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level. Until recently other lMember e, except Ireland, h
fully supported us in opposing an in sntionist regime but
will now find it difficult to pull back from their acceptance
Iuxemboure of the Commission's proposals which they

means of allowing them Farm Price lncreases they

need. It will now be very difficult for us to

cant modification to these proposals

comings

Impli c;t“01\ f the COLILSQJOI g Proposals

R

L. Our estimates of the intervention and financial conseguences

of the Commission's proposals are in Appendix I. These show

that in the first year of the regime some 18,000 tonnes could

into intervention, mainly in the UK. The UK would secure no

premium benefits while contributing to the cost of
France and other Member States. This contribution
than offset by receipts from the Community for the
intervention incurred in the UK. Thereafter if in

years the initial intervention level were maintained in real

terms we could see the quantities purchased rising over severa.

years up to about 100,000 tonnes (two-thirds in the UK) due to

by the level of intervention price. The regime would becowe
increasingly costly, but our net receipts from the Community

budget would rise because the larger part of the increas ing

intervention would occur in the UK. Were intervention confined

to France the effect would be to attract a large, and increasirt

guantity of British lamb away from the domestic market into

7

France over and above our increased exports resulting

circulation.

5. The disposal of stocks of frozen sheepmeat on this

scale would not only be cxfrcme‘y expensive but could

the markets which they we sold. New Zealand
around 250,000 tonnes

~an e
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combination of rising production but declining consumption caus
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we should press for complete

exclusion from the Council regulation. Otherwise decilsior

their use would rest with the Commission under the Manag
Committee procedurs. If we are unable to secure agreement
exclusion permanently the only acceptable fall back would

accept initial exclusion but with a review after a period.

gards intern ve should of course

1cting 1ts scope and ninimising the likely
of markets which would result frx 11 sal of largc,efockf
of frozen sheepmeat. The idea of provi
subsidised prices of stocks purcha
form, to areas of the Community where little sheepmeat
consumed might be tested out in discussion. What would
essentially a commercial operation by intervention
would however present formidable administrative
even if means could be found for preventing such
meat being sold back into the French merket, other
would not welcome the sale of cheap mutton and lamb

meat markets.

11. Measures to restrict the scope of inte srvention will not
however in themselves remove the risk of intervention buying on
the increasing scale foreseen in our estimates unless we can

secure a significant reduction in the proposed basic price of

B

-

z45 ECU/100 kg, and the derived intervention price which

be above the current weighted average of the Community

price. To remove the likelihood of heavy intervention

price needs to be reduced to not more than 315 ECU which would

bring the derived intervention prices down to 268 ECU (Contin

and, say, 263 ECU (UK and Eire The estimates in Appendix
cate that with prices at thes intervention

minimal and subsequently sh d be held to

in the UK a2t all or of setting the lntervention price iun T
much lower than in France. Neither however would overcome the
problem posed by an over-high intervention price ir

would draw




over and above the reguireuents of free trade unless

some counter-balanciag support in the UK. There would
very large quantibties 1n intervention and the fact that
concentrated in France would make it no less objectionable

.New Zealand.

325 - The boscible means of offsetting

price in France would be

premiun in the UK linked to seas
prices at a level comparable with the seasonalised
price in France Under this alternative in any week
average merket price is below the cseasonalised targ
premium equal to the
eligible sheep marketed for slaught
producer is maintained; there is I
and, if the premium is recouped on
heavy exports into French intervention. Provisi
alternative was included in working proposals
Commission last year. It will be difficult
other Member States would like to avoid heavy
they are all committed to 100% FEOGA funding of

are agreed.

Conclusion

13. Public intervention is both unnecessary and inappropriate
for the Community sheepmeat sector; but France

an intervention-based sheepmeat regime as part of he
& O k

a settlement of the budget issue. If she sticks to

o
(&}

shall have to negotiate the best arrangements RO

that we can, reducing as far as we can the adverse

ourselves and for New Zealand. Our main objectives,
the reservations on the Commission's proposals we have

lodged, should be the fecllowing -




maximum limitation
intervention and explore
possibility of avoiding
meat bought into ‘intervention;
sufficient
variable

seek

he UK or to exports
French intervention;
the exclusion of export refunds

a

for calculating

basis
by the Co

premiums proposed

of a common reiere

premiul.







basic price of 315 ECU/100kg; intervéntion prices

v
‘onmbthe Continent and 263 ECU/100kg in UK and TIire.
» ' &

ii. Estimated quantities taken into intervention (tonnes);
A First Year Long-tern
UK Total 100,000
Titre , (UK about 65,000)

Long-tern

Total 17,000
(10,000 in UX)

iii. Assumes intervention all the year round as French
Commission propose that intervention would operate from
December with intervention at other periods of year on a
basis if necessary. Liniting intervention in this way
the quantities bought in somewhat, but would tend to encou

(&5 g

e
duction in the intervention period.
B Year 1 market price assumption as in 6448/80

U Cost of intervention 1720 ECU (£110) tonne (Commission eshimate).

Cost of export refunds equals d'fference between the intervention
s

price in each lMember State, minus the loss of wvalue in
and the world price. This varies be Lween 450 ECU (£290) per tonne

and 94 ECU (£61) per tonne.

vi. Private

proposed and no estimatp

vii. A tariff cut as envisaged under VRAs of say 10%, could save

the UK some £2Z0m a year in gross payments to Brussels and some £15z

a year in public expenditure.




