed within ESEC and we therefore feel well placed to contribute to
this discussion.

3. ESEC's key strategic role is to promote and represent the common European interests of its
members and more specifically in this instance to influence emerging EU policy and
legislation as it affects Local Authorities in Eastern Scotland. In addition, ESEC works closely
with other networks who share common interests and positions.

Introduction

4. The East of Scotland European Consortium welcomes the open call by the European
Committee into the future of Cohesion Policy and Regional Policy post 2006. It is important
that Scotland continues to engage in the debate as well as broadening and deepening it.

5. Local Authorities have a key interest in this debate as over 50% of EU legislation directly
affects local government, which, as the most extensive provider of services at the local level,
has a vital implementation role and an ability to effectively disseminate information at that
level. Unfortunately, EU policy and legislation, particularly during development stage, has
been subject to negative media coverage and a distortion of the facts. In our experience,
Regional Policy, delivered through the Structural Funds, is the most positive experience of the
European political and administrative role for many its citizens and provides the most visible
counterweight to the antagonists.

6. The East of Scotland European Consortium embraces the challenges and opportunities that
EU enlargement will bring to the current 15 Member States.  Not only will Europe grow in size
and population but its focus of attention will inevitably shift to restructuring Central and
Eastern Europe. ESEC recognises that a significant amount of funds will be required to assist
in achieving the aims of cohesion across an enlarged Union.

7. With enlargement the EU's overall average GDP will significantly drop. Scotland will be
amongst the more wealthy regions in an enlarged European Union. ESEC is aware that
although the overall relative position of the Scottish economy is  improved, serious sectoral
and structural weaknesses remain in comparison to the rest of the UK and EU15. Although
much good work has been done locally, the on-going management of redressing structural
weaknesses needs to be continued.
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Cohesion and regional policies after 2006

8. ESEC recognises that a range of options exist for the delivery of Regional Policy in the future
and that each of these have their own merit. One option that is currently being promoted is
the re-adoption of Regional Policy development by the Member State for areas outside
Objective 1. While this may be workable in some areas and provides the promise of some
administrative benefits, for other member states, such as Spain or Greece, whose territories
may include both Objective 1 & 2 areas in the future, this may result in confusion and division.
Would it be possible, or desirable, to allow a multi-pronged approach to the development of
Regional Policy in order to satisfy competing preferences? Would it contribute to cohesion?
There is also a need to recognise that Regional Policy is intertwined with other EU policy
areas such as Employment, Social Justice and Rural Development, to name but three. As
such there continues to be a need to promote policy articulation and in order to achieve this,
the Commission will continue to have an important role in Regional Policy development.

9. Whatever the degree of input and direction from the Commission, the UK Government or the
Scottish Parliament in the development of future Regional Policy, ESEC and its constituent
authorities advocate acknowledgement of the roles of government at all levels in this process,
in particular, that of Local Authorities, not only in implementation, but the benefit that this
'ground level' experience brings to policy development.  We would seek a partnership
approach in this in order to foster greater ownership and co-ordination.

• Different models of Regional Policy management exist, but whatever means is
ultimately selected, it is important to retain a European dimension to ensure
that this remains systematic and interlocked with complementary policies.

• All levels of government have a stake in the effective development and delivery
of regional policy. This process has begun encouragingly with the Scottish
Parliament's open call and we welcome involvement as this debate deepens
and propose that policy and implementation mechanisms will be developed on
a collaborative basis.

10. The needs of the accession states and the current members, who are the main recipients of
Structural Funds at present, have to be balanced. The continuing existence of structural
challenges within the EU15 has to be accepted and the objective to achieve cohesion through
the development of regional economies rather than regression towards a lower common
denominator should be vigorously pursued. However, this needs to be achieved within the
reality of constrained, but not non-existent, budgets. It is important therefore, to ensure that
funding which is available is used effectively.

11. For Scotland, the way forward could be through the establishment of an ‘Integrated Regional
Development Fund’. This could provide a co-ordinated mechanism for the targeting of
remaining Structural Funds and funds which may become available through national
initiatives. Co-ordination at a sub-member state (Scotland) level and programming at the sub-
regional level could deliver a broader, yet more cohesive approach to regional development.
This integrated policy framework would be developed in close consultation with the
Commission, thereby stressing the European dimension of regional development.

12. Some EU programmes already offer useful models, i.e. LEADER +, ESF Objective 3 and
RDR although the latter’s potential has not yet been fully realised. Local Authorities are
heavily involved with the delivery of projects and would continue to remain key stakeholders
in this process. A good example of local accountability can be found in the delivery of the
LEADER+ Programme.  Within a co-determined framework at Scottish level, the Local Action
Groups are in charge of implementing the LEADER strategy on the ground. Local Action
Group representatives also feed back at the Scottish Executive level. Thus, all levels are
contributing mutually to the democratic process. This has led to a greater sense of ownership
by "people on the ground".

13. This kind of successful cooperation between the sub-national and the sub-regional levels
should also be placed into the wider context of the governance debate, which strongly
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underlines current European thinking - it is good governance put into action with clear,
tangible results and for the benefits of all stakeholders involved.

• Scotland's economic position has greatly improved with vital assistance from
the Structural Funds. Nevertheless, some challenges remain and these should
continue to be tackled in order to pursue sustainable cohesion.

• Existing policies should be reviewed with the aim of creating a broader, more
cohesive policy framework.

• Within the context of decreasing budgets, an "Integrated Regional
Development Fund" should be considered to maximise the efficacy of available
funds.

• Examples of good practice should be considered and borrowed from to
improve local ownership and accountability in future.

• The significance of the Governance agenda should be recognised in this
process.

14. In consideration of the broader cohesion agenda, ESEC supports the concept of balanced
spatial development as set out in the ESDP. There is recognition that with enlargement and a
drive towards wider cohesion, the geographic nucleus of Europe will shift with the
accompanying threat of further peripheralisation of those areas already at the territorial
margins of Europe. The instrument which has been developing over a number of years to
address these spatial issues, is the INTERREG Community Initiative. This is seen by some in
mainland Europe as viable alternative to mainstream Structural Funds post 2006. While this
may provide options for many, Scotland's lack of land borders with other member states
currently limits the range of activity that may be undertaken and the amount of funding
available to it. INTERREG should not be seen as a single alternative to the current system of
funding but nevertheless, could play a more significant for Scotland in future if reconfigured.
ESEC recommends that strategic discussions take place with the UK Government and with
stakeholders in Scotland to bring forward proposals as to how to level this playing field in
future programmes, in the interests of balanced spatial development.

• The Community Initiatives cannot be seen as the sole response to continuing
structural challenges.

• Within the context of diminishing funds, Scotland should not be disadvantaged by
technical constraints embodied in the Community Initiatives.

• The UK Government should support moves to make the initiative more relevant to
Scotland and the rest of the UK in future programmes.

15. We feel that these comments have been made in the spirit of progressing the discussion and
in recognition of the ephemeral nature of current conditions and opinion. We would welcome
the opportunity to contribute further to this iterative debate and once again thank the
European Committee of the Scottish Parliament for this opportunity.
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Highland Council

[awaiting submission]
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Scottish Environmental Protection Agency

Introduction

1 This submission to the above inquiry focuses on activities to mainstream sustainable
development within the European Structural Funds implementation process in
Scotland.  It details the Scottish Environment Protection Agency’s functions in
relation to the European Structural Funds and provides an overview of activity
currently being undertaken to promote sustainable development within the context of
the Structural Funds in Scotland.  Against the backcloth of impending enlargement of
the European Union, the submission goes on to identify a number of issues that it may
be advisable to address within a Scottish context as regards the pursuit of sustainable
development.

SEPA and the European Structural Funds

2. The main aim of SEPA is the delivery of an integrated system of environmental
protection across Scotland in such a way as to contribute to the Scottish Executive’s
goal of sustainable development.  This, in turn, resonates strongly with what the Treaty
of Amsterdam identified as an important role for the European Union’s financial
instruments in pursuing sustainable development.  It stated:

The Union’s financial instruments are required to work, simultaneously and in the
long term interest, towards economic growth, social cohesion and the protection
of the environment; in other words sustainable development.

The importance of this role is further emphasised by the regulatory requirement1 that
sustainable development and equal opportunities be mainstreamed as horizontal themes
across European Structural Funds programmes for 2000-2006.

3. Moreover, as the Scottish Executive’s paper, Sustainable Development and
Structural Funds Programmes in Scotland: Key Messages, notes:

…the text of the Regulation on Structural Funds places a particular emphasis on
protection and improvement of the environment in the context of sustainable
development.  Consequently we can expect to have to give particular emphasis to
the extent to which our approach to sustainable development meets environmental
concerns when assessing overall performance on sustainable development in the
Scottish programmes.

4. The contribution of competent environmental authorities such as SEPA, regarding the
pursuit of sustainable development, has been formally recognised by successive
regulations governing the implementation of the European Structural Funds.  Indeed, it
is due to the linkages between environmental protection, economic growth and social
cohesion that SEPA (along with Scottish Natural Heritage) has played an important
role in the implementation of European Structural Funds in Scotland over a number of
years.  The terms of this role are set out in an agreement with the European Structural

                                                
1 Article 1 of Council Regulation  (EC) No. 1260/1999.
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Funds Division.  In essence, it requires SEPA and SNH to contribute advice on
strategic issues concerning the planning and delivery of the European Programmes in
Scotland, including Programme policies, plans, reviews and delivery mechanisms.
Consequently, SEPA provides representation on a range of European Partnership
Committees throughout Scotland.  The Agency has also provided a funding
contribution towards sustainable development mainstreaming activity at the local level
within a number of these Partnerships.  Furthermore, SEPA has developed a joint
initiative with SNH to fund a European Partnerships Officer, located within its
Corporate Office.  The European Partnerships Officer’s role is to provide sustainable
development mainstreaming advice and assistance to the various European
Partnerships, the Scottish Executive and other interested parties.

Cohesion Policy, the Structural Funds and Sustainable Development in Scotland

5. The recently published 2nd Cohesion Report by the European Commission identified
the pursuit of economic and social cohesion and protection of the environment as
complementary objectives.  A key challenge facing an enlarged European Union after
2006 will focus on how it continues to balance these objectives in the face of
competing demands on the part of accession countries.  In turn, this has potential
implications for the future of the Structural Funds in Scotland as regards provision of
resources in the post 2006 period.  Specifically, there is uncertainty as to the level and
targeting of Structural Funds resources within Scotland after the current programming
period ends.

6. In the face of such uncertainty, it may be advisable to consider what insights can be
drawn from current activity in relation to mainstreaming sustainable development
within the Structural Funds.  The remainder of this submission does this and goes on to
highlight some issues which may require consideration after 2006.

7. The European Structural Funds have been acknowledged as a useful test-bed for
mainstreaming sustainable development principles.  There are at least two reasons for
this.  Firstly, there is a diverse range of projects (encompassing social, economic and
environmental aspects) which the Funds are collectively able to embrace.  Secondly,
there is a strong partnership element associated with the implementation process.  This
element can (and does) enable robust linkages to be made between various aspects of
sustainable development within project contexts.

8. There is evidence that European Partnerships in Scotland  are committed to addressing
the issue of mainstreaming sustainable development within the context of the European
Structural Funds.  Indeed, each of the Partnerships has mechanisms in place to assist in
the mainstreaming process.  Most obviously, these include the local horizontal themes
forums convened by the various Programme Management Executives (PMEs) and
designed to act as a focal point for co-ordinating and advancing the mainstreaming
agenda within Partnerships.  In turn, this agenda has generated a range of activities
designed to promote the concept of sustainable development within projects financed
across the spectrum of the European Structural Funds.  Such activities have included:

• the production of a range of sustainable development guidance;
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• awareness raising events and training programmes in sustainable development for a
variety of audiences including project applicants, PME staff and Advisory Group
members;

• the establishment of sustainable development forums within the Programmes,
engaging key partners.

 
9. The benefits of such initiatives inevitably emerge incrementally.  However, a number

of Partnerships report greater understanding regarding the relationship between
sustainable development and project management amongst advisory groups and
applicants.  In turn, this has led to the generation of projects which display a greater
affinity with the principles of sustainable development than was the case in previous
European Programmes.  Moreover, there is now a reservoir of good practice
sustainable development case-studies held by Scotland’s European Partnerships on an
individual basis.  These include:

 
• The incorporation of environmental sustainability elements into training and

learning packages;
 

• Minimising the environmental impacts of construction projects through use of
brownfield sites;

 
• Encouraging social inclusion by linking environmental projects to community

development.

10. These initiatives are welcome and indicate a heightening of awareness as regards the
theory of sustainable development and its translation into project practice.   However,
there is still a need to ensure that interested parties continue to be supplied with
adequate support to enable them to make informed decisions in this regard.  Moreover,
European Partnerships should retain and, where appropriate, exercise powers of
sanction (for example, in the form of refusal to fund) in instances where sustainable
development principles are demonstrably not being incorporated into project
applications.

11. In addition to the above, it would be useful to develop an increasingly sophisticated set
of tools for monitoring impacts in relation to projects which have been financed within
the context of the Structural Funds in Scotland.  This, in turn, would be beneficial in
generating data from which to draw lessons in relation to Programme implementation
and applying these lessons to either successor programmes or other policy
environments designed to enhance cohesion.

12. If, as seems likely, Scotland is faced with  reduced levels of resources derived from the
Structural Funds after 2006, it would be advisable to consider the structures through
which sustainable development can be pursued at the regional level.  Moreover, it
would also be worth exploring how experiences regarding mainstreaming sustainable
development in relation to the Structural Funds could be transferred and applied to
potential replacement structures.  Finally, Europe-wide comparative analysis suggests
that Scotland provides a useful case-study in how to address sustainable development
in an effective way within the Structural Funds.   As such, it would be useful to explore
ways in which to share the Scottish experience with accession countries as appropriate.
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Scottish Natural Heritage

Summary of Key Points

1. Cohesion policy should take greater account of environmental variation across
the EU and its implications for development.

2. The themes of urban, rural, and natural handicaps are likely to be those of most
relevance in Scotland in the future.

3. Cohesion policy should help to address the question of environmental justice in
areas of degraded environment.

4. Mechanisms for the support of cohesion need to be better integrated, in particular
by developing closer links between the EU Structural Funds (ESFs) and the Rural
Development Regulation (RDR) of the CAP.

5. Cohesion in policy should also support the delivery of policies for the environment
and natural heritage, including EU policy for protected areas of high biodiversity
value through the sustainable development of areas of natural handicap.

ESFs and the natural heritage

SNH has responsibilities for securing the conservation and enhancement of the
natural heritage, and fostering its understanding and enjoyment.  SNH is now
involved in ESF programme committees at all levels, as well as acting as an adviser
to the Scottish Executive on aspects relevant to the natural heritage.  The main
relevance of the Funds to the natural heritage is as follows:

• they can help to ameliorate poor environmental conditions and recreational
opportunity for people mainly in urban and industrial areas (environmental
justice);

• they contribute to funding in rural areas for the enhancement of the natural
heritage and the facilities to enjoy it;

• they assist infrastructural and business development that may have
environmental impacts, both positive and negative.

For these reasons SNH has taken a strong interest in the ESF Regional
Programmes, and has particularly contributed to the incorporation of sustainable
development as a key theme in all the current Programmes.    This is important both
from the point of view of promoting the interests of the natural heritage, and limiting
the potential negative impact of certain types of development.  In support of this SNH
and SEPA are jointly funding a project officer who is working with the Programme
Executives and other partners to promote a wider understanding of the
environmental dimension of sustainable development and the contribution that these
programmes can made to it.  The partnership structure associated with the ESF
measures in Scotland provides a good opportunity to make practical progress on this
issue, and will provide valuable experience which can be applied to other
development programmes.
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Cohesion policy

EU cohesion policy and the EU Strategy for Sustainable Development should be
mutually supportive.  The Strategy recognises that economic growth, social cohesion
and environmental protection must go hand in hand, so in our view a clearer
environmental purpose should be included in the main cohesion policy.

The Commission alludes to the introduction of environmental accounting measures
in the Cohesion Report, but does not expect to make rapid progress in developing
these.  It has also taken steps to ensure the mainstreaming of sustainable
development within ESF Programmes.  These steps are welcome, but there is a
need to develop a clearer view of how EU cohesion is influenced by environmental
factors.

It is evident that across the EU there is a range of environmental conditions, from
degraded areas to those with high quality natural resources.  The latter are key
areas in the context of EU environmental policy, particularly the Natura 2000 network
of areas protected under the Habitats and Birds Directives.  Development
opportunities at both ends of this spectrum are constrained, and as cohesion is
about balanced territorial development it should surely address the regional
development issues that arise from these environmental considerations.  With
appropriate assistance both types of area can play a part in European development,
and can contribute their special qualities.  Scotland includes areas at both extremes,
from the post-industrial legacy of despoiled environments in the central belt to certain
parts of the Highlands and Islands where over 50% of a local area may be protected
under Natura 2000.

The most relevant themes for the future of the Funds from the natural heritage point
of view thus coincide with the three themes most likely to provide funding in Scotland
post-2006: natural handicaps in remote, maritime, and mountainous areas; the
diversification of rural areas; and urban issues.  These are considered in some detail
in the latter half of this paper.

Integration

A further aspect of cohesion policy that is important at both EU and Scottish levels
concerns the link between the CAP and ESFs, and the associated co-ordination of
work within the European Commission by the Agriculture and Regional Directorates,
and within the Scottish Executive by the Rural Development Department and the
ESFs Division.    One of the main themes of the Forward Strategy for Scottish
Agriculture is the need to strengthen the links between agriculture and other
elements of the rural economy.  This will involve administrative and institutional
changes at the Scottish, UK and European levels so as to achieve effective internal
co-ordination.

We have recently made a submission2 to the Scottish Parliament Rural Development
Committee Inquiry into Integrated Rural Development, in which we strongly
advocated more integration of rural support, including that provided through ESFs

                                                
2 Available at http://www.snh.org.uk/pdfs/strategy/rural/IRD_enquiry.pdf
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and CAP.  The Highlands and Islands Transitional Programme has led to some
degree of integration of EAGGF and ERDF expenditure through the joint
programming process.  But outside the Highlands and Islands the Executive has not
adopted a joint programming approach, with the result that there is little co-ordination
of Objective 2 measures with the RDP and its related state aids.  As the Rural
Development Regulation becomes an increasingly important strand of EAGGF
support in rural areas, and the role of the ESFs declines, it will be important to
maximise the benefits by integrated planning and delivery.  There are already
examples of other EU member states taking such an approach, particularly in
France.  The proposal in the Forward Strategy for Scottish Agriculture for a system
of land management contracts offers the opportunity to develop a substantially
better-integrated framework of support.

Urban needs

Substantial parts of urban Scotland suffer from the legacy of an environment
damaged or polluted by heavy industry. These areas are often associated with low
environmental quality and social deprivation, poor access to open space, low
incomes, low rates of access to private transport, high unemployment, and a failure
to attract new businesses. Such communities are characterised by a high level of
social exclusion. The role of low quality environments in creating and perpetuating
this situation has been recognised as requiring attention - the environmental justice
agenda.

ESF programmes have played an important role in regenerating such areas in the
past, and should continue to do so. Scottish Executive social inclusion indicators,
coupled with information that still needs to be gathered on environmental quality, can
provide pointers to targeting investment.

SNH has established two major programmes that help address such issues. The
Greenspace for Communities programme aims to enhance the green environment
close to where people live, and to do so by working closely with local communities.
Paths for All aims to establish path networks around towns, facilitating access and
recreation, travel without vehicle, and healthier living. Both are practical approaches
with special relevance to urban areas with a degraded environment. Work of this
type generates social and economic benefit through training schemes and local
employment in projects, but also in the long term by creating the more attractive
environments which attract good quality housing and business investment.

The sustainability of urban areas depends crucially on energy use, transport patterns
and waste management. A high priority is attached to securing more sustainable
practices in each of these areas in urban areas, and the Scottish Executive has
developed indicators which will enable these to be tracked in individual urban areas.
It would be appropriate for the ESFs to invest in those areas where developing
sustainable practices presents an opportunity to overcome current economic and
social barriers, making an area more marketable for future business.
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Rural diversification

There has been a belated recognition that the rural economy, and rural communities,
are much less dependent on agriculture than they used to be.  As a result there is
widespread acceptance of the need to target rural support at a wider range of
businesses and services, and to move agricultural support towards payment for non-
market social and environmental benefits.  CAP reform has moved in this direction
through the creation of the “second pillar” of support, channelled through the Rural
Development Regulation (RDR).  The RDR is welcome, but it is at an early stage of
development at both EU and national levels and many improvements could be made
to it.  SNH will continue to contribute to this important aspect of rural policy and
practice.

The RDR is an important contributor to cohesion, but the needs of many rural areas
are unlikely to be met by the RDR alone.  ESFs can play a complementary role, for
instance in the development of rural towns, rural infrastructure, and rural training.
We are not certain to what extent rural Scotland is likely to be an EU priority under
this theme, but wherever rural ESF Programmes are available they could play a
positive role. To do so they should be based on a sustainable development
approach, and should be integrated with other rural support measures.

Natural handicaps

This definition could come to be the most relevant for ESFs in rural Scotland.  SNH
is a member of Euromontana, which promotes the interests of mountain regions and
has commissioned research on an EU definition of mountain areas.  The research
suggests that the difficulties of climate, communications, etc. must be defined by a
variety of physical criteria.  If this is done, rural parts of Scotland both north and
south of the central belt could qualify as mountainous.  In addition the remoter parts
of mainland Scotland and the islands are also prime candidates for classification as
remote, archipelagos, or islands.  All these categories would be consistent with the
concept of natural handicap, and cohesion policy could lead to special assistance
being made available to them.

Scottish areas of natural handicap, correspond closely with the areas of highest
natural heritage value.  They are the location of high densities of Natura 2000 sites,
and thus contribute strongly to EU policies for habitats and species.  Sustainable
management of these areas offers opportunities for employment and rural
development linked to the management and enhancement of the natural
environment, and with the associated tourism and recreation.  It also imposes strict
development criteria.  From this point of view, cohesion policy has an important role
to play in these areas, and could assist them to play their full part in delivering
environmental benefits for society as a whole.

The EU policy for areas of natural handicap is actively evolving.  If the end result is
special assistance for such areas, and if it is planned and delivered on the basis of
sustainable development, in tandem with the RDR, then the result could be of
significant benefit to Scottish rural communities and their natural heritage.  We would
welcome that, and we plan to contribute further to the policy debate.
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Conclusions

• The ESF partnership approach and treatment of sustainable development as a
horizontal theme have been important innovations and have assisted the
integration of environment with social and economic issues.

• However there is still a need to bring environment out more strongly as a
cohesion issue, and to define ESF criteria that will identify environmental
extremes: degraded areas, and areas with responsibilities for the management of
Europe’s best natural heritage.

• There is a need for further progress to align the RDR and the ESFs in a more
integrated approach to rural development.

• The outlook from 2006 is that rural, urban, and natural handicaps are the most
relevant cohesion issues from a Scottish perspective.

• The urban theme is important for its relevance to environmental justice - there is
scope for this to be addressed through ESF investment, which could include
investment to develop existing natural-heritage related schemes such as paths
around settlements and urban greenspace.

• Under the rural theme there is a particular need to integrate the RDR with other
types of rural development and policies for the rural infrastructure.

• Policy for areas with natural handicaps is currently under development, driven at
the EU level by the prospects for enlargement.  There is scope for a new
approach to these areas more closely linked to their high quality natural heritage
and the delivery of the EU biodiversity, social and environmental policies.
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South of Scotland Alliance

Introduction

1.1 This paper sets out the views of the South of Scotland Alliance on the future of the
European Union’s Cohesion Policy and Structural Funds to the European Committee of
the Scottish Parliament. The South of Scotland Alliance comprises Dumfries and
Galloway Council, Scottish Borders Council, Scottish Enterprise Dumfries and Galloway
and Scottish Enterprise Borders.

1.2 The paper outlines:

• The general significance of European Cohesion and Structural Funds policies for the
development of rural areas

• The importance of European Structural Funds for economic development in the South of
Scotland

• The justification for continued European regional and rural assistance to rural areas
• The needs of the South of Scotland

European Cohesion and Structural Funds policies for the Development of Rural Areas

2.1 Over the years European Cohesion and Structural Funds policies have provided
considerable benefits to rural areas such as the South of Scotland. The benefits are
that they have:

• Given strong recognition to the need to address the economic problems and challenges
of rural areas. This has considerably raised the profile of rural development issues.

• Taken a robust and view of the factors that cause structural economic difficulties in rural
areas. They have recognised that economic fragility is not just measured by
unemployment but also covers factors such as an out-migration of young people, sparsity
of population, population loss, low wages, a relatively low Gross Domestic Product per
head, and a narrow range of industries.

• Involved the promotion and implementation of ‘an evidence based’ medium term
programme approach to development based on robust monitoring and evaluation
systems. Partnership, inclusion and sustainability have been at the ‘heart’ of this
approach. This approach has considerably strengthened economic development
mechanisms in rural areas such as the South of Scotland.

• Taken a holistic approach to rural economic development through supporting
programmes related to community development and the environment as well as business
development.

In brief there has been far greater awareness of the development needs of rural areas by
European Regional Policy compared to National Regional Policy.

European Structural Funds and the South of Scotland

3.1 The benefits of the Cohesion Policy and Structural Funds can be seen in the South of
Scotland.  The region gained access to significant resources from the European
Structural Funds programmes from 1994 onwards.  This funding has come from:

• The Borders and Dumfries and Galloway Objective 5b Programmes 1994 - 1999.
• Community Initiatives 1994-1999 such as the Leader 11, Retex, Rechar and Pesca

Programmes, and more recently.
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• The South of Scotland Objective 2 Programme 2000 - 2006, the Lowland Scotland
Objective 3 Programme 2000 - 2006, and the Leader + programme.

3.2 The Structural Funds have been used to support many economic development and
vocational training projects undertaken by public agencies such as Councils, Enterprise
Companies, Tourist Boards, Further and Higher Education institutions and a range of
voluntary bodies. Indeed EU funding accounts for significant proportions of the annual
budgets of the Enterprise Companies and Tourist Boards as well as the economic
development and regeneration budgets of the Councils.

3.3 The types of projects supported have included:

• Business support schemes such as marketing, exporting, financial and technological
initiatives

• Business infrastructure projects including the provision of business premises and sites
and improvements to industrial areas

• Tourism development projects such as improvements to visitor interpretation and
information, and the enhancement of tourist attractions

• Environmental support including access, interpretation and habitat improvement projects
• Training projects such as the provision of training facilities, guidance support and

schemes involving the improvement of the skills of employees, the unemployed and
socially excluded

• Community Development projects such as enhancing the capacity of community  and
voluntary groups through training and advice

3.4 It is the breadth of initiatives assisted by European funding that makes this type of
support both innovative and central to the development of the South of Scotland. The
mix of projects and inter-relationships go considerably beyond the traditional ‘trickle
down’ interventions of approaches to economic development.

3.5 It is estimated that the Dumfries and Galloway and the Scottish Borders Objective 5b
programmes 1994-1999 alone created over 200 jobs and assisted over 5000
businesses. This has made a considerable positive economic impact on the South of
Scotland and has assisted in overcoming difficulties experienced in the agriculture,
textiles and electronics sectors during that period.

The Need for Continued European Regional and Rural Development Assistance to
Rural Areas such as the South of Scotland

4.1 It is vital that European Cohesion Policy and the Structural Funds continue to take
account of the development needs of rural areas such as the South of Scotland. These
rural areas aim to improve their local economies and to maintain a balanced population
by providing a reasonable range of job opportunities.

4.2 These rural areas are relatively distant from the economic influence of cities. A map
produced by the Dutch Spatial Planners for the European Commission’s first policy
statement on Spatial Planning in 1997 entitled ‘European spatial development
perspective - First official draft’ indicated that a large part of England was included in the
economic sphere of city areas. However there were significant rural areas in Scotland
including most of the South of Scotland outside of these spheres.

4.3 The development of a sustainable local economy in a rural area can be more difficult
than in city areas. This is because cities are considered to be the main motors of
economic growth in the market economy. Cities generate large amounts of economic
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activity and have a diversified range of employment including higher paid service jobs in
sectors such as financial services and research and development.

4.4 Due to the greater range and type of industries in cities, they are much less exposed to
economic downturns, in particular industrial sectors, and changes in the business cycle.
For example, if one industry experiences difficulties, there will be others that remain
stable or enjoy an upturn in profits.

4.5 In comparison, many small towns and villages in rural areas have a limited number of
businesses and some depend for employment on only one major industry.  The result is
that when businesses undergo economic difficulties resulting in job losses, there are few
if any alternative job opportunities for the unemployed. These problems are compounded
by the dependence of many small and medium sized enterprises on the agriculture and
fishing which are undergoing serious structural changes.

4.6 Also rural businesses tend to be in a difficult competitive situation because of limited
local markets, exposure to take over, and a relative lack of business services.

4.7 This concern has been backed up by research carried out by the Federation of Small
Business (FSB) in 2000. The FSB was concerned that there was no specific small
business definition of rural and remote areas. The study identified a need by small
businesses to access a significant number of diverse wholesale businesses on a face to
face basis. The wholesale businesses that were identified as essential were those that
supplied goods and services to small business on a regular or emergency only basis.
The findings were that small businesses located in rural areas more than 25 miles from
city areas were at a competitive disadvantage in accessing such services. This included
much of rural Scotland, including a large part of the South of Scotland.

4.8 The difficult competitive situation for businesses in rural areas is highlighted by market
failures in the provision of business premises and sites by the private sector, as shown in
the South of Scotland. It is thought the main reason for this lack of private sector activity
is the relatively low levels of demand, which increases the risk of high void rates and
generally lower rates of return.

4.9 Other economic issues that are common to the rural areas include:

• A high dependency on primary employment such as agriculture and fishing
• A relatively low proportion of employment in services
• Low wages
• Low investment per head
• A relatively low Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per head
• An ‘imbalanced’ population resulting from the out-migration of young people
• A high elderly dependency ratio
• Population loss in certain communities

4.10 Finally, rural areas are very sensitive to global economic and other external factors
such as rapidly changing world trading conditions and the problems in agriculture,
including those that have arisen from BSE and the Foot and Mouth Disease outbreak.
This means that the assumptions made when preparing European Programmes such
as Objective 2 are no longer accurate. It is becoming increasingly evident that long-
term and substantial public and private investment is required to support the
development of rural areas.
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The Needs of the South of Scotland

5.1 The rural economic issues outlined above are clearly evident in the South of Scotland.
They are as follows:

• Narrow range of industries – The relatively high proportion of employment in
manufacturing including textiles, rubber and plastics, food and electronics.

• Primary sector dependency – Around one fifth of the GDP is linked to agriculture and
there is a significant dependency on fishing in some local communities such as
Eyemouth.

• Relatively low employment in services – An under-representation in service employment
particularly banking and finance.

• Low wages – The South of Scotland is amongst the ten poorest paid areas in Great
Britain.

• Low investment per head – Average manufacturing capital expenditure per employee is
estimated at only two thirds the Scottish average in 1997.

• Low GDP per head - Compared to the Scottish average of 100, the GDP per index of
head in 1998 was 79 in the Scottish Borders and 88 in Dumfries and Galloway. This
compares with above average levels in the city and some of the conurbation areas
around Edinburgh, Glasgow and Aberdeen.

• Out-migration of young people - The highest rate of loss of young people in Scotland,
after the Highlands and Islands.

• High elderly dependency ratio – The South of Scotland has the one of the highest
proportions of people over 65 in Scotland.

• Population loss – Parts of the South of Scotland are experiencing a loss of population.
These areas include the Western Dumfries and Galloway, Upper Nithsdale, and the
Hawick area.

5.2 These issues are currently being addressed by the Council, Enterprise Agencies and
other partners in the South of Scotland with the assistance of European Structural Funds
programmes. However as mentioned above it is a long-term process. The development
focus of the South of Scotland must be to create strong local economies. To carry out
this task continued access is required to the EU Structural Funds.
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West of Scotland European Consortium (Paper 1)

INTRODUCTION

The West of Scotland European Consortium welcomes this opportunity to express its initial views on
the future of EU Cohesion Policy after 2006.

In its workplan for 2000-2003, the Consortium identified the topic of EU Regional Policy as its top
priority. This includes activity related to the future operation of the Structural Funds as well as the
delivery of the current programmes for which the West of Scotland is eligible.

Accordingly the Consortium has played an active role on this matter, particularly in the period since
the publication of the Second Cohesion Report in January 2001. Part of this work has involved
analysing the current economic situation of the West of Scotland in comparison to the rest of
Scotland, the UK and the EU. Most of the data for this analysis is derived from the Second Cohesion
Report and the Commission’s Progress report on Economic and Social Cohesion, published on 31st

January 2002. This analysis is attached to this report.

THE RATIONALE FOR COHESION POLICY WITHIN THE EU

The commitment to reduce economic disparities within the European Community/Union dates back to
the original Treaty of Rome in 1957. This legal commitment has strengthened in the period since then,
notably with the adoption of the Single European Act in 1986 and the Maastricht Treaty of 1992. In
the context of these treaty changes the structural funds have been created and their budgetary
significance grown considerably.

After agriculture, expenditure on Cohesion policy is now the most significant element of the EU
budget and accounts for nearly one third of total EU planned spending over the 2000-2006 period.

The main factor influencing the debate about the structural funds after 2006 is the prospective
enlargement of the EU, particularly to include the countries of Central and Eastern Europe. As agreed
at the Laeken European Council in December 2001, a target date of 2004 has been set for the
accession of up to ten new Member States. The Consortium recognises the economic and other
benefits to the whole EU arising from a successful enlargement and would wish to confirm its
support for this process.

As the Commission’s reports indicate, an expansion of this kind will markedly widen regional
economic disparities within the EU, since almost all the applicant countries, in particular those of
Central and Eastern Europe, are much poorer than those in the current EU. In face of this situation, it
would be perverse indeed if the EU were to give lower priority (and share of relative budgetary
resources) to cohesion policy in the period after 2006 than under the current financial framework.

THE ROLES OF THE EU AND MEMBER STATES

Clearly there will be a major shift of structural fund resources to the regions of Central and Eastern
Europe following Enlargement. Given the economic situation in these areas, this is logical and the
Consortium recognises the legitimate claims that such regions will have for substantial financial
support from the EU after 2006.

This had led to the issue of the so-called “renationalisation” of regional policy being raised. It is
argued that for the more prosperous Member States in EU 15, it would be more efficient for structural
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funds to be given up and instead regional economic policy to be delivered at Member State level
through “domestic” budgets.

While the Consortium understands the appeal of this reasoning, it has serious reservations about such
an approach since:

a) the scope for Member States to undertake regional economic development is in any event
limited by the Treaties’ requirements on competition and state aids. These are required since
otherwise a wasteful “subsidy” war could be initiated which would likely be regressive in
impact – wealthier regions could offer higher subsidies;

b) in effect the burden for paying for EU enlargement would be borne by the less prosperous
parts of the richer Member States;

c) there would be a paradox in that severely disadvantaged areas within otherwise prosperous
member states would not be able to access structural funds whereas wealthy areas in the
lagging regions of poorer Member States could;

d) the transnational aspects to regional economic development could not be supported. For
example the current round of Community Initiatives, especially INTERREG were devised in
part to enable cooperation and the transplanting of innovative approaches to economic
development across the EU; and

e) structural fund intervention in the deprived areas within EU member states is a demonstration
of the relevance of the EU, not just in the communities directly assisted but to the wider
population.

In summary, the Consortium believes that the responsibility for economic regeneration needs to be
shared and involve the EU, the Member State, devolved administrations and regional actors
(including local authorities).

THE DEFINITION OF AREAS ELIGIBLE FOR ASSISTANCE

In his speech at the conclusion of the Cohesion Forum in May 2001, Commissioner Barnier outlined a
possible framework for designating eligible areas for structural fund assistance after 2006. He
envisaged support is envisaged for three types of area.

Firstly there are regions whose development is lagging very far behind the EU average. These will
primarily but not exclusively be located in the new Member States.

Secondly there are regions within the EU 15 whose convergence with EU averages after Enlargement
will be apparent rather than real. This situation will arise because an expansion from EU 15 to EU 25
is expected to lower average GDP per head (the Commission’s preferred indicator of economic
health) by around 13 percentage points. This will mean that many regions whose GDP/head is
between 60% and 75% the EU 15 average (the latter being the current threshold for “Objective One”
status) will have a GDP in excess of 75% in the context of EU 25, even though there is no actual
improvement in economic performance.

Finally there are areas which face specific structural problems associated with:

• urban deprivation;
• fragile rural economies;
• physical features (population sparcity, insularity, mountainous terrain etc); and
• industrial reconversion.

No part of the West of Scotland European Consortium area is presently eligible under Objective one
and it so it is very unlikely that any part of the region (using the Commission’s “NUTS 2”
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classification) will fall into either of the first two categories of region. The primary area of interest for
the Consortium lies therefore in the third type of region.

If the practice from previous structural fund reforms is maintained, it is likely that the geographical
units used to determine eligibility for this third type of region will be smaller than the NUTS 2
classification. However based on the experience of the preparation of the current Western Scotland
objective two programme, there are benefits in planning assistance for eligible areas in a wider
regional context.

It is also important to note that, at this lower geographical level, comparable data across the EU are
not generally available.

For this reason the Consortium supports the concept of “indirect zoning”. This would mean, in
effect, that Member States should be given the responsibility for selecting areas. However this
selection should be undertaken in a transparent manner according to clear indicators for which
comparisons are possible within the Member State and which are capable of verification.

In the absence of any alternative proposal there would have to be a population ceiling established for
each Member State – as happened with Objective Two coverage for the 2000-2006 period. In
addition the principle used on that occasion of the “safety net” should be maintained. This would
limit the extent of cuts in eligibility and would mean that the burden of reduced coverage would not
be borne disproportionately on one Member State (or small group of Member States). The actual
level at which the safety net would be placed need not necessarily be the same as that used for the
2000-2006 period.

In terms of the “mix” of types of area (rural, industrial, urban etc) to be identified this should also
be entrusted to the Member State (with the active participation of the devolved administrations in
the UK context). There should be no prescribed proportions set at either Member State or EU level.
This contrasts with the current objective two regime, in which the Commission set percentages, albeit
“indicitavely”, at EU level for population coverage the four strands of Objective two.

TRANSITION ARRANGEMENTS

Another innovation of the 1999 reform was the introduction of transitional support for those areas that
no longer met the relevant eligibility criteria. It was argued that a sudden cessation of assistance could
undermine the impact of past support and not enable “exit strategies” to be implemented. Clearly
there should be evaluations of the effectiveness of such support under the current programmes but the
logic for such support remains the same. Accordingly, the principle of transitional funding should be
retained for the period after 2006 for those areas which were eligible for the full 2000-2006
programming period and which do not meet the criteria for assistance for the subsequent period.
The length of the transition period and the intensity of funding would of course not necessarily be the
same as is currently the case.

THE FUTURE OF OBJECTIVE THREE

The Consortium notes that the greater part of the debate on post 2006 Cohesion Policy has focussed
on those structural funds which are geographically targeted. However more resources are allocated to
Objective three (which operates throughout the EU with the exception of current and transition
Objective One regions) than to Objective two in the 2000-2006 period. Objective three assistance is
primarily used to support the objectives of the European Employment Strategy and the National
Employment Action Plans.
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EU Enlargement will greatly increase the pressures on the resources available for cohesion.
Accordingly, there needs to be a debate, informed by evaluation data, on the relative effectiveness
(in terms of economic impact and visibility) of the spatially targeted interventions typical of
Objective two or the target group (eg long term unemployed) approach used in Objective three.

SIMPLIFICATION

Each successive reform of the structural funds has had the avowed intention of simplification but in
practice the process has become much more complex and bureaucratic. One option that should be
explored is the merging of the structural funds to create one fund governed by one regulation. To
some extent this approach is being piloted under the current set of Community Initiatives: for example
under the European Social Fund financed EQUAL Community Initiative activities normally funded
by the European Regional Development Fund can be eligible for ESF assistance.

MONITORING AND EVALUATION

The debate on the structural funds has hitherto focussed on issues of resources and eligibility criteria
and it is simply not realistic to expect this situation to change over the coming years. However it is
important to pay attention to other issues. As well as discussing how much money should be allocated
to the structural funds and where these should be spent, consideration also needs to be given to the
uses to which they are put.

In this connection, the Consortium is aware that the UK Government wishes to evaluate the impact of
structural Funds programmes as part of the preparations for the post 2006 negotiations. The
Consortium welcomes this proposal insofar as it leads to improvements in programme quality and
delivery, not just in the UK but in the wider EU. Indeed the lesson learnt may be valuable for regions
in the applicant countries. The Consortium would be concerned however if the purpose of these
evaluations was to justify the cessation of structural fund assistance in Scotland and the wider UK.
Rather the aim should be to learn lessons for future programmes.

OTHER EU POLICIES

The Cohesion Report rightly points out the other EU policies also have an impact on economic and
social cohesion within the EU. These include the Common Agricultural, Research and Development,
Environment and Transport policies. The CAP is, in expenditure terms, by far the most significant of
these and it will be important for Scottish interests to make a full input in the parallel debate on the
CAP reform required by EU Enlargement.

However the Consortium would like to draw particular attention to the EU’s competition and State
Aids policy. As the Second Cohesion Report states:

“Given its effect on the regional distribution of economic activity and income, the control of State aid
will remain a key instrument of Community cohesion policy…. Strict control of State aid should
therefore be regarded as an essential complement of Structural Funds support for the less favoured
regions.” (page 80)

The current arrangements for “national” regional aid also cover the 2000-2006 period and a new
regime will require to be put in place after 2006. In essence there are two issues:

a) geographical coverage; and
b) aid “intensities” (ie the maximum proportion of project funding that can be publicly

subsidised.



EU/02/06/1

Over the 1998-2000 period there was a review of the assisted area map in the UK (and indeed in the
other Member States of the EU. Regions falling below the 75% per capita GDP threshold were
automatically eligible and the remaining coverage was subject to a population limit set out by the
European Commission. This was calculated by using a complex formula. The two economic variables
used were GDP per head and unemployment at the “NUTS 3” geographical level. The final
population threshold was derived by comparisons both within the Member State and in relation to the
overall EU average.

The application of this formula led to an overall population limit being set of around 28% in the UK
(including the Objective One regions) in comparison to the 38% under the previous map. A reduction
of about one quarter was therefore required and in July 2000 the new assisted areas map for the UK
was approved by the European Commission. In Scotland coverage fell from about 64% to 48%
population – a cut of around one quarter (interestingly this was much less severe than the reduction in
Objective two coverage which went down from 74% to 40%. In the West of Scotland, the whole
region was eligible under the Assisted Area map AND regional structural fund programmes up until
31st December 1999. This has now fallen to about 68% and 54%[excluding transition areas]
population coverage respectively).

In the context of an enlarged EU the application of the existing formula to determine overall
population coverage would result in a further and significant reduction (due to lower average EU per
capita GDP). This would impose severe constraints on the capacity of the UK Government, and the
Scottish Executive, to deliver regional policy.

The current regime also cut the permissible “intensities” of assistance for all types of eligible region.
What is important for the post 2006 period is that the differential between the rates of assistance
available in the EU’s poorest areas and those applicable to assisted areas elsewhere should not be
allowed to widen.

In summary the Consortium considers that the future operation of EU Regional State Aids policy to
be as important for economic development and regeneration in the West of Scotland as the
structural funds. It urges the Scottish Parliament European Committee to monitor closely the
activities of the Scottish Executive on this matter.

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

The Consortium supports the initiative of the Scottish Executive in making links with regions in the
applicant countries, for example the twinning covenant with the Czech Republic on structural fund
programmes. It draws attention to the activities carried out by the Strathclyde European Partnership
(the body responsible for managing structural fund programmes in the Wet of Scotland of which all
WOSEC authorities are members). These were featured in the recent SCDI publication “Business
Guide to EU Enlargement”. The momentum of this type of activity should be maintained and
extended over the coming years

(a) to include the local partners (especially local authorities) responsible for project
development in addition to the Scottish Executive and Programme Executives; and

(b) to use these links proactively to stimulate trade development opportunities for Scottish
companies.

CONCLUSION

The Consortium considers that a realistic approach should be taken to this issue. As previously
indicated, it is almost certain that the financial resources available from the structural funds in the UK
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will be much reduced after 2006, and the Consortium accepts the logic underpinning this
development. Nevertheless, based on the economic analyses, it is clear that large parts of the West
of Scotland suffer from long term structural weakness which justify a coordinated response (and
resources) from the EU, the UK Government/Scottish Executive and the regional partners. As
locally accountable, democratically elected bodies, the key role of local authorities within regional
and local partnerships needs to be recognised.

The Consortium will continue to seek to influence this debate within Scotland, the UK and the EU
over the coming years. It will do so both in its own right and in partnership with other bodies with
which it shares common interests. The Scottish Parliament European Committee will have a key role
in this debate and the Consortium looks forward to continuing dialogue as decisions are taken on
these important matters.

Paper Two

THE WEST OF SCOTLAND ECONOMY IN THE EUROPEAN CONTEXT : UPDATE POSITION

Purpose of Report: to summarise the key conclusions of the European Commission’s
communication on progress on economic and social cohesion, with a
particular focus on the West of Scotland.

1.0 Introduction

1.1 At its meeting held on 24th April 2001, the Consortium noted the main points contained in the
European Commission’s Second Report on economic and Social Cohesion that had been
published on 31st January 2001. The report to the Consortium covered both the policy issues
relevant to the debate on EU regional policy after 2006 together with a statistical analysis of
the West of Scotland economy in the EU context.

1.2 Developments, at both EU and UK levels, on the policy issues surrounding this debate have
been the subjects of regular reports to the Consortium over the past year.

1.3 On 30th January 2002, the European Commission published a communication entitled “First
Progress Report on Economic and Social Cohesion”. The purpose of this document is
twofold:

(a) to summarise the responses made to the Second Cohesion report, including those
made at the Second Cohesion Forum that took place in May 2001; and

(b) to update the regional economic analyses contained in the Cohesion Report.

1.4 In addition, following the Laeken European Council of December 2001, it now seems
possible that up to ten countries may be in a position to join the EU in 2004 (it being accepted
that Romania and Bulgaria – the two poorest applicant countries – will not be in a position to
join the EU until some time after 2006). Thus preparations for EU Cohesion policy for the
next period may have to be made in the context of an EU of 25 members.
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2.0 Responses to the Second Cohesion Report.

2.1 The Commission’s communication provides an overview of the responses made, both from
other European Union institutions and from the contributions made by individual regions and
European networks (including the RETI resolution, in the drafting of which the Consortium
played the lead role), to the Second Cohesion report.

2.2 Among the points made in the responses have made the following:

(a) EU enlargement will increase the need for Cohesion policy;
(b) A “two tier” application of Cohesion policy (ie one for the present EU 15 and another

for the applicant countries) is unacceptable;
(c) Many responses have advocated an increase in EU resources (from the current 0.45%

of EU GDP) allocated to Cohesion policy. Others have argued for savings to be made
through concentrating assistance solely on the least developed regions and the strict
application of the 4% GDP limit on structural fund transfers at member state level –
the so called “absorption capacity” threshold;

(d) The greatest priority should be given to those regions which are lagging both within
the current EU and the applicant countries;

(e) It is widely accepted that the “direct” identification by the Commission of eligible
regions outside Objective One is not feasible;

(f) “No region must see its structural fund support suddenly cut. There should in any
event be a safety net, and an adequate phasing out system.” (Committee of Regions’
opinion);

(g) Other EU policies, in particular those relating to agriculture, transport, energy,
competition and research and development have a significant impact on cohesion; and

(h) There is a need to simplify the procedures associated with structural fund
programmes.

3.0 Regional Economic Trends and the Impact of Enlargement

3.1 The Commission’s communication also updates the statistical data contained in the Second
Cohesion Report. As the Cohesion Report indicated the process of convergence is a long term
one and major changes should not be expected to be observable on a year on year basis.

3.2 The main findings of the analyses include:

(a) the very high concentration of activities in a triangle formed by North Yorkshire,
Hamburg and the Franche Comte;

(b) the process of convergence is continuing at Member State level, although the situation
within Member States is mixed;

(c) the expansion to 27 Member states would more than double the gap between the richest
and poorest 10% (in terms of population) of regions.

(d) the expansion from EU 15 to EU 25 would lower average GDP per head by around 13
percentage points;

(e) if the current 75% of EU average GDP/head criterion for Objective One status were to be
applied to EU 25, 65 regions (containing a population of 112 million) would qualify.
These would include 29 in the current EU (45 million population); and

(f) employment is expanding in EU 15 but contracting in most of the applicant countries.
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4.0 The Position of the West of Scotland

4.1 The Commission’s Communication provides data on a number of indicators for the 211
“NUTS 2” regions in EU 15, as well as for the regions in the applicant countries. However
there are significant data gaps in the latter case. Nevertheless it is worth noting that only two
of the regions of Central and Eastern Europe (Prague in the Czech Republic and Bratislava in
Slovakia) plus Cyprus have a GDP per head above 75% of the EU15. One region in Hungary
has a GDP per head just below the 75% level the remaining regions and member states show
much lower levels.

4.2 The West of Scotland is covered by the “South Western Scotland” NUTS 2 region. This
includes the twelve member authorities of the Consortium with the addition of Dumfries and
Galloway. It excludes those parts of Argyll and Bute and North Ayrshire Councils lying
within the Highlands and Islands Enterprise Area.

4.3 Table One summarises the results for the West of Scotland in comparison to those contained
in the Second Cohesion Report: In all cases the change indicated is from the previous year’s
data, as published in the Cohesion Report.

TABLE ONE - WEST OF SCOTLAND - KEY ECONOMIC INDICATORS

GDP/HEAD
(EU15=100)
(1997-99)

UNEMPLOYMENT
RATE (2000)

EMPLOYMENT
RATE (2000)

PATENT
APPLICATIONS (PER
M POP) (1998-2000)

WEST OF
SCOTLAND
(Change)

93.1

(+2.7)

9.4

(-0.2)

64.5

(+1.8)

49.4

(+6.6)
SCOTLAND
(Change)

98.6
(+0.9)

7.1
(-0.5)

69.5
(+1.0)

77.7
(+11.8)

UK
(Change)

102.2
(+1.3)

5.6
(-0.5)

72.2
(+0.6)

112.0
(+17.4)

EU 15
(Change)

100.0
(0)

8.4
(-1.0)

63.8
(+1.0)

140.7
(+21.3).

Sources:  Second Cohesion Report and Commission Communication Com (2002) 46

4.4 It is also possible to “rank” the West of Scotland in a “league table” of EU 15 NUTS 2
regions for these indicators. Table Two summarises the results of this exercise.

TABLE TWO : COMPARATIVE WEST OF SCOTLAND POSITION - EU and UK Contexts

West of Scotland
Position

GDP/head
(change)

Unemployment
Rate (change)

Employment
Rate (change)

Patents per million pop.
(change)

UK 20/37 (+2) 3/37 (+1) 31/37 (+3) 31/37 (+0)
EU 102/211 (+15) 66/211 (+14) 106/207*(+13) 146/211 (+1)

*No data available for the French Overseas Departments

Sources:  Second Cohesion Report and Commission Communication Com (2002) 46
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4.5 Table Three gives some examples of comparable regions with respect to these indicators both
within the UK and in the wider EU

TABLE THREE : EU and UK Comparitor Regions

GDP/head Unemployment
Rate

Employment
Rate

Patents per million pop.

UK West Yorkshire Northumberland/
Tyne and Wear

Inner London South Yorkshire

EU Weser/Ems (D)
Friesland (NL)

Brunswick (D)
Aragon (ESP)

Limousin (F)
Carinthia (O)

Navarre (ESP)
Nord Pas De Calais (F)

Sources:  Second Cohesion Report and Commission Communication Com (2002) 46

4.6 It must be emphasised that great care needs to be taken in comparing trends over as
short a time period as one year. Nevertheless it is possible to draw some tentative
conclusions.

4.7 It would appear that the West of Scotland economy made some progress in converging with
Scottish, UK and EU performance, since changes in both per capita GDP and employment
rate were greater in the West of Scotland.

4.8 Nevertheless, in terms of GDP, the faster growth of the UK economy over recent years has
resulted in an improved position being achieved by the West of Scotland in comparison to
other EU regions. Within the UK the current level (91.1%) is in line with the historic trend.
Indeed it is lower than that observed for the 1994-96 period (91.3%).

4.9 The West of Scotland continues to exhibit one of the highest rates of unemployment (ILO
measure) within the UK and in fact the gap widened, in comparison to both the UK and the
EU, in 2000. Unemployment rates in the West of Scotland are over one and a half times
higher than those for the UK as a whole. In comparison with the EU average there is a full
percentage point difference.

4.10 The West of Scotland has a reasonably high employment rate by EU standards. The main
reason for this is that there is a much higher degree of female participation in the UK than in
most other EU countries (65.2% as opposed to54.3%). In the UK context, the employment
rate in the West of Scotland is low. Although the gap narrowed somewhat in 2000, this could
be due in part to the very high employment rates (in excess of 80%) found in some parts of
the South of England. In such areas there is very little scope to increase employment rates.

4.11 The data on patent applications is published to try and assess the innovative capacity of a
region. On this indicator the West of Scotland performs poorly within a member state which
performs poorly. Within the EU there is a clear “North South” divide in this activity; high
levels are found in Germany, the Netherlands and Scandinavia, and very low activity recorded
in Greece, Portugal and Spain.

4.12 Another means of assessing the entrepreneurial capacity of a region is to examine the
numbers of firms, as measured by VAT registrations. Although no data is available on a
European level, recently released information suggests that the West of Scotland performs
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poorly in comparison to the rest of the UK and the gap has actually widened over the past five
years. Annex One gives further details on these trends.

5.0 Conclusion

5.1 In many respects the West of Scotland is, in European terms, a fairly average region.
However with the likely expansion of the EU in 2004, it will become one of the expanded
Union’s more prosperous areas. However there is a substantial body of evidence to support
the contention that, within the UK, it is one of the structurally weaker regions, particularly
with regard to the labour market and, more qualitatively, in its “entrepreneurial culture”.

ANNEX ONE

VAT REGISTERED BUSINESS 1996 -2001

1.1 TABLE 1 : BUSINESS REGISTRATIONS : WOSEC AUTHORITIES 1996-2001

AUTHORITY 1996 STOCK 2001 STOCK NOS.
CHANGE

PERCENTAGE
CHANGE

Argyll and
Bute

3,325 3,210 -115 -3.4%

East
 Ayrshire

2,500 2,490 -10 -0.4%

East
Dunbartonshire

1,845 1,785 -60 -3.2%

East
Renfrewshire

1,540 1,405 -135 -8.8%

Glasgow
City

11,085 10,060 -1,015 -9.2%

Inverclyde 1,100 1,095 -5 -0.4%

North
Ayrshire

2,430 2,480 +50 +2.0%

North
Lanarkshire

4,545 4,900 +355 +7.8%

Renfrewshire 2,935 3,095 +160 +5.4%

South
Ayrshire

2,635 2,605 -30 -1.1%

South
Lanarkshire

5,640 5,880 +240 +4.2%

West
Dunbartonshire

1,205 1,320 +105 +8.7%

TOTAL 40,785 40,325 -460 -1.1%

Source: Nomis, February 2002
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1.2 TABLE 2 : COMPARISONS WITH OTHER AREAS

1996 Stock 2001 Stock Nos. Change Percentage
Change

West of Scotland 40,785 40,325 -460 -1.1%
Rest of Scotland 77,000 78,365 +1,365 +1.8%
Scotland 117.785 118,690 +905 +0.8%
Great Britain 1,547,190 1,609,485 +62,295 +4.0%

Source: Nomis, February 2002

TABLE 3 : VAT REGISTRATIONS PER 1,000 INHABITANTS 1996-2001

1996 2001
West of Scotland 17.9 17.8
Rest of Scotland 27.0 27.5
Scotland 23.0 23.2
Great Britain 27.1 27.7

Source : NOMIS, February 2002

ANALYSIS

The data indicates that, in contrast to the Rest of Scotland and Great Britain as a whole, the stock of
businesses in the West of Scotland actually fell between 1996 and 2001. This took place at a time of
falling unemployment and rising employment.

Within the region, the fall was particularly substantial in Glasgow and East Renfrewshire, in the
former case by nearly 10%. In contrast the stock of businesses grew markedly in Lanarkshire and
Renfrewshire. This may be due in part to developments such as the Lanarkshire Enterprise Zone and
Braehead and also to population movements within the region.

As table three indicates the gap between the West of Scotland and other part of Great Britain is
widening, even once the region’s falling population is taken into account. The fact that the region is
still losing population may itself be considered as an indicator of economic weakness.
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BRIEFING PAPER

“Participation in the INTERREG III Community Initiative in Scotland”

Introduction

1 This paper has been requested by the Convener of the European Committee
to provide Committee Members with an update on the European
Commission’s INTERREG III Programme and its relevance to Scotland. This
programme was amongst the topics discussed with the Committee for
Economics, Technology and European Affairs from the State Parliament of
Saxony-Anhalt (Germany) during the recent visit to Brussels.

2 The paper provides an overview of the INTERREG III programme and details
of possible participation by organisations in Scotland.  NB. It is important to
note that the INTERREG III Programme is in its infancy in terms of its
implementation.

Action requested

3 Members are invited to note the contents of the briefing paper and the specific
proposals for future co-operation with the State Parliament of Saxony-Anhalt
and others in relation to the INTERREG III Programme (see Paper
EU/02/6/8).

What is the INTERREG III Programme?1

4 INTERREG III is one of the so-called Community Initiatives, which aim to
stimulate inter-regional co-operation in the EU between 2000-06. It is financed
under the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF)

5 This new phase of the INTERREG initiative is designed to strengthen
economic and social cohesion throughout the EU, by fostering the balanced
development of the continent through cross-border, transnational and
Interregional co-operation. Special emphasis has been placed on integrating

                                                
1 Courtesy of INFOREGIO website; http://europa.eu.int/comm/regional_policy/index_en.htm
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remote regions and those which share external borders with the candidate
countries.

6 The initiative builds on the experience of the previous INTERREG Initiatives
(cross border, INTERREG II C) and will be implemented under three strands:

Strand A: cross-border co-operation promoting integrated regional
development between neighbouring border regions, including external
borders and certain maritime borders; the objective is developing cross-
border economic and social co-operation through joint strategies and
development programmes.

Strand B: transnational co-operation aiming to promote a higher degree
of integration across large groupings of European regions, with view to
achieving sustainable, harmonious and balanced development in the EU
and higher territorial integration, including with candidate and other
neighbouring countries.

Strand C: Interregional co-operation throughout the territory of the Union
(and neighbouring countries) to improve regional development and
cohesion.

Who is responsible for implementation?

7 National and regional or local authorities, in the Member States (and third
countries) are responsible for the initiative nationally/regionally. In the
European Commission, the Directorate General for Regional Policy is
responsible for this initiative, financed under the ERDF of the structural funds.

What are the principles governing the implementation of INTERREG III?

8 The main principles are as follows:

• Implementation of joint cross-border/transnational strategies and
development programmes;

• A wide partnership between different administrative levels with socio-
economic actors and relevant actors, following a "bottom up"
approach;

• Complementarity with the "mainstream programmes" of the Structural
Funds (Obj.1, 2 and 3);

• Follow a more integrated approach to the implementation of the
Community Initiatives (in accordance with the new structural funds
regulation - Council Regulation (EC) N° 1260/1999 of 21 June 1999 -
this initiative can finance measures for rural development eligible under
the EAGGF, for the development of human resources eligible under
the ESF and for the adjustment of fisheries structures eligible under
the FIFG);
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• Effective co-ordination between INTERREG III and other external
European Union policy instruments, especially with a view to
enlargement, for example the PHARE, TACIS, MEDA programmes.

Which European areas are eligible under INTERREG?

9 For the purposes of cross-border co-operation (strand A), eligible areas
include:

• all areas along the internal and external land borders of the Community
delineated at administrative level III of the Nomenclature of Territorial
Statistical Units (NUTS III), as listed in Annex 1 to the initiative’s
guidelines2;

• certain maritime areas delineated at administrative level III of the
Nomenclature of Territorial Statistical Units (NUTS III), as listed in
Annex 1 to the initiative’s guidelines3.

10 In special cases funding may be granted to measures in NUTS III areas
adjoining those areas at NUTS III level referred to above or areas surrounded
by such areas, provided that they do not account for more than 20% of the
total expenditure of the Community Initiative Programme (CIP) concerned.
Areas where this flexibility is to be used must be indicated in the appropriate
CIP. Ultra-peripheral regions are not eligible under this strand.

11 All EU regions are eligible under strand B. The geographical groupings are
based on the areas already covered by existing INTERREG II C programmes
and Article 10 pilot actions concerning transnational co-operation, adjusted to
take account of experience to date. For instance, the Alpine Space will be
enlarged to include France and Switzerland. Three new programmes should
concern the co-operation of ultra-peripheral regions with the surrounding
areas: Azores-Madeira-Canary Islands, Caribbean (French territories) and the
Indian Ocean (Reunion).

12 Under strand C, the whole of the EU territory is eligible . It is possible to
establish geographically non-contiguous co-operation between different
partners throughout Europe. Co-operation is possible with third countries. NB.
this was one of the strands specifically highlighted by the Committee from
Saxony-Anhalt as a area of co-operation with Scotland, including making joint
proposals to the Commission for an increased proportion of funding to be
allocated to Strand C.

Which fields of co-operation are eligible (priority topics)?

Strand A

13 This strand is particularly concerned with the following topics:
                                                
2 http://europa.eu.int/comm/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/guidelines/index_en.htm
3 Ibid.
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• promoting urban, rural and coastal development;

• encouraging entrepreneurship and the development of small firms
(including those in the tourism sector) and local employment initiatives;

• promoting the integration of the labour market and social inclusion;

• sharing human resources and facilities for research, technological
development, education, culture, communications and health to
increase productivity and help create sustainable jobs;

• encouraging the protection of the environment (local, global), increase
energy efficiency and promote renewable sources of energy;

• improving transport (particularly measures implementing more
environmentally-friendly forms of transport), information and
communication networks and services and water and energy systems;

• developing co-operation in the legal and administrative spheres to
promote economic development and social cohesion;

• increasing human and institutional potential for cross-border co-
operation to promote economic development and social cohesion.

14 This list is not exhaustive. For guidance, the topics are set out in Annex 2 of
the guidelines4. Financial resources, however, should be concentrated on a
limited number of topics and measures, to ensure more efficiency.

Strand B

15 Transnational co-operation should build on the experience of INTERREG II C
and take account of Community policy priorities such as TENs (Trans-
European Networks), and of the recommendations for territorial development
of the European Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP). At the same time,
given the limited financial resources and the vastness of the territories
involved, it is important to avoid dispersal of efforts and seek a strong focus.
The following topics are particularly mentioned in the guidelines (Annex 2),
but this list is not exhaustive:

• elaborate operational spatial development strategies on a transnational
scale, including co-operation among cities and between urban and
rural areas, with a view to promoting polycentric and sustainable
development;

• promote efficient and sustainable transport systems and improved
access to the information society;

• promote the environment and the good management of cultural
heritage and of natural resources, in particular water resources;

• promote integration between maritime regions, and of insular regions,
each through a specific priority with an appropriate financial allocation;

                                                
4 Ibid., para 9.
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• promote the integrated co-operation of the outermost regions.

16 The measures selected should respond to common problems and
opportunities and lead to genuine benefits for the transnational area, and thus
should underpin an integrated territorial approach. Co-operation between
insular and maritime regions is particularly encouraged, as well as co-
operation between regions with common handicaps such as mountain zones.
Key areas for infrastructure investments should be identified, although only
small-scale infrastructure can be funded, due to limited financial resources.
Motorways, main road construction and other similar infrastructure are
excluded. The operations selected must demonstrate concrete, visible and
innovative results. In relation to water resources management caused by
flooding or drought, INTERREG III B funding can be used on an exceptional
basis for infrastructure investments, taking account of the limited financial
resources.

Strand C

17 The Commission will propose more detailed guidelines for the projects to be
financed under this strand, including the priority topics for co-operation and
application modalities. They could include issues such as (indicative): co-
operation relative to SMEs, co-operation relative to governance and
institutional capacity building of local and regional development structures,
protection and restoration of the environment with a view to sustainable
development, among others.

What is the budget involved ?

18 The total budget is 4,875 million Euro for the period 2000-2006. Strand A shall
be allocated between 50 and 80 % of this total, strand B between 14% and
44% and strand C will be allocated 6% of the total (fixed). The breakdown
between strands will depend on decisions by the Member States. The
indicative share for the UK is some 360 million Euro (1999 prices).  It is not
clear how this will be broken down within the UK. NB. the proportion allocated
to Strand C was one of the subjects highlighted by the Committee from
Saxony-Anhalt in terms of making joint statements on the need to increase it.

Relevance to Scotland: what role for participation by Scottish organisations?

19 Following the Committee’s visit to Brussels, Ben Wallace MSP tabled a series
of parliamentary questions. These provided useful information on the likely
scale of Scottish involvement in the INTERREG III Programme. The questions
were as follows:

S1W-23783 - Ben Wallace (North-East Scotland) (Con): To ask the
Scottish Executive who administers the European INTERREG funding
programme.
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Answered by Peter Peacock (20 March 2002): Scotland participates in
four INTERREG IIIB (Trans-national co-operation) programmes. Each is
administered by a programme secretariat based in the programme area.
Details are as follows:

Atlantic Area, Programme Secretariat, Poitiers, France

Northern Periphery Secretariat, Copenhagen

North Sea Region Secretariat, Viborg, Denmark

North West Europe, Programme Secretariat, Lille, France

Scotland may also participate in INTERREG IIIC, which is designed to
allow areas not eligible for IIIB funding, to participate in inter-regional co-
operation. The Secretariat is also in Lille.

S1W-23785 - Ben Wallace (North-East Scotland) (Con): To ask the
Scottish Executive how much Interreg (a) (b) and (c) funding it has
received since 2000 and how much it is due to receive during the current
structural fund programme for 2000-06.

Answered by Peter Peacock (20 March 2002): The INTERREG III
Community Initiative has three strands. Strand A concerns cross-border
co-operation; B trans-national; and C inter-regional, through small pilot
projects.

Scotland can participate in IIIB and IIIC. Programmes have either only
recently been approved by the European Commission or await approval.
As such, no awards of grant have yet been made, nor have specific
projects been identified for funding

20 The Committee has been made aware of the work by the Strathclyde
European Partnership as part of the INTERREG Steering Group and the
formation of a INTERREG III Consortium on Innovation/Information Society
consisting of Western Scotland, Bergslagen (SWE), Tampere (FIN), Asturias
(E) and Saxony-Anhalt (D).

Stephen Imrie
Clerk to the European Committee

18 April 2002
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European Committee

DRAFT 2nd Report, 2002

Report into the EC Water Framework Directive: the scope for differential
implementation in Scotland

The Committee reports to the Parliament as follows–

INTRODUCTION

1 The European Committee has agreed previously at its meeting of 11
September 2001 (Official Report, Col. 1153) to consider the scope for a
different approach in Scotland vis-à-vis the rest of the UK and/or the
European Union (EU) in terms of implementing the European Community’s
(EC) Water Framework Directive (WFD).

2 This Directive - 2000/60/EC1 – is the first that is set to be implemented in
Scotland by means of primary legislation; the forthcoming Water
Environment and Water Services Bill. The Bill, once introduced, will follow
the required legislative stages within the Scottish Parliament. This means the
Bill will be considered by a lead committee and possibly by other committees,
and then by the Parliament as a whole.

3 Part of the lead committee’s consideration is likely to consider whether it is
possible to implement the Directive’s obligations in a flexible manner, i.e. take
a view on the ways in which the Executive has made use of the discretion left
by the WFD. This report provides information on where such a flexible
approach to the implementation of the WFD in Scotland would be
possible.

4 This report is intended to advise and guide the lead and other committees, as
well as Members of the Scottish Parliament as a whole on where a flexible
approach may be followed.  In doing so, the European Committee makes
no recommendation on whether this flexibility should be take up, but

                                                
1 Official Journal of the European Communities, L327, 22 December 2000, p.1 (see:
http://www.europa.eu.int/eur-lex/en/archive/2000/l_32720001222en.html)
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does record the views expressed by a range of organisations it
consulted during the course of its short Inquiry.

5 This report consists of the following sections:

• A guide to the Water Framework Directive

• Key issues considered by the Committee

• Conclusions and recommendations

6 In addition, Annex A contains extracts from the minutes of the relevant
Committee meetings and from the Official Report.
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A GUIDE TO THE WATER FRAMEWORK DIRECTIVE

The scope for flexibility in general

7 By virtue of Article 249 of the EC Treaty, Directives only lay down an
obligation of result. It is for the Member States to decide on the
methods/means in order to achieve these objectives. In other words, by
definition, a Directive sets out objectives and leaves Member States discretion
as to the way in which to achieve them.

8 In practice, because of an arguable lack of legislative discipline at Community
level, some Directives contain very precise and detailed provisions, which
severely constrain the Member States.  Others are more vague and allow for
significant variations in implementation.

9 The essential point, however, is that by an large, Directives are designed to
allow for some degree of flexibility towards the means of achieving the
obligations set out.

Emission standards v quality objectives

10 The issue of discretion must also be placed in the context of the nature of the
obligations to be implemented.  To take a practical illustration, a Directive
which sets emission standards is a different regulatory instrument from one
which establishes quality objectives.

11 Environmental regulation through the establishment of quality objectives
enables environmental protection based on the characteristics of the
environment in a given area, in a way which setting emission standards does
not allow.  Indeed, in the context of quality objectives, it is the characteristics
of the receiving environment that determines what the appropriate level of
emission of pollutants should be.  This point is particularly relevant to any
consideration of the WFD, given that the WFD combines both approaches to
the regulation of water.

Discretion can involve going beyond the Community requirements

12 It is important to bear in mind that discretion/flexibility encompasses not only
the capacity to derogate from or phase in Community requirements, but that it
also includes the capacity for Member States to take stricter measures.  This
is particularly relevant in the context of EC environmental legislation.

13 The European Union is already large and diverse. Accordingly, there exists a
wide range of political preferences, particularly in relation to environmental
protection.  One way in which the Union accommodates different views on the
appropriate level of intervention in the field of environmental protection is to
allow Member States the capacity to maintain and/or enact stricter
requirements than those laid down in Community legislation.
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14 Special reference should be made here to minimum harmonisation.  A
number of environmental Directives, particularly those setting quality
standards for air and water – and the WFD is such an example - contain
minimum harmonisation provisions.  These are designed to allow Member
States to adopt/maintain their own more stringent environmental standards.

15 However, in the environmental field whether or not a Directive contains
explicit minimum harmonisation provisions, the Member States have, by virtue
of Article 176 of the EC Treaty, the power to take stricter measures.  Article
176 EC establishes the principle that Community protective measures lay
down a minimum standard which can be enhanced by the Member States.
This means that the Scottish Executive could introduce stricter requirements
than those imposed by the Directive2 in connection with all the obligations
contained in the WFD.

16 It is important to note that the concept of diversity is enshrined at various
junctures in the preamble of the WFD. For example, recital 13 states that
“[t]here are diverse conditions and needs in the Community which require
different specific solutions.”

Legal basis as an additional guarantee for different implementation

17 The legal basis for the adoption of the WFD was Article 175(1) EC Treaty.
This means that Member States are entitled to go beyond the requirements of
the WFD.  This legal basis also provides an additional guarantee for the
Member States to pursue their own priorities and preferences when
implementing a Community obligation.  Indeed, where a Directive pursues an
environmental objective, rather than harmonising national provisions in order
to create a level playing field, it does not matter if the Directive is applied
differently in the various Member States.  Thus, in case C-293/97 (R. v
Secretary of State for the Environment and MAFF ex parte. Standley &
Others, National Farmers Union – Intervener [1999] ECR I-2603), in the
context of a challenge to the implementation of the Nitrates Directive in
England and Wales, the European Court of Justice (ECJ) held that:

“The Directive may thus be applied by the Member States in different
ways.  Nevertheless, such a consequence is not incompatible with the
nature of the Directive, since it does not seek to harmonise the relevant
national laws but to create the instruments needed in order to ensure
that waters in the Community are protected against pollution caused by
nitrates from agricultural sources.  The Community legislature
necessarily accepted that consequence when, in Annex I to the
Directive, it granted the Member States a wide discretion in the
identification of waters covered by Article 3(1).”

18 As highlighted above, the WFD is based on Article 175 EC.  The aim of the
WFD is not to bring about harmonisation and/or uniformity among different

                                                
2 Provided these more stringent protective measures are notified to the Commission, and provided
they are in conformity with the Treaty.
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regulatory frameworks, the aim and objective of the WFD is the protection of
water.

A new approach to water regulation

19 The WFD represents a significant shift in the regulation of water quality.  The
WFD also overhauls existing legislation.  It repeals a number of existing
directives3 (Article 22) and it brings the various pieces of Community
legislation which contribute to water protection into a single framework  By
December 2007 the following directives will be repealed.

• Directive 75/440/EEC of 16 June 1975 concerning the quality
required of surface water intended for the abstraction of drinking
water in the Member States

• Council Decision 77/795/EEC of 12 December 1977 establishing a
common procedure for the exchange of information on the quality of
surface freshwater in the Community

• Council Directive 79/869/EEC of 9 October 1979 concerning the
methods of measurement and frequencies of sampling and analysis
of surface water intended for the abstraction of drinking waters in
the Member States.

20 By December 2013, the following directives will be repealed:

• Council Directive 78/659/EEC of 18 July 1978 on the quality of
freshwaters needing protection or improvement in order to support
fish life

• Council Directive 79/923/EEC of 30 October 1979 on the quality
required of shellfish waters

• Council Directive 80/68/EEC of 17 December 1979 on the
protection of groundwater against pollution caused by certain
dangerous substances

• Directive 76/464/EEC, with the exception of Article 6, which is
repealed from 20 December 2000.

21 However, it is important to note that until these Directives are repealed,
Member States are bound by the obligations contained therein.

22 The WFD brings the following instruments into a single framework:

The Bathing Water Directive (76/160/EEC)

The Birds Directive (79/409/EEC)

                                                
3 The repeal is in two phases. It is important to note that unless and until these directives are
repealed, the Member States are still bound by the obligations contained therein.
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The Drinking Water Directive (80/778/EEC) as amended by Directive
(98/83/EC)

The Major Accidents (Seveso) Directive (96/82/EC)

The Environmental Impact Assessment Directive (85/337/EEC)

The Sewage Sludge Directive (86/278/EEC)

The Urban Waste-water Treatment Directive (91/271/EEC)

The Plant Protection Products Directive (91/414/EEC)

The Nitrates Directive (91/676/EEC)

The Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC)

The Integrated Pollution Prevention Control Directive (96/61/EC)

23 Accordingly, any assessment of the discretion left to Member States has
to be assessed by reference to these Directives as far as the WFD
makes reference to the obligations contained in these directives.

24 The WFD does not limit itself to establishing a framework for the protection of
waters.  Rather, it takes a holistic approach in so far as it encompasses
territorial eco-systems and wetlands directly dependent on aquatic eco-
systems.  In this way, it requires consideration of the effects of human
intervention on water status wherever that intervention takes place.

Implementation

25 The deadline for implementation of the Directive is 22 December 2003, but
different dates are laid down for the different obligations in Directive; see
Table 1.
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Table 1: Timetable for Implementation

Deadline Item Purpose
22.12.2003 Article 24 Necessary national legislation must be adopted
22.06.2004 Article 3(8) The Commission must be provided with a list of

competent authorities, including Annex 1
information

22.12.2004 Article 6 A register of areas requiring special protection must
be established.

22.12.2004 Article 5(1) Analysis of the characteristics of the river basin
district, assessment of human impact and economic
analysis of water use must be undertaken.

22.12.2006 Article 8 Programmes for monitoring water status must be
established.

2010 Article 9 Water-pricing policies must provide incentives for
efficient water use. Industry, households and
agriculture must contribute adequately.

22.12.2009 Article 11(7) Programmes of measures in relation to water basin
districts must be established.

22.12.2009 Article 13(6) River basin management plans must be published
They must be circulated to the Commission within 3
months of publication.

22.12.2012 Article 11(7) Programmes of measures for water basin districts
must be operational.

22.12.2012 Article 10(2) Controls and limit values must be established and/or
implemented.

22.12.2013 Article 5(2) A review of the Article 5(1) analysis must be carried
out.

22.12.2015 Article 4(1)(a),(b) Surface water and ground water must be protected,
enhanced and restored.

22.12.2015 Article 4(1)(c) Standards and objectives for protected areas must
be complied with.

22.12.2015 Article 11(8) The programmes of measures established under
Article 11 must be reviewed.

22.12.2015 Article 13(7) River basin management plans must be reviewed

26 There are also a number of reporting obligations which have to be met by the
Member States.

‘Co-ordination of administrative arrangements within river basin districts.’ (Article 3)

27 By 22 December 2003, the Member States will have to identify individual river
basins (RB) and group them in river basin districts (RBD).  The WFD provides
a definition for RB and a definition of RBD.

28 Member States must also identify river basins within their national territory
and assign them to river basin districts (Article 3(1)).  Member States are free
to assign as many river basins as they see appropriate within a RBD.

29 Member States are also obliged to ‘ensure the appropriate administrative
arrangements for the application of the rules’ (Article 3(2)).  The Article
specifies that such arrangements include the identification of an appropriate
competent body (which can be an existing body, Article 3(6)). Member States
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have complete discretion in defining the administrative arrangements for the
RBD including the definition of the competent authority.

Characterisation of the RBD (Article 5)

30 By 22 December 2004, the Member States must:

• have completed an analysis of the characteristics of the RBD, a review
of the impact of human activity on water (both surface and
underground) and an economic analysis of water use. Such analysis
has to be undertaken in accordance with the technical specifications
laid down in the Directive.  While the specifications laid down in Annex
II are quite detailed and prescriptive, those relating to the economic
analysis (in Annex III) are not.  Member States are required to conduct
an economic analysis which must contain enough information in
sufficient detail to make the necessary calculations for Article 9 (on
recovery of costs).  Annex III allows Member States to take into
account the costs associated with the collection of economic data.  It
also provides that Member States can make judgements about the
most cost-effective combination of measures in respect of water uses.

• establish a register of protected areas by reference to Annex IV.
Accordingly, any discretion left to Member States as to which areas or
bodies of waters are to be included in that register will have to be
assessed by reference to the specific instruments enumerated in
Annex IV.  This register must include bodies of water used for, and
intended for,  the abstraction of water for human consumption

31 Article 7 lays down detailed requirements in relation to waters used for the
abstraction of drinking water.  The provision also contains suggestions as to
the type of measures that Member States may wish to consider when fulfilling
their obligation under the WFD to reduce the level of purification treatment
required in the production of drinking water.   

River Basin Management Plan (Articles 11 and 13)

32 By 22 December 2009, programmes of measures will have to be established.
The WFD lays down which measures should be included in the River Basin
Management Plan.  These include both basic and supplementary measures.

33 As far as basic measures are concerned, one must distinguish between those
required under specific Community legislation (where the margin of discretion
is that left under the individual directives), those governing the recovery of
water services costs (see specific comments below), environmental
objectives, and other control measures (namely controls for point source
discharge or control of diffuse pollution controls over abstractions and
impoundments, for which the requirements provided for under the WFD vary).

34 In relation to supplementary measures, the WFD contains a list of possible
types of measures that Member States may wish to consider.
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35 Under the first paragraph of Article 11(4), Member States are obliged, in
addition to the ‘basic’ measures, to implement ‘supplementary’ measures
necessary to achieve environmental objectives (as set out in Article 4).

36 Member States are free to decide on the form of these supplementary
measures.  The WFD only provides a list of suggestions of measures.  This
list includes legislation, codes of good practice, economic and fiscal
instruments, negotiated environmental agreements, educational projects.

37 Member States are also entitled to adopt additional supplementary measures
(Article 11(4)).  This is designed to give Member States the opportunity “to
provide for additional protection or improvement of the waters covered by the
Directive”.

Control measures

38 The WFD requires controls over the abstraction of fresh surface water and
ground water, and impoundment of fresh surface water.  It prescribes the
forms these controls must take.

39 The WFD allows Member States to exempt abstractions or
impoundments from these controls, but only when these have no
significant impact on water status.  To meet the requirement of the WFD,
Member States would have to be satisfied that such impoundments or
abstractions have no such impact.  Before reaching such a conclusion,
Member States will have to assess the impact of these abstractions or
impoundments.  In order to do so, they will need to aware of their existence.
In other words, some form of control over impoundments or abstraction will
have to be put in place.  Therefore, the substance of this derogation appears
to be relatively limited.

Recovery of costs for water services

40 By 2010, Member States must have water-pricing policies in place.  These
water-pricing policies must provide incentives for users to use water
resources efficiently and be designed in such a way as to ensure that an
adequate contribution is made by the different water users.  Member States
must also take into account the principle of recovery of costs including
environmental and resource costs.

41 The WFD allows Member States to take into account social, environmental
and economic effects of the recovery, as well as the geographic and climatic
conditions of the region or regions affected. (Article 9 (1)).  Member States are
also allowed to decide whether or not to fund any preventive or remedial
measures (Article 9 (3)).

42 Water-pricing policies must be based on the economic analysis conducted in
accordance with Annex III of the Directive.
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43 Annex III requires Member States to conduct an economic analysis which
must contain sufficient information in sufficient detail.  It does not however
provide any information as to what would constitute sufficient information or
sufficient detail.  Moreover, Annex III allows Member States to take into
account the costs associated with carrying out such analysis.  In addition,
Annex III allows Member States to make judgements about the most effective
combination of measures in respect of water uses.

Environmental objectives (Article 4)

44 By 20 December 2015, the environmental objectives laid down in Article 4 of
the Directive must be met.

45 For surface waters, groundwater and protected areas, this period can be
extended (Article 4(4)).  However, phased achievement is only allowed in
specific circumstances and when strict conditions are met.  Furthermore
the WFD sets limits for the extension of the deadline. In addition any
extension of the deadline and the reasons for it, will have to be reported on by
2009.

46 The WFD allows Member States to achieve less stringent objectives for
certain bodies of water in certain specific circumstances and provided a
series of strict conditions are met (Article 4 (5)), including reporting by 2009.

The participatory approach (Article 14)

47 Member States are required to encourage the active involvement of all
interested parties in the implementation of the Directive.  The WFD requires
that Member States involve the public during the (i) production, (ii) review, and
(iii) updating of the river basin management programmes.

48 The WFD provides for a number of detailed requirements for the types of
information which should be made available to the public.  It also contains
details of the timetabling of consultation.

Sanctions (Article 23)

49 The WFD does not require Member States to impose any specific form of
sanction.  Accordingly, Member States may decide that a breach of the WFD
should attract criminal penalties, they may decide that administrative
measures are more appropriate or they may decide that they should provide a
system of civil remedies.

50 The WFD does, however, require that any sanction be effective, proportionate
and dissuasive.  Such requirements have been interpreted and given real
teeth by the ECJ in a number of cases where the specific sanction chosen by
a Member State has been successfully challenged as falling short of the
Community standards of effectiveness, proportionality or did not provide a
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sufficient deterrent.  Where a Member State provides for criminal sanctions,
the standard provided for by the implementing legislation cannot be corrected
via judicial intervention because of the principle of legality in criminal law
(Case C-74/95 and C-129/95 Criminal Proceedings against X [1996] ECR I-
6609).

Implementation strategy.

51 Finally, it may be worth pointing out that for the first time, the Commission and
the Member States have agreed to work together for the implementation of
the WFD.

52 This is because the WFD raises “a number of shared technical challenges for
the Member States, the Commission, the Candidate Countries and other
stakeholders” and also because, as the Commission emphasises, “many of
the European river basins are international, crossing administrative and
territorial borders and therefore a common understanding and approach is
crucial to the successful and effective implementation of the Directive.“

53 The main aim is to make additional guidelines available to the Member States,
in particular guidance on technical issues.  The key activities of this strategy
are:

• Information sharing

• Developing guidance on technical issues

• Information and data management

• Application, testing and validation

54 The common strategy will also support the Commission in delivering on its
obligations for further policy development (Daughter Directives on
groundwater and on priority substances).

55 More details on the numerous activities under the strategy are available on
DG environment website4.

Fact finding visits

56 In order to understand the views of certain industrial sectors affected by the
Water Framework Directive, Members of the Committee participated in two
fact-finding visits.

                                                
4 http://europa.eu.int/comm/environment/index_en.htm
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Islay

57 The first took place on the 16 November 2001, to the island of Islay. Three
Members of the Committee – the then Convener Hugh Henry MSP, Dennis
Canavan MSP and Colin Campbell MSP – met with the following during the
visit:

• Representatives of the Islay Paper Recycling & Processing, Ballivicar
Farm

• Representatives of the Islay Water Supply Improvements project, West
of Scotland Water Authority

• Representatives of the Laphroaig Distillery, Ardbeg

• Representatives of the Scotch Whisky Association

• Representatives of the Highlands and Islands European Partnership

58 Concerns were expressed to the Members of the Committee on the Water
Framework Directive, particularly on the detail of procedures for abstraction
and the issue of exemptions from the provisions of the Directive.

North-east Scotland

59 The second visit took place on the 19 November 2001, to the north-east of
Scotland. Two Members of the Committee – Nora Radcliffe MSP and Ben
Wallace MSP – met with the following during the visit:

• Representatives of the Cardhu Distillery

• Representatives of the Scotch Whisky Association

• Representatives of the East of Scotland European Partnership

60 Concerns were again expressed to the Members of the Committee on the
Water Framework Directive, particularly on the detail of the procedures for
abstraction.
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KEY ISSUES

61 Members of the Committee discussed a previous draft of this report at length
during the meeting of 12 February. The issue was also a feature of the
discussions that took place during the Committee’s visit to the EC institutions
during the 4-6 March 2002. The section below provides information on the key
issues raised by Members during those discussions.

Abstraction regime

62 As indicated above, the Water Framework Directive allows Member States to
exempt abstractions or impoundments from these controls, but only when
these have no significant impact on water status.  To meet the requirement of
the WFD, Member States would have to be satisfied that such impoundments
or abstractions have no such impact.

63 Specifically, Article 11 (3) (d) states that "Basic measures" are the minimum
requirements to be complied with and shall consist of:

“… controls over the abstraction of fresh surface water and groundwater,
and impoundment of fresh surface water, including a register or registers
of water abstractions and a requirement of prior authorisation for
abstraction and impoundment. These controls shall be periodically
reviewed and, where necessary, updated. Member States can exempt
from these controls, abstractions or impoundments which have no
significant impact on water status”

64 It is quite clear, therefore, that evidence will need to be supplied for such an
exemption in order to demonstrate that it would have no significant impact on
water status.

65 It is not considered likely or feasible that an entire industry or geographical
region (e.g. Speyside, the north-east etc.) would be exempted, nor a river
basin in its totality. This does not, however, prevent specific sites,
organisations or individuals from considering whether to take recourse to this
flexibility within the Directive.

66 Views have been expressed to the Committee that abstractions will still
required to be notified in order to develop a complete picture of water use
within a specific basin. The regime for this, including what if any charges are
levied for notification and testing, remains to be developed.  Cost recovery,
however, is a basic principle of the Directive.  Such a regime is likely to be a
matter of secondary legislation in the Scottish Parliament and would be of
interest to the Subordinate Legislation Committee and others.

Nitrate vulnerable zones (NVZs)

67 The relevant Directive - The Nitrates Directive (91/676/EEC) – is not being
repealed or replaced by the Water Framework Directive. Its existing
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provisions therefore remain in place. In this sense, the technical annexes
specified in the WFD are separate from the technical specifications and
methodology in place under the Nitrates Directive.

Water pricing

68 Views have been expressed to the Committee that the current pricing system
in Scotland is adequate to meet the relevant obligations in the WFD. There is
believed to be no intention to introduce domestic water metering in Scotland
through this Directive. The WFD does allow a flexible approach in this respect
in any case, under Article 9 (4).

Flooding

69 Views have been expressed to the Committee that the issue of flooding is
merely referred to in the WFD and there are no specific provisions as to how it
should be tackled. Moreover, there appear to be no plans to move away from
the existing method of flood protection and the breakdown of competences in
this area.

70 However, it may also be argued that whilst there are no precise obligations
specifically addressing flood protection measures (with the exception of Article
4 (3) (a) (iv) for the purpose of designation of a body of water as heavily
modified), there are good reasons why flood protection measures ought to be
integrated into River Basin Management Plans, and not be dealt with through
a separate planning regime.

71 XXX insert additional detailed and practical information about the
perceived advantages of including flood protection measures in the
River Basin Management Plan from the European Commission XXX.

Sanctions

72 According to views expressed to the Committee, under the WFD there will be
a clear regulatory regime associated with the obligations to be fulfilled, along
with appropriate criminal penalties associated with breaches. It will be for
others to judge whether the penalties will work in practice.

Private water suppliers/users

73 Article 7 (1) of the WFD specifies that:

“Member States shall identify, within each river basin district:

- all bodies of water used for the abstraction of water intended for
human consumption providing more than 10 m3 a day as an average
or serving more than 50 persons, and

- those bodies of water intended for such future use.
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Member States shall monitor, in accordance with Annex V, those bodies
of water which according to Annex V, provide more than 100 m3 a day as
an average.”

74 It is clear, therefore, what types of private water suppliers (for drinking water
purposes) and users will be covered under the WFD. Moreover, under Article
7 (2), for each body of water identified under paragraph 1 (of Article 7), in
addition to meeting the objectives of Article 4 in accordance with the
requirements of this Directive, for surface water bodies including the quality
standards established at Community level under Article 16, Member States
shall ensure that under the water treatment regime applied, and in
accordance with Community legislation, the resulting water will meet the
requirements of Directive 80/778/EEC as amended by Directive 98/83/EC.
Thus, the existing obligations under the current Drinking Water Directive still
stand.  It is not believed that the provisions under the WFD alter the current
regime in any significant fashion.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

75 It is not for the European Committee collectively to recommend where the
proposed Bill should be amended or how, although individual Members will be
free to do so when the Bill is introduced. However, there is a valuable role for
the Committee to provide “added value” to the debate in terms of
understanding where and how the Bill might be altered from the perspective of
a flexible approach.

76 Therefore, the Committee collectively makes no recommendation in terms of
how to address the key issues identified above and how they ought to be
considered upon the introduction of the Bill.

77 However, the Committee does recommend a more general principle,
supported by Ministers in their extensive consultations on the proposed
Bill, to exploit the flexibility allowed in the Water Framework Directive to
the full to enable ‘Scottish solutions to Scottish problems’ and a regime
best adapted to local circumstances in Scotland.

78 In this respect the Committee recommends that the lead committee in the
parliament considers the information presented in this report, and calls
upon the Executive to work with the lead committee to best respond to
the concerns expressed by a wide range of organisations across
Scotland and to seek the best possible outcome with the EU institutions
with regard to implementation of the Directive in Scotland.

79 Finally, the Committee recommends that this report be sent formally to
Members of the lead committee for the proposed Bill, once agreed, and
to other interested Members of the Scottish Parliament.
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ANNEX A

EUROPEAN COMMITTEE

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES

XXX Meeting, Session 1 (2000)

Tuesday XXX
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EXTRACTS FROM THE OFFICIAL REPORT

Please note that the relevant discussion at the meetings of the committee of XXX
were held in private. Therefore, no Official Report is available of the discussions that
took place.
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EU/02/06/5

BRIEFING PAPER

“Proposed forward work programme for the
European Committee to May 2003”

Introduction

1 Members of the Committee have discussed, in private, a preliminary version
of the proposed work programme. This has been updated following the
previous meeting of the Committee and the Committee’s visit to Brussels.

2 A revised copy of the proposed work programme is attached as Annex A.
Should the Committee endorse its findings, indicative terms of reference for
the two new Inquiries are attached as Annex B and C respectively.

Action requested

3 Members are requested to consider the proposed work programme and
endorse its contents as the agreed work programme until 2003.  Whilst a
certain degree of flexibility will be required over this period, Members are
requested to endorse the view that by and large this programme will form the
main areas of work for the Committee.

4 In the event that the work programme is endorsed, Members are further
requested to consider and agree the indicative terms of reference for the
two new, additional Inquiries:

• An major Inquiry into Europe’s Employment Strategy and the Scottish
model for managing change

• A short, limited Inquiry into success of waste minimisation policy in
Scotland: a contribution to the European debate

5 Members should also be aware of the current commitments in terms of on-
going Inquiries in relation to:

• The future of Structural Funds post 2006: the development of a view
from Scotland
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• Reporters’ inquiries: i) Mainstreaming environmental policy in Scotland,
ii) Implementation of agricultural legislation in Scotland (gold-plating:
fact or fiction?)

6 Members are invited to instruct the Clerk to make the necessary
arrangements for publication of the terms of reference and issuing of calls for
written evidence for the two new inquiries, should the proposals for the work
programme be endorsed.

7 Members are invited to note that that Clerk would propose to bring forward
further papers for these two inquiries setting out proposals in terms of
organisations who might be invited to give oral evidence.

8 Members are invited to note that it may be advisable to consider appointing
an adviser for one or both of the inquiries, participate in informal briefings in
advance of starting the inquiry and/or commission SPICe to prepare
background papers.

Stephen Imrie
Clerk to the European Committee

18 April 2002
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ANNEX B

INDICATIVE TERMS OF REFERENCE – EUROPE’S EMPLOYMENT STRATEGY

Working titles a) “Europe’s not working – an Inquiry into Scotland’s contribution
to Europe’s Employment Strategy and the debate on Corporate
Social Responsibility”

b) “Europe’s Employment Strategy – an Inquiry into the Scottish
Model”

c) “An Inquiry into the Scottish contribution to the UK and EU
Action Plans for Employment”

Background

When the Treaty of Amsterdam was agreed, a new Title on employment was
inserted. It provides that the Member States and the Community work towards the
development of a co-ordinated strategy for employment.

Following the introduction of the new Title on Employment, it was agreed at the
Luxembourg ‘Jobs’ summit in November 1997 that the Employment strategy should
be built on thematic priorities, grouped in four pillars:

• The first entitled "improving employability" covers:
- tackling youth unemployment and preventing long-term
unemployment;
- developing a more employment-friendly approach;
- developing a policy for active ageing;
- developing skills for the labour market in the context of lifelong
learning;
- active policies to develop job matching and prevent and combat
emerging bottlenecks in new European labour markets;
- combating discrimination and promoting social inclusion by
access to employment.

• The second pillar "developing entrepreneurship and job creation"
involves:

- making it easier to start up and run businesses;
- new opportunities for employment in the knowledge-based
society;
- regional and local action for employment;
- tax reforms for employment and training.

• The third pillar, "encouraging adaptability of businesses and their
employees" looks at modernising work organisation and supporting
adaptability in enterprises as a component of lifelong learning

• The fourth pillar on "strengthening equal opportunities policies for
women and men" covers gender-mainstreaming approach.



EU/02/06/5

Every year, these Guidelines have to be translated by the Member States in
National Action Plans for Employment (NAPs). These NAPs are then analysed by
the Commission and the Council, the results presented in a Joint Employment
Report, whose findings are the basis for conclusions to be drawn, reshaping the
Guidelines and country-specific Recommendations for Member States employment
policies.

For the year 2002, the UK Recommendations covered:

• focusing on improving social partnerships, level to improve policy
implementation and development. In particular, efforts should be aimed
at improving productivity and skills, and the modernisation of working
life.

• strengthening efforts to reduce the pay gap and improve the balance in
the representation of men and women, across occupations and
sectors, by involving all relevant actors including the social partners
and enabling monitoring with appropriate verifiable indicators and
targets; further implement and monitor the impact of actions taken to
improve the provision of affordable childcare facilities

• reinforcing active labour market policies for the adult unemployed
before the 12-month point to supplement the support provided by the
job seekers’ allowance benefit and schemes to improve job search
effectiveness.  Within this context particular attention should be paid to
groups facing particular problems in the labour market

• reinforcing efforts to encourage and develop work-based training to
address workforce gaps and low levels of basic skills.

The local dimension

The Community has emphasised that the employment strategy cannot be
successfully delivered without the full engagement of the regional and local levels
and is seeking to develop a local dimension to the employment strategy. This was a
message re-emphasised by the European Commission in a speech by
Commissioner Diamantopolou in January 2002:

“All part of the 10-year strategy agreed at the landmark Lisbon Summit
two years ago, when full employment  –  an overall employment rate of
70%, in other words – was placed, for the first time, high on Europe's
political agenda.

But we are all to aware that European strategies – like any policies
designed centrally – cannot be delivered without local action, local
commitment and local engagement.

Success in the fight against unemployment and poverty in Europe is
dependent on the mobilisation of all resources available, including, and
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especially, at local level. For it is localities that are best placed to translate
national and regional strategies into action on the ground.”

This was underlined by the publication of a Commission Communication on local
action for unemployment, published at the end of 20011.  It is believed that this
particular aspect – the local dimension – will form the basis of a major European
Forum/Conference in early 2003.

Corporate Social Responsibility

Part of the debate on Europe’s Employment Strategy is how companies can manage
change and how the opening of the internal markets can be reconciled with social
protection.  To stimulate the debate, the Commission published a Green Paper on
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)2.

According to the Commission, Corporate Social Responsibility is the concept that an
enterprise is accountable for its impact on all relevant stakeholders. It is the
continuing commitment by business to behave fairly and responsibly and contribute
to economic development while improving the quality of life of the work force and
their families as well as of the local community and society at large.

By expressing their social responsibility, companies are affirming their role in social
and territorial cohesion, quality and environment. Through production, employment
relations, and their investments, companies are able to influence employment, the
quality of jobs and the quality of industrial relations, including respecting fundamental
rights, equal opportunities, non-discrimination, the quality of goods and services,
health and the environment.

Ultimately CSR can only be taken on by the firms themselves. However, it can also
pose challenges to policy makers to develop or adapt policies and legislation, in
order that they may support and promote the awareness of the business case for
CSR.

The Commission believes that social partners also play a crucial part in the wider
implementation of CSR. Any company strategy towards CSR based on an integrated
and balanced approach to economic, social and environmental factors requires
innovative thinking and thus new skills and closer involvement of the social partners

Bodies such as SCDI3, Stirling Council, Chambers of Commerce and businesses all
made submissions to the Commission’s Green Paper4.

The Commission is now proposing that to follow up the Green Paper on CSR, it
plans to adopt a further Communication on Corporate Social Responsibility in
June 2002, proposing a framework to promote corporate social responsibility in
Europe. It is believed that the Danish Presidency will give a particular focus to this
issue and may hold a major conference on the subject during late November 2002.
                                                
1 Strengthening the local dimension of the European Employment Strategy, COM(2001)629 final
2 COM(2001)366 final
3 SCDI itself held an International Forum on CSR during March 2002
4 http://europa.eu.int/comm/employment_social/soc-dial/csr/csr_responses.htm#3
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Finally, within the European Parliament (EP), CSR is also an issue receiving a great
deal of attention. The EP’s rapporteur (for the Employment and Social Affairs
Committee) on the CSR Green Paper is Richard Howitt MEP (UK-PES). It is
expected that the EP’s opinion might be adopted in the Employment and Social
Affairs Committee in April 2002. It will thereafter go to plenary session in May 2002.
The EP will then turn its attention to the above-mentioned Communication.

Key Questions

In light of the above background on Europe’s Employment Strategy (and its local and
regional dimension) and the ongoing work within the EU on Corporate Social
Responsibility, it is suggested that an Inquiry be launched by the European
Committee focusing on the debate in Scotland and current best practice.

The Inquiry should use as a starting point, where it exists, the input by bodies in
Scotland to the UK’s National Action Plan (NAP) for employment and the
submissions by Scottish organisations to the consultations and broader debate on
CSR.  It will also be necessary to consider the work by the parliament’s Enterprise
and Lifelong Learning Committee on lifelong learning as contributory material.

The key questions suggested for the Inquiry are as follows:

• What is the current contribution in Scotland at the local and regional
level to the UK’s National Action Plan for Employment and can this be
improved?

• What examples of best practice do we have in Scotland in terms of
successes under the four pillars of the Lisbon agenda - employment
creation, promoting entrepreneurship, encouraging adaptability of
business and equal opportunities – and what can we learn from
elsewhere in the UK and the EU?

• What is the view from Scotland on the continuing debate across the EU
on Corporate Social Responsibility and promotion of a dialogue
between social partners in Scotland?

Indicative Timescales

This subject will be a major inquiry for the European Committee, assuming
agreement by the Members at today’s meeting. It is therefore necessary to set aside
a substantial period of time to successfully complete the Inquiry.

One advantage to the Committee is that any Inquiry undertaken coincides with a
period of activity within the Commission and the European Parliament, notably the
launch of the Communication on CSR in June 2002, the Commission’s planned
Forum on a Local Dimension to the Employment Strategy and the Danish
Presidency’s planned conference on CSR in November 2002.  It is suggested,
therefore, that the Committee use these start and end dates as broad timescales for
any Inquiry.  This suggests the following:
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• May 2002 - Publish terms of reference and issue written call for
evidence (coinciding with launch of the Commission’s Communication
on CSR)

• End September 2002 – deadline for written submissions on key
questions (see above)

• October to November 2002 – oral evidence taking

• Late November 2002 – contribute to planned Danish Presidency
conference on CSR

• December 2002 to January 2003– prepare indicative findings and start
drafting report

• January/February 2003 – contribute to Commission’s
Conference/Forum on the Local Dimension to Europe’s Employment
Strategy

• February to March 2003 – finalise and publish final report
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ANNEX C

INDICATIVE TERMS OF REFERENCE – WASTE MINIMISATION

Working titles a) “Minimising Scotland’s waste – an Inquiry into Scotland’s
progress to date”

b) “Inquiry into waste minimisation – from cradle to grave:
Scotland’s contribution to the European debate”

Background

European Union policy concerning the protection of the environment and natural
resources has steadily grown in importance since the 1980s.The reason for this is
that the threats of environmental damage and depletion are still far from being under
control. As a result, the range of measures being undertaken by the EU in order to
conduct environmental policy is wide ranging, from legislation to financial
instruments, all of which have been strengthened enormously. In particular, the
Treaty of Amsterdam has made the principle of sustainable development and a high
level of environmental protection one of the top priorities (Article 2).

Some topics are of, however, of particular concern to many citizens. One of these is
the worrying increase of waste production. It is estimated that the Community
generates each year around 2,000 million tonnes of waste. Over 40 million tonnes of
this is classified as hazardous. Over the last six years, the amount of waste
generated in the EU grew by 10 % a year. In Scotland, Friends of the Earth Scotland
estimates that over 3 million tonnes of rubbish per year, around 90% of which is sent
to landfill. According to this group, Scotland is already at the bottom of the European
league table for recycling.

The major waste sources across the EU and in Scotland are agriculture, building
construction, industry, mining and municipal areas. Agricultural waste is the largest
in terms of quantity. Industrial waste is the most significant in terms of its
environmental impact. However, in certain locations it is important to note that there
is often a greater share of industrial and municipal solid waste (MSW) than many
other waste streams. In dealing with MSW, the majority of the waste is disposed of in
landfills, still some argue the cheapest available option despite the introduction of
landfill taxes in some European countries.

It is widely recognised that awareness of the need to prevent and minimise waste is
increasing, as is recycling of waste in countries with advanced waste management
systems.

Many observers have long argued for a hierarchical approach to the problem of ever
growing waste streams. This approach is based upon first minimisation of volumes,
second reuse and recycling and finally, disposal.  Success in realising this approach
and the priorities needed to make it a reality is still mixed.

Recently, the European Commission has been moving away from ever-increasing
recourse to more legislation, and starting to think more creatively in terms of dealing
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with waste. This means concentrating on implementing and enforcing current
legislation, and also thinking about broader product design issues (e.g. the
legislation5 on the design of vehicles that encourages recycling of component parts).
This type of legislation encourages waste prevention from the outset even before
efforts at minimisation through, for example encouraging a greater percentage of
recyclable components to be used etc.  Another example of such an approach is the
soon to be agreed proposals for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the
Council on waste electrical and electronic equipment6.

With the importance on semiconductors design and manufacture within Scotland, as
well as the general interest in product manufacture over a whole range of goods, the
European debate on future policy directions 7 cannot be more important or relevant.
Coupled with the First Minister’s emphasis on “environmental justice”, environmental
subjects are very much in the forefront of current debates.

However, the emphasis on implementation and enforcement in terms of Europe’s
priorities also means that, as such issues are devolved to Scottish Ministers, the
Scottish Parliament has a role in scrutinising the success or otherwise of adherence
to EC legislation in Scotland. The Committee is well aware that a failure to meet EC
obligations can result in fines and penalties to be paid from the Scottish Executive’s
budget.

Key Questions

In light of the above background on Europe’s waste strategy (and its obvious local
and regional dimension), it is suggested that a short Inquiry be launched by the
European Committee focusing on views in Scotland on the EU’s future approach and
an analysis of just how well we meet current requirements. The key questions
suggested for the Inquiry are as follows:

• What are the views in Scotland on the EU’s proposed new approach to
tacking waste with its emphasis on implementation/enforcement of
current legislation and moves towards better product design etc?

• What EC waste related legislation is already on the statute books, or
just about to be added, and how well is this implemented in Scotland?

• What can we learn from other regions or countries across the EU?

Indicative Timescales

This subject will be a short, scoping inquiry for the European Committee, assuming
agreement by the Members at today’s meeting. It is therefore necessary only to set
aside a limited period of time to successfully complete the Inquiry.

                                                
5 Directive 2000/53/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18 September 2000 on end-of-life
vehicles
6 COM(2000)347 final - Official Journal C 365, 19.12.2000
7 See EC 6th Environmental Action Programme, COM (2001) 31 final, page 50ff. (see: http://europa.eu.int/eur-
lex/en/com/pdf/2001/en_501PC0031.pdf)
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One advantage to the Committee is that any Inquiry undertaken coincides with a
period of activity within the Commission and the European Parliament, on the EC’s
6th Environmental Action Programme and some blue-sky thinking on how to deal with
waste in the future.  This suggests the following:

• May 2002 - Publish terms of reference and issue written call for
evidence

• End June 2002 – deadline for written submissions on key questions
(see above)

• September 2002 – oral evidence taking

• October 2002  finalise and publish final report
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CONVENER’S RECOMMENDATION

1. Discussions undertaken at the meeting of the European Chairs-United Kingdom (EC-UK)
Group, 22 April 2002, London. The Convener now recommends that:

She provides an oral report of the discussions that took place at the
meeting of this informal group, consisting of the Chairs/Conveners of
the ‘European Committees’ in the House of Commons, House of Lords,
Northern Ireland Assembly and National Assembly for Wales.

2. Letter received from the Minister for Environment and Rural Development on the
implementation of Regulation (EC) No 2037/2000 of the European Parliament and of the
Council on substances that deplete the ozone layer (disposal of fridges). The Convener
has received a letter (Annex A) from Ross Finnie MSP in response to her letter of the 27
February 2002. The Convener now recommends that:

The Committee notes the contents of the letter and thanks the Executive
for the reply. However, the Committee may wish to seek further
information on the following points:

a) As is made clear in the preamble to the quoted Regulations, the
Regulations are made as regards Scotland using the powers conferred by
section 2 (2) of the European Communities Act and section 57(1) of the
Scotland Act. This suggests first that the Scottish Ministers have
responsibilities in this area and secondly that in spite of devolution to the
Scottish Ministers of such responsibilities it has been thought that, to the
extent that this Community obligation requires domestic legislation, this
should be made on a UK wide basis. It would be helpful if the extent of
the Scottish Ministers responsibilities in this area could be clarified.

b) The letter from the Minister appears to indicate that issue of the
implementation of the Regulation is primarily reserved. Perhaps the
Executive could advise why, therefore, payments appear to be being
made by it to local authorities?

c) The letter from the Minister indicates that the allocations between
local authorities for financial support are based on the Executive’s
estimate of the number of discarded fridges likely to arise in each local
authority area. However, in answer to question S1W-24005 on a
breakdown of currently stored fridges the answer was that this
information is not held centrally. Members may wish to ask why the
Executive can estimate likely discards whilst not having a clear picture
of current storage rates and how precisely allocations of support are
made between local authorities (i.e. what criteria are used to decide on
the sums to be made available)?

d) Members may wish to ask the Executive to confirm the specific
source of the financial funds being made available to local authorities,
i.e. is it a part of the Scottish Consolidated Fund (in which case what is
the specific budget line being used), or are the funds being routed
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through the SCF from central budgets?  In particular, Members may
wish to ask the Executive to specify the budget heading under which the
£1.69 million for 2001-02 falls and the budget heading for the grant for
2002-2003.

e) Finally, the Committee’s understanding of the obligations laid down
in paragraphs 1, 2 and 5 of Article 16 is as follows. Article 16 lays down
(i) an obligation to recover controlled substances, (ii) an obligation of
“recovery for destruction by technologies approved by the Parties or by
any other environmentally acceptable destruction technology, or for
recycling or reclamation during the servicing and maintenance of
equipment or before the dismantling or disposal of  equipment.”  Article
16 also obliges Member States to take steps to promote the recovery,
recycling, reclamation and destruction of controlled substances.
However, Article 16 leaves Member States free to decide whom to
assign responsibility for ensuring compliance with the Regulation.
Under Article 16, responsibility for ensuring compliance may be
assigned to users, refrigeration technicians or other appropriate bodies.

With respect to Article 16 of the EC Regulation, regulation 6 of the UK
Regulations provides that it shall be the duty of any person having
control of the controlled substances to comply with the provisions of
Article 16.  Yet it would appear that, in terms of the guidance from
DEFRA on the implementation of the EC Regulation, sole responsibility
has been assigned to local authorities.  In other words, there appears to
be a discrepancy between the Regulations and their practical application.
It may be helpful to Members if this point could be clarified.

3. Letter received from the Minister for Environment and Rural Development on
decommissioning schemes and impact on reform of the CFP. The Convener has received
a response (Annex B) from Ross Finnie MSP to her letter of the 27 March 2002. The
Convener now recommends that:

Members note the contents of this letter and thank the Executive for its
comprehensive and rapid response.

Irene Oldfather MSP
Convener

18 April 2002
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ANNEX A

COPY OF LETTER RECEIVED FROM ROSS FINNIE MSP ON DISPOSAL OF
FRIDGES

Thank you for your letter of 27 February in which you raise a number of queries relating to
implementation of EC Regulation 2037/2000 on substances that deplete the ozone layer.

With regard to the devolved aspects of the legislation, as the EC legislation is in the form of a
Regulation it is directly applicable in UK law.  However, domestic legislation is required to
designate the competent authority for the purposes of the EC Regulation, to provide
enforcement powers and to set out offences and penalties in relation to failures to comply
with the EC Regulation.

To this end, Westminster regulations entitled "The Environmental Protection (Controls on
Ozone-Depleting Substances) Regulations 2002" have been made and are due to enter into
force on 31 March 2002.  The Regulations will apply to England, Scotland and Wales. They
will also extend to Northern Ireland but only insofar as they relate to importation.

The devolved functions in the domestic regulations can be split into three general groups,
namely:

• those relating to the prohibition and regulation of movement into and out of Scotland of
methyl bromide used as a pesticide;

• those relating to the authorisation of persons on whom various powers are given, for
example to enter premises and collate potential evidence in the course of investigating
alleged offences under the domestic regulations; and

• the issuing of authorisations to regulate the production of controlled substances.

The obligations to report to the European Commission contained in the EC Regulation are
incumbent on the UK as a Member State. It has not been necessary for the Scottish Executive
to provide information to the UK Government to comply with the reporting requirements.

Responsibility for enforcement in Scotland (and in England and Wales) has not yet been
assigned, although the domestic regulations provide for enforcement to be undertaken by a
local authority or SEPA.

In relation to the fourth point in your letter on additional local authority funding allocations
for refrigeration equipment disposal, the financial support set aside for each authority in
2001-02 is contained in my response to Sarah Boyack’s Parliamentary Question (S1W-
23475) on 7 March (an extract from the Written Answers Report is attached for ease of
reference).  These allocations are based on the Executive’s estimate of the number of
discarded fridges likely to arise in each local authority area.  I shall make an announcement
about grant for 2002-03 when I have received sufficient information from local authorities
about the scale of the costs which they are likely to incur.  The timing of this will depend to a
large extent on the speed of the rollout of treatment plant and the consequent clarification of
operators' charges.  As to "additional costs", the Executive’s offer of grant to local authorities
explains that these are costs (excluding degassing costs and the cost of uplifting the appliance
from the household) which the local authority has incurred, or will incur, in storing,
transporting and disposing of domestic fridges and freezers which it would not have done had
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Regulation 2037/2000 not been introduced.  The costs of degassing and uplift from
households are excluded because these are existing duties.  Also, local authorities are able to
charge the householder for uplifting bulky waste, such as fridges and freezers.

We are of course keen to encourage employment opportunities and a number of companies
have indicated that they are actively considering establishing treatment facilities in Scotland.
Whilst we are responding to requests from companies for information it is not clear at this
stage that there is any need for the Executive to offer direct financial assistance to encourage
plants to be established since the firms in question are evidently attracted by a clear market
opportunity.

I am sending a copy of this letter to recipients of yours



EU/02/06/6

ANNEX B

COPY OF LETTER RECEIVED FROM ROSS FINNIE MSP ON
DECOMMISSIONING SCHEME

Thank you for your letter of 27 March about allegations regarding the re-use of
decommissioned fishing vessels and related matters.

We are aware of rumours about the re-sale of decommissioned vessels, but have found no
evidence of such practices.  It is possible that some of the concerns are based on the fact that
some vessel owners whose decommissioning grant bids were accepted have explored the
second hand market for  vessels and have subsequently decided to pursue sale as an
alternative to decommissioning their vessel.  They are of course free to do so and we have
provided for this situation by creating a reserve list from which anyone declining a grant offer
can be replaced.

Our decommissioning arrangements include measures to help ensure that vessels for which
decommissioning grant is paid are in fact disposed of (normally scrapped) as set out in the
scheme rules and grant applications.  The physical process of decommissioning is required to
be verified by officers authorised under the scheme.  Inspections are undertaken and
documented, and include photographic evidence of the destruction of the vessel involved.
This includes in co-operation with the authorities in other countries (for example in
Denmark) if decommissioning is taking place outwith the UK.  If we were to find evidence of
scheme rules having been breached in the way suggested, then there are provisions both for
the recovery of decommissioning grant and, indeed, criminal proceedings if appropriate.

You noted concerns about whether vessel owners may reinvest their decommissioning grant
in a replacement vessel.  The concern about that presumably relates to the perceived potential
to undermine the effects of the decommissioning scheme.  I suggest, however, that fails to
take account of the closed nature of the licensing system for fishing vessels that operates in
the UK.  In summary, the number of licences available is limited: no new licences are
created.  Those who have accepted decommissioning grant have to surrender their existing
licence.  Anyone who has decommissioned a vessel and wishes to introduce a new or
replacement vessel into the fleet therefore needs to purchase another existing licence of the
appropriate type and carrying the appropriate level of capacity, or perhaps several licences to
aggregate together, to licence the new vessel.  The new licence would, moreover, be subject
to the application of the relevant transaction penalty - currently up to 30% of the capacity
involved.  Therefore, the number of licences and the licensed capacity within the system not
only cannot increase, but may fall further as a result of the introduction of new or
replacement vessels following decommissioning.

You also asked about progress with the scheme.  As at 2 April, the owners of 99 vessels are
subject to decommissioning grant offers.  Eighty two of these have had their plans for
decommissioning approved; and 27 of these have completed the decommissioning process.
The deadline currently in force for owners to complete decommissioning and claim their
grant is 30th April.  We are reviewing that in light of progress on decommissioning and will
announce shortly plans to extend the scheme to permit completion of the process and take-up
of the resources the Executive has made available for  the scheme.
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BRIEFING PAPER

“Provisional arrangements for the videoconference and proposed meeting
with the Chairmen of the ‘European Committees’ in the Flemish and Catalan

Parliaments, May 2002”

Introduction

1 The Committee has discussed previously the closer ties being formed at a
parliamentary level with the Parliaments of Flanders and Catalonia.  Such ties
are being mirrored between committees, particularly the European
Committee.  Members will be aware that such ties are complementary to the
links being made by the Scottish Executive as part of its role as signatories of
the Flanders Declaration1 and the Liege Resolution2.

2 Members of the European Committee will recall that a meeting with the
Chairs of the ‘European Committees’ in the Flemish3 and Catalan4

Parliaments was to have been arranged during the Committee’s recent visit
to Brussels. Unfortunately, this had to be postponed. The clerks have been
looking into alternative dates for this meeting.  It would appear likely that a
meeting, in Edinburgh, in late May might be possible.

3 In advance of this meeting, a three-way videoconference between the
committees in the Scottish, Flemish and Catalan Parliaments, is being
arranged; confirmed for the afternoon of 30 April.

4 It is suggested that the subjects for discussion during both the
videoconference and the meeting in Edinburgh would be as follows:

• A discussion on the respective views of each committee on the
Governance/Future of Europe debate

                                                
1 Signatories to the Flanders Declaration consisted of: Ministers-President of Catalonia, Salzburg, Scotland,
Flanders and Wallonia and the Ministers of European and federal affairs of Bavaria and North-Rhine
Westphalia- see http://www.scotland.gov.uk/euoffice/annex2.pdf
2 http://europa.eu.int/futurum/documents/contrib/cont151101_en.pdf
3 Mr Luc van den Brande, Committee for European and Foreign Affairs
4 Mr Joan Pujals, European Union and Foreign Actions, Co-operation and Solidarity Committee
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• Proposals for the establishment of a loose, informal network of similar
‘European Committees’ at the regional/sub-Member State national
level across the EU, and the links between such a network and the
European institutions, notably the European Parliament5

• Sharing of experience and best practice on parliamentary procedures
and scrutiny of executives

Action requested

5 Members are invited to endorse the proposed activities mentioned above and
instruct the Convener and clerk to finalise the necessary arrangements for the
videoconference and three-way meeting in Edinburgh.

6 Members are invited to note that should the idea of a wider trans-European
network be supported by the Flemish and Catalans, the intention would be to
develop ideas for how it may operate, what the objectives would be and who
may be appropriate to join. Members would be invited to submit to the
Convener and/or the clerk any relevant contacts they have with other
appropriate bodies across the EU.

7 Members may view it worthwhile to consider agreeing a joint statement from
the meeting with the Flemish/Catalan chairs to establish the idea of a trans-
European network and its links to the European Parliament. The text of such a
statement could form part of the discussions at the videoconference.  It would
also be useful from the perspective of media related activities around the
videoconference and three-way meeting to have such a statement/joint press
release available.  It would also be helpful in terms of encouraging other
parliamentary committees from other regions of the EU to become involved.
Members are invited to consider this issue.

Stephen Imrie
Clerk to the European Committee

18 April 2002

                                                
5 Members will recall that the Committee’s 9th Report 2001 unanimously agreed to consider forming such a
network of EU wide regional-level ‘European Committees’
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BRIEFING PAPER

“Co-operation with the Committee for Economics, Technology and European
Affairs, State Parliament of Saxony-Anhalt”

Introduction

1 Members will no doubt be aware that the European Committee was the first
parliamentary committee to take evidence from elected representatives of
political establishments from other parts of the EU when it heard from a
delegation from the State Parliament of Saxony-Anhalt at its 7 th Meeting 1999,
in November 1999.  Following that event, a delegation from the Scottish
Parliament visited Saxony-Anhalt and the State Parliament.

2 To follow-up these extensive contacts, Members will recall meeting a
delegation1 from the Committee for Economics, Technology and European
Affairs in the State Parliament of Saxony-Anhalt (Germany) during a recent
visit to Brussels.

3 Part of the meeting comprised of a discussion on plans for future co-operation
between the two committees. The Saxony-Anhalt delegation proposed a
specific “five-point plan” in this respect.

4 This plan consisted of the following proposed activities:

• Encourage the development by others in Scotland of joint INTERREG
III C proposals, mutual participation in conferences and seminars etc.

• Seek to encourage the development by others in Scotland of efforts for
closer co-operation between Western and Eastern Europe, utilising
the joint initiatives of Saxony-Anhalt and its contacts with Estonia and
Bulgaria.

• Co-operate on European issues, where appropriate, within the
Committee of the Regions, possibly including joint position papers, as

                                                
1 Mdl Rainer Metke (SPD), Mdl Tilman Töge (SPD), Mdl Werner Sobetzko (CDU), Mdl Britta Ferchland
(PDS) and Thomas Wobben (Liaison Office in Brussels)
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committees rather than as parliaments, on enlargement or regional
policy2.

• Seek to foster closer co-operation between the two Parliaments
beyond EC/EU.

• Encourage the exchange of experience between parliamentary
administrations in terms of parliamentary procedure, benchmarking
etc.

Action requested

5 Members are invited to consider the above-mentioned proposal for closer co-
operation and endorse its contents as part of a more general set of activities
being undertaken to forge links with the Catalan, Flemish and other regional
and national parliamentary committees across the EU.  Members may wish to
instruct the Convener and the clerk to make the necessary arrangements to
implement the actions specified in the plan and to review progress at regular
intervals.

Stephen Imrie
Clerk to the European Committee

18 April 2002

                                                
2 Such papers would need to use the European Committee’s recent report on Enlargement and forthcoming
report on the Future of Regional Policy and Structural Funds post-2006 as source material
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BRIEFING PAPER

“Implementation of agriculture legislation
in Scotland: gold-plating - fact or fiction”

Introduction

1 At its meeting of 7 March 2000, the European Committee agreed the terms of
reference for a report into the implementation of European legislation in the
agricultural sector in Scotland (EU/00/5/6). Tavish Scott MSP agreed to act
as Committee Reporter on this report, and initiated a series of meetings with
key players within the sector in Scotland.

2 Due to a re-organisation, Mr Scott left the European Committee in November
2000. The Committee agreed, however, that it was important the work on this
report be completed when the opportunity arose.

3 During discussions on the Committee’s work programme for the year 2002-
2003, Nora Radcliffe MSP agreed to take up the work with a view to
publishing a full Committee Report in due course.

4 This briefing paper sets out details of how the proposed report will be
finalised.  Members are requested to endorse its contents.

Approach

5 The proposed report will broadly take the same approach as outlined in the
initial terms of reference; i.e. it will seek to answer the fundamental question:

In implementing EC/EU legislation in the agricultural field in Scotland, is
there evidence that farmers, crofters and growers are disadvantaged
through decisions taken on the means to give affect to Community
obligations, and what were the reasons for a different form of
implementation in Scotland vis-à-vis the rest of the UK or EU?

In other words, is there evidence of so-called “gold plating” of EU
legislation in these fields, or is there a “level playing field”?
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6 It will do so by looking at the approach towards implementation by the
Scottish Executive – by means of case studies - of EU legislation in five
specific areas of importance to the sector:

• Meat hygiene standards

• Dairy sector legislation

• Support for Less Favoured Areas (LFAs)

• Agrimoney compensation

• The imposition of penalties and sanctions on the sector

7 It is envisaged that this report will be able to see if models of good practice
can be developed in terms of procedures for implementing legislation and the
transparency of the process.

Organisations to be consulted

8 Amongst others, the Reporter intends to consult with:

• The Scottish Executive

• National Farmers Union of Scotland (NFUS)

• Scottish Environmental Protection Agency

• European Commission

• Scottish Natural Heritage

• Scottish Crofters Union

• Scottish Agricultural College

9 In order to consult as widely as possible, the Reporter is also hoping to have
an opportunity to meet with farmers who are not members of NFUS.

Timetable

10 It is envisaged that the inquiry would conclude by September 2002.

David Simpson
Assistant Clerk to the European Committee

18 April 2002
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Committee Relevancy:  23-apr-02
Committee SP Ref EU Ref Document Title

  Enterprise and Lifelong Learning Committee

3138 COM(2002)81 Responses to the Challenges of Globalisation: A study on the International
Monetary and Financial System and on Financing for Development.

3139 COM(2002)46 Commission communication – First progress report on economic and social
cohesion.

3143 COM(2002)77 Opinion of the Commission pursuant to Article 251(2), third subparagraph,
point (c), of the EC Treaty, on the European Parliament's amendments to the
Council's common position regarding the proposal for a Directive of the
European Parliament and of the Council on universal service and users' rights
relating to electronic communications networks and services, amending the
proposal of the Commission pursuant to Article 250(2) of the EC Treaty.

3148 COM(2002)82 Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council,
the Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the
Regions:"Towards a global partnership for sustainable development".

3150 COM(2002)52 Commission report 25th annual activity report of the Advisory Committee on
Safety, Hygiene and Health Protection at Work (2000).

3151 SEC(2002)29/2 Annex 2 to the Commission Staff Working Paper: The Lisbon Strategy – Making
 Change Happen.

3158 COM(2002)92 Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on the
patentability of computer-implemented inventions.

3159 COM(2002)96 Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European
Parliament " Generation Internet - priorities for action in migrating to the
new Internet protocol IPv6.

3160 COM(2002)101 Amended proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the
Council on market access to port services (Presented by the Commission
pursuant to Article 250(2) of the EC Treaty).
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Committee Relevancy:  23-apr-02
Committee SP Ref EU Ref Document Title

3174 COM(2002)124 Communication from the Commission to the European Council:Review of the
introduction of euro notes and coins.

3179 COM(2002)119 Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on the
recognition of professional qualifications.

3180 COM(2002)127 Proposal for a Council Decision concerning the conclusion, on behalf of the
Community, of the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety.

3187 COM(2001)745/6 Green Paper on the review of Council Regulation (EEC) No.4064/89.

3194 COM(2002)131 Proposal for a Council Regulation amending Regulation (EC) No.3050/95
temporarily suspending the autonomous Common Customs Tariff duties on a
number of products intended for the construction, maintenance and repair of
aircraft.

3196 COM(2002)122 Report from the Commission – “Environmental technology for sustainable
development”.

3198 COM(2002)126 European Communities Recruitment Office.

3202 COM(2002)149 Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and the Council on working
 conditions for temporary workers.

3203 COM(2002)118 Communication from the Commission on adapting to change in work and
society:
- A new Community strategy on health and safety at work 2002 – 2006

3208 COM(2002)151 Proposal for a Council Decision on the signing of the agreement for scientific
and technological co-operation between the European Community and the
Republic of Chile.

3209 SEC(2002)157 Report to the European Parliament, the Council, the Economic and Social
Committee and the Committee of the Regions on the implementation of the
Robert Schuman Project 1999 – 2001.

3210 SEC(2002)300 Report on Community Measures affecting tourism (2000) – Commission Staff
Working Paper.
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Equal Opportunities Committee

3202 COM(2002)149 Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and the Council on working
 conditions for temporary workers.

3205 COM(2002)143 Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European
Parliament concerning Europe’s response to World Ageing:
- Promoting economic and social progress in an ageing world
- A contribution of the European Commission to the 2nd World Assembly on
Ageing
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Finance Committee

3138 COM(2002)81 Responses to the Challenges of Globalisation: A study on the International
Monetary and Financial System and on Financing for Development.

3167 COM(2002)64 VAT - special scheme for travel agents.

3174 COM(2002)124 Communication from the Commission to the European Council:Review of the
introduction of euro notes and coins.

3188 SEC(2002)222 Preliminary draft amending budget No.2 to the budget for 2002 – General
statement of revenue.

15 April 2002 Page 4 of 14



Sift of EC/EU Documents EU/02/06/10

Committee Relevancy:  23-apr-02
Committee SP Ref EU Ref Document Title

Health and Community Care Committee

3150 COM(2002)52 Commission report 25th annual activity report of the Advisory Committee on
Safety, Hygiene and Health Protection at Work (2000).

3180 COM(2002)127 Proposal for a Council Decision concerning the conclusion, on behalf of the
Community, of the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety.

3203 COM(2002)118 Communication from the Commission on adapting to change in work and
society:
- A new Community strategy on health and safety at work 2002 – 2006
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Justice 1 Committee

3165 Initiative by the Kingdom of Spain on the conclusion of a Convention on the
suppression by customs administrations of illicit drugs trafficking on the high
seas:                                                                            - Accompanying
memorandum and financial fact sheet

3166 Initiative of the Kingdom of Spain with a view to adopting a Council Act
establishing in accordance with Article 34 of the Treaty on European Union, the
 Convention on the suppression by customs administrations of illicit drug
trafficking on the high seas.

3170 COM(2002)95 FS Democratic Control over Europol.

3185 Proposal for a Council Framework Decision laying down minimum provisions
on the constituent elements of criminal acts and penalties in the field of drug
trafficking.

3189 ENFOPOL 28 European network for the protection of public figures - text resulting from the
proceedings of the Working Party on Police Co-operation (5 and 6 February
2002)

3195 COM(2002)98 Proposal for a Council Regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No.3677/90
laying down measures to be taken to discourage the diversion of certain
substances to the illicit manufacture of narcotic drugs and psychotropic
substances.

3211 Proposal for a Council Framework Decision on combating the sexual
exploitation of children and child pornography.

3212 European network for the protection of public figures:
- Text resulting from the proceedings of the Working Party on Police
Co-operation (5 & 6 March 2002).

3215 Draft Council Directive laying down minimum standards for the reception of
applicants for asylum in Member States.
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Justice 2 Committee

3165 Initiative by the Kingdom of Spain on the conclusion of a Convention on the
suppression by customs administrations of illicit drugs trafficking on the high
seas:                                                                            - Accompanying
memorandum and financial fact sheet

3166 Initiative of the Kingdom of Spain with a view to adopting a Council Act
establishing in accordance with Article 34 of the Treaty on European Union, the
 Convention on the suppression by customs administrations of illicit drug
trafficking on the high seas.

3170 COM(2002)95 FS Democratic Control over Europol.

3185 Proposal for a Council Framework Decision laying down minimum provisions
on the constituent elements of criminal acts and penalties in the field of drug
trafficking.

3189 ENFOPOL 28 European network for the protection of public figures - text resulting from the
proceedings of the Working Party on Police Co-operation (5 and 6 February
2002)

3195 COM(2002)98 Proposal for a Council Regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No.3677/90
laying down measures to be taken to discourage the diversion of certain
substances to the illicit manufacture of narcotic drugs and psychotropic
substances.

3211 Proposal for a Council Framework Decision on combating the sexual
exploitation of children and child pornography.

3212 European network for the protection of public figures:
- Text resulting from the proceedings of the Working Party on Police
Co-operation (5 & 6 March 2002).

3215 Draft Council Directive laying down minimum standards for the reception of
applicants for asylum in Member States.
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Other

3134 SN1382/1/02REV1 Statement by the Council (ECOFIN) on the budgetary situation of Germany.

3135 SN1383/1/02REV1 Statement by the Council (ECOFIN) on the budgetary situation of Portugal.

3136 SEC(2002)227 Preliminary draft amending budget No.1 to the budget for 2002 – Statement of
revenue and expenditure by section – Section I: Parliament – Section II: Council
– Section III: Commission.

3138 COM(2002)81 Responses to the Challenges of Globalisation: A study on the International
Monetary and Financial System and on Financing for Development.

3142 SEC(2002)193 Request for the non-automatic carryover of non-differentiated appropriations
from 2001 to 2002 - Committee of the Regions.

3144 COM(2002)103 Proposal for a Council Decision concluding consultations with Liberia under
Article 96 and Article 97 of the Cotonou Agreement.

3149 SEC(2002)145 Request for the non-automatic carryover of non-differentiated appropriations
from 2001 to 2002.

3154 SEC(2002)194 Request for the non-automatic carryover of non-differentiated appropriations
from 2001 to 2002 - Economic and Social Committee.

3162 SEC(2002)154 Preparation of the International Conference on Financing for Development
(Monterrey, Mexico, 18-22 March 2002).

3163 COM(2002)105 1996-2000 Report on the implementation of the long-term national aid scheme
for agriculture in the northern regions in Sweden pursuant to Commission
Decision 96/228/EC.

3164 COM(2002)109 Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on aid
 for poverty diseases (HIV/AIDS, malaria and tuberculosis) in developing
countries.

3168 Council Common Position concerning restrictive measures against Zimbabwe.
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3169 Council Regulation concerning certain restrictive measures in respect of
Zimbabwe.

3171 COM(2002)123 Proposal for a Council Decision on the signature and proposal for a Council
Decision on the conclusion of an additional Protocol to the Europe Agreement
establishing an Association between the European Communities and their
Member States, of the one part, and the Republic of Lithuania, of the other part,
on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products.

3172 COM(2002)120 Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on aid
 for policies and actions on reproductive and sexual health and rights in
developing countries.

3173 COM(2002)111 Proposal for a Council Decision on the signing, and proposal for a Council
Decision on the conclusion of an additional Protocol to the Europe Agreement
establishing an Association between the European Communities and their
Member States, of the one part, and the Republic of Latvia, of the other part, on
conformity assessment and acceptance of industrial products.

3176 COM(2002)121 Sixth VAT Directive:request by the Government of the Federal Republic of
Germany for a derogation (Article 27 procedure) - Measure derogating from
Article 21.

3177 COM(2002)117 Proposal for a Council Regulation imposing certain specific restrictive
measures directed against certain persons and entities associated with Usama
 bin Laden, the Al-Qaida network and the Taliban, and repealing Council
Regulation (EC) No 467/2001 prohibiting the export of certain goods and
services to Afghanistan, strengthening the flight ban and extending the freeze
of funds and other financial resources in respect of the Taliban of Afghanistan.

3178 COM(2002)132 Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European
Parliament:Water management in developing countries:Policy and priorities for
EU development co-operation.
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3183 COM(2002)113 Excise duty on mineral oil – Request by Luxembourg for a derogation
(procedure under Article 8(4) of Directive 92/81/EEC) = Differentiated rate for
low-sulphur diesel.

3184 COM(2002)116 Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European
Parliament on education and training in the context of poverty reduction in
developing countries.

3187 COM(2001)745/6 Green Paper on the review of Council Regulation (EEC) No.4064/89.

3190 COM(2002)161 Proposal for a Council Decision on a Community Position concerning the
Rules of Procedure of the Interim Committee established by the Interim
Agreement between the European Community and the Republic of Croatia.

3191 COM(2002)103 Proposal for a Council Decision concluding consultations with Liberia under
Article 96 and Article 97 of the Cotonou Agreement.

3197 COM(2002)129 Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European
Parliament concerning Health and Poverty Reduction in Developing Countries.

3199 Draft Council Decision on declassifying Part II of the Common Manual adopted
 by the Executive Committee established by the Convention implementing the
Schengen Agreement of 14 June 1985.

3200 COM(2002)106 Proposal for a Council Regulation amending Regulation (EC) No.2604/2000
imposing a definitive anti-dumping duty on imports of certain polyethylene
terephthalate originating, inter alia, in India.

3201 COM(2002)104 Proposal for a Council Regulation repealing Council Regulation (EC)
No.904/98 of 27 April 1998 with respect to the imposition of a definitive
anti-dumping duty on imports into the Community of personal fax machines
originating in the People’s Republic of China, Japan, the Republic of Korea,
Malaysia, Singapore, Taiwan and Thailand.

3213 SEC(2002)223 Recommendation for a Council Decision on the designation of the European
Capital of Culture 2005.

3216 COM(2002)133 Commission Opinion on amendments to the regulations and general conditions
 governing the performance of the Ombudsman’s duties.
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Rural Development Committee

3137 COM(2002)3-1 Proposal for a Council Regulation adopting autonomous measures concerning
 the importation of fish and fishery products originating in Estonia.

3140 COM(2002)79 Second progress report from the Commission to the European Parliament and
the Council on the implementation of Council Decision 96/411/EC on the
improvement of Community agricultural statistics.

3141 COM(2002)108 Proposal for a Council Regulation establishing specific access requirements
and associated conditions applicable to fishing for deep-sea stocks.

3145 COM(2002)3-5 Proposal for a Council Regulation adopting autonomous measures concerning
 the importation of fish and fishery products originating in the Republic of
Slovenia.

3146 COM(2002)3-2 Proposal for a Council Regulation adopting autonomous measures concerning
 the importation of fish and fishery products originating in the Republic of
Lithuania.

3152 COM(2002)3-4 Proposal for a Council Regulation adopting autonomous measures concerning
 the importation of fish and fishery products originating in the Republic of
Latvia.

3153 COM(2002)3-3 Proposal for a Council Regulation adopting autonomous measures concerning
 the importation of fish and fishery products originating in the Republic of
Hungary.

3155 COM(2002)102 1996-2000 Report on the implementation of the long-term national aid scheme
for agriculture in the northern regions of Finland pursuant to Commission
Decision 95/196/EC.

3157 COM(2002)90 Proposal for a Council Decision authorising the Kingdom of Spain to extend
until 7 March 2003 the Agreement on mutual fishery relations with the Republic
of South Africa.
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3161 Proposal for a Council Regulation opening an autonomous quota for imports of
 high-quality beef.

3181 COM(2002)115 Proposal for a Council Regulation adopting autonomous measures concerning
 the importation of fish and fishery products originating in the Czech Republic.

3182 COM(2002)114 Proposal for a Council Regulation adopting autonomous measures concerning
 the importation of fish and fishery products originating in the Republic of
Poland.

3192 COM(2002)140 Proposal for a Council Regulation adopting autonomous measures concerning
 the importation of fish and fishery products originating in the Slovak Republic.
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Transport and the Environment Committee

3148 COM(2002)82 Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council,
the Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the
Regions:"Towards a global partnership for sustainable development".

3151 SEC(2002)29/2 Annex 2 to the Commission Staff Working Paper: The Lisbon Strategy – Making
 Change Happen.

3156 COM(2002)17 Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on
environmental liability with regard to the prevention and remedying of
environmental damage.

3160 COM(2002)101 Amended proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the
Council on market access to port services (Presented by the Commission
pursuant to Article 250(2) of the EC Treaty).

3175 COM(2001)775 Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament and the
Council entitled "European energy infrastructure":

Proposal for a Decision of the European Parliament and of the Council
amending Decision No 1254/96/EC laying down a series of guidelines for
trans-European energy networks

Report from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the
Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions on the
implementation of the guidelines for Trans-European Energy Networks in the
period 1996-2001.

3180 COM(2002)127 Proposal for a Council Decision concerning the conclusion, on behalf of the
Community, of the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety.

3186 COM(2001)636 Amended proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the
Council modifying Directive 94/25/EC on the approximation of the laws,
regulations and administrative provisions of the Member States relating to
recreational craft.
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3193 COM(2002)134 Amended proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the
Council amending Council Regulation (EC) No.2236/95 laying down general
rules for the granting of Community financial aid in the field of trans-European
networks.

3194 COM(2002)131 Proposal for a Council Regulation amending Regulation (EC) No.3050/95
temporarily suspending the autonomous Common Customs Tariff duties on a
number of products intended for the construction, maintenance and repair of
aircraft.

3196 COM(2002)122 Report from the Commission – “Environmental technology for sustainable
development”.

3204 COM(2002)110 Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council
concerning protection against subsidisation and unfair pricing practices in the
supply of airline services from countries not members of the European
Community.

3206 COM(2002)130 Proposal for a Council Directive on the control of high activity sealed
radioactive sources.

3207 COM(2002)145 Report from the Commission on the implementation in 2001 of Commission
Decision No.2496/96/ECSC of 18 December 1996 establishing Community
rules for State aid to the steel industry (Steel Aid Code).

3214 COM(2002)107 Amended proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the
Council on action by Member States concerning public service requirements
and the award of public service contracts in passenger transport by rail, road
and inland waterway.
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