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EEC BUDGET: FORMS OF PRESSURE

previous Reference: 0D(79) 11th Meeting, Minute 3

The Committee considered a note by the Secretaries (op(80) 5) covering a
note by officials designed to enable Ministers to assess the merits and
demerits of withholding contributions to the Community budget or obstructing
Community business if the outcome of the next European Council was so
inadequate as to justify such a course, Annex D to the note by officials
contained the advice of the Law Officers on the legal implications of

withholding contributions in domestic law,
The Committee's discussion is recorded separately,

THE PRIME MINISTER, summing up the discussion, said that domestic public
expenditure constraints were such that it was important to avoid delay in
getting the net United Kingdom contribution reduced. The first pPriority was
to work for a satisfactory settlement of the problem at the next European
Council. The Government needed to have precise plans ready in case the next
European Council did not produce a satisfactory settlement of the problem,
0fficials should work up detailed contingency plans for both possible courses

for the Committee to consider at a later meeting,
The Committee -

Instructed the Secretaries to arrange for detailed contingency plans
to be prepared covering both withholding and obstruction.
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@) that our net contribution should not exceed a

proportion of our GNP; or

(i11) that our net contribution should be linked in some
way to that of the French (how this might be done, with the

necessary calculations, is in a Separate note at Annex i).

Each of these has some merit as an indicator of what would be
acceptable to us. We would not be asking for them to be written
into anyv legal text, but that the revised Financial Mechanism and
whatever is agreed for measures on the receipt

s
together produce that result. Option (i) is the
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(11i) jp eXpressing what we are asking for. If it were decided to
hand over 5 note, I think the figure we decide on should be given
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Paving aboyt two-thirds of what the French would have to pay. This
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o pay the
£ ¢304 million on the existing Co; mrission figures,
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Annex B does not deal with the question of financing nor

wnether Italy and Ireland should be expected to pay. We want to

remain neutral on this; but if it Were thought necessary to give

the Italians something, it would pe possible to add an additional
paragraph along the lines of:

'5. Other member states with below Community average GNP
should also benefit from supplementary measures so that
their budgetary position was unaffected by the changes
envisaged under (1) above.'

Nor does the note deal with the 1 per cent VAT CElllnE It
is better from our point of view not to raise i spec1fically in
the context of our Budget problem. If necessary, we can argue

that it is covered by the Dublin remit to the Commission.

Finally, the note sticks to our existing line on the question
of duration, ie indefinite subject to review; but the reference
in (4) is intended to establish a link between the special measures

for the Uniteq Kingdom and progress with restructuring the budg

= sending copies of this minute to Members of 0D,
t0 the Minister of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food, the Secretary
Bt for Energy, the Attorney General, and to Sir R Armstrong
and Sir y Butler,
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Say 300 meua ip 1980]. The United Kingdom's net
contributiop should b 5

With the member state having the next highest GNP ger
aead jp the Commy

The European Council.should instruct the Commission to make

Proposalg for achieving a better balance within the Community

bv 1986, the proportion devoted

ag

'O the Common Agricultural Policy (FEOGA Guarantee Section)
ould po¢ eXceed 55 per cent of the total. The Council
Shoulq take account cf the effect of implementing such
Proposalg On the United Kingdom's net contribution at the
time of the review>ca11ed for under (1) above.

.
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o 1. [EEC BUDGET: FORMS OF PRESSURE
ra Previous Reference: 0D(79) 11th Meeting Minute 3
L4

The Committee considered a Note by the Secretaries (0D(80) 5) covering a

Note by Officials designed to enable Ministers to assess the merits and

demerits of withholding contributions to the Community budget or obstructing

Community business if the outcome of the next European Council was so

inadequate as tojustify such a course, Annex D to the note by officials T )
contained the advice of the Law Officers on the legal implications of 84
withholding contributions in domestic law, b

THE CHANCELLOR OF THE EXCHEQUER said that he had a strong preference for

| with'h"lding rather than obstruction. If the latter were to be made effective I I J

it woulq have to be generalised over every field of Communi ty activity,
vhereag withholding our contributions would concentrate on the source of the
| Uniteq Kingdom's grievance and ensure that the money was retained in the

§ cotime, g accepted in the light of the Law Officers' advice that

would lead to proceedings before the European Court of Justice,

» if those Proceedings were followed by proceedings in British Courts,
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1 legislation might be required to protect the Government from the 12
t.:oneqllences of an adverse ruling. But the need for such legislation would Q
i Y ; -
| n Practlce probahly arise only after the Commission had retaliated by
| Stopping

Payments to the United Kingdom. If withholding was presented

as
oy temporary device, it should be possible to operate under the

1
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THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, with the Lord Advocate concurring, confirmed tha®
the choice between resort to the Appropriations Act instead of legislati®
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t as well as a solution to the net
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THE PRIME MINISTER, summing up the discussion, said that domestic public

expenditure constraints were such that it was important to avoid delay in git

the net United Kingdom contribution reduced. The first priority was to work !
The Gored

satisfactory settlement of the problem at the next Eu
xt European Council did not

ficials should work ®

ropean Council.

needed to have precise plans ready in case the ne
produce a satisfactory settlement of the problem' Of
detailed contingency plans for both possible courses for the Committee 1o

consider at a later meeting.
The Committee -

Instructed the Secretaries to arrange for detailed
contingency plans to be prepared covering both withholding
and obstruction,
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THE PRIME MINISTER, summing up the discussion, said that the Committee agree
that she should give Signor Cossiga a rather more

requirement, that the requirement should be expressed in terms of the net

precise indication of our

contribution the United Kingdom was prepared to pay, and that she should
encourage Signor Cossiga to take soundings before the next European Council,
It.w'ss urgent that such a meeting should produce a solution to the problen;
Br%tlsh.public opinion would not understand if she attended another council
wl‘uch did r.mt produce results, She would reflect on the indication to be
given to Signor Cossiga of the level of net contribution which would be

acceptable,
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