(CONFIDENTIAL

SECOND SESSION:  MORNING OF MONDAY 5 DECEMBER

B.  Agriculture (I Continued)

greou & the resumed di by stating
ropean Concil vas 100, 1arge & §roup. in ¥hich to/achieve agreenent
e e sion.
basic idea was to agree on principles and take the political dec)siuns.
This called for a willingness to negotiate and to compromise. If tha
not possible the consequences for the| Commmity would be Seviouss

ad the impression that many had been close to accepting the Presidency's
propasal the previous evening. He sumarised the state of discussion as follo

(@) Milk; The Presidency's proposal of 3 range of 35-100 million
omnes looked broadly acceptable

e ek e
Comission could be ssked to take accomt of mrh\'xdual coutries!
particularities in choosing a base year. It was agreed t
Foe Tt o b seclaTiy te ity TaT G s
separate problen being heavy importers and preferring not to cut
production.

Cereals: Here there was a proposal to stabilise substitutes
oF Tmports.

Rationalisation and Savings: Everyone agreed on the need to
Y‘_‘—T—EE_- o o .

reduce subsidies by 300-500 mecu.
The Cor could do this job better than the European Council.
They should take accoumt of the discussion;

Oils and Fats Tex: This had aroused strong reactions bu the
Tresidency would Lik ton it. This might c

negotiation with the et e R
fashion.

(e) MCAs, on which he invited Kohl to speak.

3.7 The Prine inieser chellenged much of his sumary. She was not prepared
compromise on any aspect if agreement were not reached on everything.
Peedad to have texts before she was prepared to negotiate further. Papandreou
2greed that it vas necessary to Ty to cover all the issues before dgreement

was reached on anything. The Prime Minister corrected him. She had me:

that there would be no dea‘r—_‘s ey e e e sgreenent o et
She was not prepared to accept . Papandreou said that tha

for everyone, He confimed (to et et The Fresidency would table &
new text in the afternoon.

4. Genscher then said that the Germans had cbjected to some points in the
Presidency compromise. There was in particular a need for an overall price
and quota agreement. Lubbers agreed. He added that savings on other products
of 300-500 mecu was mich o0 low. He wanted agreement on the principles and
not on figures.

5. Thorn said that the Comission could not go to work on the basis of the
discussion so far. Without a compromise between delegations the Commission
could ot make proposals, urchermore it could not simply do a secretariat
He endorsed Lubbers' view that savings of 300-500 mecu were too low.

Agmmnm that & co-respansibility levy should be applied on production over
some figure in the 98-100 million tomne range was too vague. Furthermor

the subject could not be left to Agriculture \inistars: the Buropean Council
must determine the figures.

/6. Schiveter




. Schlueter asserted that there was no agreement. of 300-500
e e re too Tov. A substancialy higher £1zure should be.
achieved. The Prime Minister reminded the Presidency that on milk price
policy was -'—mu:a et this had been left out of the Presidency campronise.
The co-responsibility levy increase was not on: the levy was nothing more than
ax. bhers saxd that thresholds were Tequired on all products. He suggested
Zhat savings outside the milk sector should be of the same order as on milk.

7. Andreotti reverted to his insistence that spending which represented
compensation for concessions made to third countries under the common comercial
policy should not be touched (eg to the Maghreb on citrus). He thought Lubbers'
Formila on savings was too simple: it did not represent social justice.
Papandreou was pleased to hear this. Savings beyond 300-500 mecu might be
Teeded, but it would clearly be necessary to take accownt of the need for
Gifferént treatment of northern and Mediterranean products. He suggested

¢ Teducing subsidies on other products such as butter. He added that
the oils and fats tax could raise a 1ot Of revenue. The Prime Minister reminded
him that she was not alone in opposing it: the Dutch, Danes and Germans did so
too. Papandreou acknowledged that.

8. Turning to MCAs Genscher stressed the need to find a solution. For the
future it would be necessary to ensure that there were no positive MCAs. If
that was accepted it would be possible to persuade German farmers to accept
measures which would deal with existing MCAS. This would give some price
advantage to others. Secondly there should be gradual removal of positive
MCAs. Thirdly some compensation would be needed for German femers chrough
national measures, which would change Commmity law and which the Commmity
Wwould have to finance to some extent. But the FRG could only go along vith
211 this if it was agreed that there would be no positive MCAS in the future.
His position was an advance on the earlier-Geman position: it represented
genuine movement.

9. Parandreou said that Genscher's position was very close to the

Presidency's proposals. Could Genscher propose some time limit for

abcl)shmg the existing positive MCAS? Genscher thought that, if the rest
e German proposals were adopted, £our years might be correct.

10. Ellenann-Jensen thought that if Genscher meant that if part of the dcks
vould becone negative MCAs that would siply mean pasting the buck.

would place 2 new burden on the rest of the Commun: Genscher replled that
he change from positive to negative NCAS would confer benefits on famers.
The burden would only be partially borne by the Commmity. Lubbers thought
that Genscher s proposal vas conseructive. but thoce Years wouIC be bet

than four. He also suggested a freeze in Deutschemark prices. Andreot

said that he had originally suggested two years but seemed to aczept thres

An autonatic system with clear dates and Tules was peeded. S T thought

that for the future the gentleman's agreement would suffice. ct remained
that the Geman proposals would work against 2 modest price policy. The
currency changes involved would raise prices. Passing the buck would

ultimately require export refunds to be adjusted, ie increased. He asked

for 2 paper showing the effects on prices, export restrictions, etc.

11. Papandreou said that the Presidency would produc
produce a new text on this by
the & aTTemoon.  But Ortoli said that there were only tvo ways to get

(2)  mot to create any through a proper monetary and exchange
rate policy

()  through price policy.

1£ it was desired to get Tid of positive MCAS (which would b
T 2 e good becau:
it would simplify matters) there would still have to remain the same price

ference
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difference simply expressed as a negative MCA. This would yield some
advantages, eg a green ecu. But it would then be necessary to get rid
of negative MCAs. If that were done in one step there would have o be a
very large price increase.

But he acknowledged that a cut

Even so he did not see why aid should be given unless prices were cut.
Presidency proposals did not cut real fam prices so there was no case for
aid.

12. Mitterrand said that he disagreed with the Gernans on a mumber of points.
He quite agreed that the dismantling of existing MCAs should be considered in
one vay or another. As for future MCAs France intended to reduce the
inflationary gap between France and the Federal Republic. It could be
reduced so far that the new MCAs would have little effect and a solution
could then be found through prices. The solution proposed could mean that
there were going to be new MCAS so that he would be obliged to promise a
devaluation within the next few months. He was not prepared to do that and
T0 put aside the whole economic policy of the last 18 months. The proposal
would merely set up a Mark zone which would be no more acceptable than linking
the Istaeli shekel to the US Dollar.

Martens believed that the Comnission's proposal was a good starting

point. On Genscher's ideas he said that a system would be needed whereby

the disadvantages were spread to the strong as well as to the weak, He could
accept the phasing out of existing MCAs in three years. Aids should be kept

%0 2 minimn as should the Commmity contribution to them. Mitterrand added
that some specific aspects of the MCAs were not acceptable anyway, eg application
%o pigmeat.

14. Papandreou said that the discussion had been valuable and asked Varfis
what Tie Would niow produce. Varfis promised a document by the afternoon on
agriculture and the budgetary problens if they were discussed. On agriculture
only a few key points would be covered as the Presidency had proposed.
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C. Budgetary Discigline
dreou reminded the European.Council that the Stuttgart declaration
Tae m———r".‘,‘iiﬁu "stnct" guideline. It had been clear that llryt)-ing "legally
inding" 1 requue treaty treatment, SO he. suggest.ed confining the
i trict” g
this issue. Decicions on the CAP related to it. n.e-re were several proposals
on the table, some particularly relating to agriculture, some of general
application. He suggested a tour de table, but no one volunteered to speak,
Phe continued by suggesting the need to distinguish clearly between promotin
efficiency or absence of vaste and minimising the resources it e &
given goal. All would agree with the first. But the Presidency did not agree
with the second. Cutting down levels of expendnure did not mean that waste was
avoided. The Presidency did not endorse the view that one should determine
Tevenues and in the light of that arrange expendnure within the revenue limit.
What was needed was to decide policies and torgets e hha e e evennes
needed to achieve them. Of course that cou! t be independent of cost, but
revenue could not determine expenditure.

Lubbers thought thet the Prime Minister would wish to speak first, but
the Prine Vinister declined. Lubbers therefore endorsed the Cn'.mlssmn :

‘Droposal, SUBJEct to the changes suggested by the Netherlands. The Fre:
Droposal also contained & mamber of attractive elements, but he urged care on
e institutional aspects, especially as concerned the European Parliament.

The Prine Minister recalled that the Stuttgart declaration's reference

%o a STrict guideline Gid not exclude something legally binding. That was for
discussion. She, like Lubbers, welcomed the French proposal. The Presidency
text was inadequite. The French text was a good basis on which to worl

serring to Papandreou's introductory remarks she stressed that financ
deternine expenditure and not vice versa. That vas what vas done nationally

internationally. She suggested that the European Cowncil wo

ch she would like to See strengthened in two ways. Firs:

1 srrangements for agriculoure because it mk oot G0V ot the
udget. There had been Tapid grow Tecent years. Agriculture Ministers
it ke £ advance thel resureea) ayatlable Before they decided on prices.

The text should specify that the rate of increase in agricultural spending

Should be markedly less than that of own resogrees on the basis of 5 thres-year

moving average. Furthemore, it needed to bejlegally binding guideline. If

There vas no sgreenent on This there vas no hope of & incresse in own Tesources.
A She tabled two additions to the French text. She would not sfied with

an) vague. "Strict" meant strict and binding. Pagandreo.‘ seid that the
issue was important and difficult. He disputed the thesis That revenue should
be the determinant. They existed only to Serve the policy objectives of the

Commmity. To illustrate his point he referred to what happened when a
country Went to war and to the health service in the U, vhich vas highly
socialised and could not be arbitrarily 1 But he acknon 4 it vas
legitinate to mininise the resources needed to achieve given objectives.

x suggested caking the Presidency text (pp
ssion. But Kohl said that he would support
i bl o e

argments put forward by the Prime M
dninishin

) as a basis
Se which
SEion and French proposals and the
ster. However he cautioned against
especxa‘ . imediately before

$1puidreote, preferred to
discission. The
spending nothing.
the Commn! That pre-supposed a more open-
factors mst also be bome 1a mind. Cate Srod be ok
but to work within the Trea e basis of texts £

Institutional
not to innovate,
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If some of the suggestmns on the table were accepted the Commmity would
Tevert to being an inter-governmental system. Taking up Kohl's remarks he
Tointadout thou Thets Wata thues Thecitiiine ol i ot
Parlianent and the Comission. The Parliament was creating a different world
in contrast to the accountancy approach of some member states.
st incocsorete ords witichimeit trhuse o\ helor) icaelt ekl e 2o S
emerging ‘mm the P‘!rlument, FitzGerald agreed with Andrectn and Kohl about
the Parliame French approach was interesting, but needed further study.
He s)'mpa[msed n(h the Presidency's appmach to the relationship between
expenditure and revenue. lemer preferred the Comnission approach. He was
not opposed to possible inSTieutional igprovenents, & subject he vould coment
er. Martens urged that any plan for putting the Commmity's house in
urder must Be within the framework of existing institutions and not upset the
institutional balance.

6. Cheysson claimed that the French proposal respected the Tole of the

European Parliament and the existing institutional arrangements. It vas in
lselyititie (Comisston s L effect would be felt upstream from the

1 budget exercise. France opposed any legally binding rules or regulations.

Thorn advised against tamering ith the Commity's inseitieions or chanping
‘The budgt procedure.  The French proposal had alveady discurbed the Buropean
Pasliment. | Lack of financial discipline in the past had been attributable to

he Council's actions. The agreement reached in §555 nad prov: i special
Brocedures but chese had becons & dead letter. The Comission's proposal had
been well chought thiough: the Council could add o its own rules but should
not try to change the Treaty. The French proposal would not be workable.
doubted whether vould respect cheid Eference beryeen obligatory and e
obligatory expenditure. Room for manoewre below the reference framework would
Be nisded, T that cese 4 change in Article 286, (EEC) mould be requireds he

ast sentence of the second paragraph was not workable: the Comission had to
propose a budget without regard to the factors in that paragraph. The provision
of 2 reserve was out of line with allowable procedures. The Council could not

Gecide this uniiaterally. The last sentence of the thirdipardpramy s erse
in conflict with Parliament's Tight to reject the budget. On the other hand
The Comntssion would be ble th sccept he Dutch anensments to!its own proposals

Varfis said that the French text had not been discussed in detail and did
Taise Tnsticotions] difficulties, especially with the Parliament. The Presidency's
proposal had been drafted without reference to the French document. Papandreou
tried to conclude that the issue was not ripe for decision. But il WLFEM Tster
said that her proposals could be inserted into any existing text, mot
Eenone, [ES e at financial control was vital. As Thorn had pomted
< the way in which the Council had acted in the past which had caused

the troubie. She was not preparsd o allow things To go on thet way. Strict
financial control was needed. This had to be embodied in the budgetary
procedures, whether in legally binding form or not. The same applied to the

guideline for agricultural expenditure. (The Prime Minister read out the Text
she had easiier tabled, ) She suggested that the Secretariat should draft a text
covering a ive guideline. Genscher supported the Prize Minister,
Cecailing the Stutrgart declavation, The Germans Favoured i
Comission and French proposals. It would be perfectly possible to take account
of Parliament's semsitivities.

. Martens could accept the X proposal that agricultural spending ove
thy ~years should e e tomes than fhe Face it proviiiomaed resui Y
b cuu]d e programing, the involvement Fof Finance Ninisters
and three-year forvard plaming. AUt it vas necessary also to stress that this
Ws a Comnity of 1aw, bound by the Treaty.  Iubbers said chat che
needed rules as rigid as possible. He agreed With the Pr:

institutional limit would be effective. There was no st ot 0 g0, for
strictness so long as institutional powers were respected. He rel
amending the text as far as possible along the lines suggested by the Prime
Minister.

u said that the agricultural econamy vas extremely important.
ske decisions which disregarded t that. He asked the Secretariat




D. Budgetary Imbalances

to a minimm share >3

© by reference to GDP shares and GDP per head. This ant
e oyeton i prodice the desired result. Ba Grcou clained that the Presidency
systen dealt with three que o caleotats h , how to pay the
compensation, and how to e tiibute whe burden of Financing.

2. The prine Minister pointed out that the issue = not only a British
probler. ~ 1< now Tvolved the UK and Gernany; on enlargement there wou

three net contributors. S hnE e lonkmg for a ov\e-ynr
<olution but rather for a long-term solution which would be fair to all.” The
Special Council had made progress tovards a COnsensus on some important points,
Some of which emerged from the Presidency text:

(a) compensation should be deducted from the normal VAT share of
the member state concerned for the budgetary year following
that for which the correction is made (point (i1));

() the solution should be an integral part of the new decision
on own Tesources (point (iv));

(c) 2 threshold or linit should be established calculated in relation
to GDP beyond which a member state should be compensated (which
seemed to emerge if a little obscurely from point (i).

¥ha had not et been agreed was how 1o messure che size of the burden, The

zeal gop rould Tave 6 ba defined’ icie Dropited Dt st menarrerh () maght
a good basis for discussion if it were amended to Tead "calculation of

cumbensauen as the difference between the actual flow of expenditure into 2

member state and its share of own resources. The arrangement should set

appropriate limits based on GDP and relative prosperity (GDP per capita).'
also suggested the addition to sub-paragraph (iv) of a reference to the

system applying in respect of 1984.

3. ubbers said that his approach differed fundanentally.  be otnec.ed w03

system which and ¢ He agreed that there

it 1o bl Snkrimal formin D it shox_ld R0t Just apply to the UK, 1t

would be a fundamental error to :laun that it was unfair if the :nnsequence<

of various Commmity policies differed from l«ha kas expected. In the

he had to deal with a budget which did not refer to par.):ular gro

He was )xwe\'e‘ prepared to work on 2 structural solution th= B

He preferred the Presidency’s formila, but wanted compen: o e exbendxture

side if possible, or at P part.

4. Genscher was pleased that the Germans' proposals
ref the Presidency's paper.
The difference between GDP share and share in Commumity
Tight measure, the FRG wanted a certain upper limit to i
risks vere not incalculable; and the limit should be su.w:rac_ee on V
and not financed by supplementary expenditure. The FRG preferred this
they éid not consider the Presidency text was right
5, Slueter shought the Presidency text an appropriate device  for solving
he Sritish and Ge =n problen wist be financed by ix
artens agree Lubbers on the principles.
OF the Présidency text, but not all the dotal
Any durable system should clearly be exceptional and o ed application.
The GDP share basis was unsatisfactory since it was affected o exchange rate
changes.

Tevenve and expenditure side

ive mechanism should be financed

cites on the besis' OF namal VAT Sires.  Heleodid accept 2

/system
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systen combining modulated VAT and supplementary expenditure. But certain
kinds of expendxture should be excluded from the measurement of the gap to
be corrected: agricultural expenditure should not be geographically
apportioned. _ The prine Minister said that she found Martens' approach
cBhfusing,  She TETTETATEd The Tieed to deal With the eal ap ol datunded
the structure of the Presidency's prvpcsal. Werner thought that the source
of the problem was the uneven develcpnem f The Commmity's policies. While
e Gty muved (o structuring of its policies it was necessary to
A temporary solution. But this must be related to the source of
the problems and must be degressive in e vay. A corvective pechani
was needed. Luxembourg had suggested ways in which the Comnission's modulated
VAT could be linked with the re-structuring of the Community.

6. Andreotti claimed that Italy suffered more than the budgetary tables
showed, Other pesber states had special beneits, eg the UK's right to
purchase from New Zealand. He concluded that a mixed system was required.

It should certainly S per capita expenditure. On that
basis Italy vas the lowest. It should also take account of the degree of
prosper. The problens of the prosperous could not be solved ot the expense
SF the 1655 prospesous. FiczGeraia accepted Andreotti's argument:

Presidency's proposal was e increasing prosperity i bring
increased comensation. Otherwise he could accept the Presidency Proposal.
Varfis said that the GDP point had been made befere but was not vrae

7. Mitterrand wanted to Tepeat a point he had made the previous day. The
Mty Came together by virtue of a contract signed by six countries in

ResOthers ad Joned the seme contract with transitional measures. That

could not be ignored. Othervise it would be necessary to produce a new Treaty.

The Treaty of Rome excluded the juste zetour, . But that va, ot the hesrt OF the
position. The problem could not be solved by attacking the CAP and trying to

RvE et agricultural support to member states. The effect of other transfers

could not be ignored. France was crossing the threshold to becomsinet contributor

but refused to use that argument in its own favour. When the UK joined the

3 t measures had been arranged. v were now in the past,

bu the basis of the UK case was that those measures continued: they did de facto.

The 1980 agreements should never have been signed. The transitional measur:s

should sinply have been extended. That is what in a strange way happen

The UK had now singled out for discussion the agricultural policy and e Ui

net contribution. The current discussion was an admirable outcome for Britisn

diplomacy, vhich e sinived. Because resources vere numing out others ve

saving thit the Br approach Shuuld be accepted. This would mean Vatering

down the Treaty Sl e dangers of t The

e e scumm S SRR

nor Denmark in wine. The UK's proposal on the budges had orlginally been for

7 years. France had wanted a shorter period than that, but had been prepared

to accept an interim period, France n m‘epareﬂ - Retp.. Ao iohe hesie

fook up & day of each European Oaun:xl they vere riven to accept hat vier.

But he wes not prepared to amend the The debite could ot be avoided.

Thelmidene ot T oy e 1y practical but they

were unintelligable and algeb; raic, In the past this ag?raa:h had usually

Produced the \reng result, such ss the UK gocting 1 biltion ecu too mich.

These mistakes must be spotted and  stopped. It vas wrong that, fatigue nomally

caused people to give way. The issue was not simply pleasing Mrs Thatc]

e ves Slvays giad to disten to her - With s 1ittie bt of eritacion perhaps.

But still it was a source of pleasure.

8. It was quite out of the question to base a system on net balances. He
would not refuse an act of solidarity towards the UK and Germany, but he was
not prepared to accept a conclusion contrary to the Treaty. Since his approach
was Vague people might think he was giving way. He was not. He was content

to go on arguing from year to vear. He recognised that this would poison the
system. But so be it. On the other hand he did not want to perpetuate the
doubt. He would not continue, since he might contradict himself. It might

/be
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be very interesting to discuss a system, but ould it be logical? How long
¢ to last? He could accept one year or go as far

S vt sceest any burden on & lasting basis. T€ he did il the rules vould

have been broken.

Mitterrand asserted that the discussion merely humiliated the European
Council with matters which should be left to experts. He concluded that he
must reject all proposals except the contimacion £rom one yea tothe next
of the arrangements granted to the UK in 1972 - no more than t|

10. Varfis said that it was true that the Presidency had tried to put forward
a conpronise. They had not gone for a mixed system, as they thought a simple
system better. All othet systems would be arbitrary. Sa th:\' had Chcsen o
include all vith a special

expenditure.  T£ they had gone bayend that 1t would be m:zssar\' to take
account of all other factors, and that could not be done.

11. Genscher said that Germany was the largest contributor to the budget
interded to renain so. It did not intend to be the only member with an e
contribution. - They had proposed a tyo-sided nechanisn.  I£ the Gernens were

main net contributors they could not contribute <0 the UK compensation.
SSiugter. pentoreed hebrestamc IS ammar MY Com e ol P T e
e Gezlt with by choosing an appropriate. fu\ancmg Xey. Papandreou asked whether
the Presidency pmposu did not deal with the German prob T3 her
Teplied that it di

12. Lubbers rejected any modulaled scale of financing. The Germans said that
they Wished to zm their contribution to the Community. On the basis of the
Treaty of Rome he would advise against that. If that was to be done then it
Should be dimemtiiE Tespect for the Treaty.

15. The Prime Minister said thet if the problen was to be solved only for one
Jeir Themasine of wrkiciite But if it was to be urable there
needed to be 8 systen. The UK Tt & olAie fren: within the budget as well
2s ourside Italy and Greece also had non-budgetary burdens. She restated
the basic facts abous the scale of the k' burden, comparing it with total
UK aid to the third world. All the preparatory work for this discussion had
assumed that the intention was to seek 2 solution for more than ome year.

14. Up to now there had been only two major net contributors: Germany and the
UK. If it had not been for the correction which had been

each would have paid about 2000 me n-ended exposure
o pay more as the budget rose. With enlargement and other factors France

was Tiow becoming a net contributor. All other member states (including seversl
Of the most prosperous) would have been substantial net beneficiaries.

gjscen producing thes s AT stand wp for the future. The
£inancing burden must be -mote evenly spre:

ermany had said that she vas villing to continve to be a na g centrihutor
m bt was a linit to her contribution at or about the lev
year. The UK was Prepared to rensin 3 mdest net contributor, mh o

bution between 400-300 me: c‘r

fety net had been applisd &
' the Comission showed Germany with & limit of 210
a 1init of 440 and France copteibu ing over 700. Al the other seven
ates would have remained substantial net beneficiaries. In practice
Germany contributed rather over 2300 mecus in 1952, and she assumed thi
C..zme]lor Yohl could Tegard this as acceptable. 4 fair solution for Britain
& France would be for them both to make broadly similar co ons - say
he proposed that officials should work up a durable mechanism
basis of the 1982 figures - which would vield the result

she had described and continue to ‘pive. an Eauleable maom L Aield years.
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16. Genscher reverted to the German proposal for effecting compensation

by combining two mechanisms. He could also accept the Danish approach plus
e Commisston s moailated VAT, | Bechersi it bouiiive possible to take account
of the figures mentioned by the Prime Minister. Lubbers said that he could
not accept the Prime Minister's approach. The scale of compensation was quite
njustified and in conflict with the rules of the Commmity. Martens said
that he could not accept a flat rate contribution. The Prime Minister
explained that she was not suggesting flat rate compensation. She had merely
illustrated how the figures might work out on the basis of the Presidency's
principles as modified in the way she had suggested.

17. Papandreou asserted that duration was critical. Mitterrand said that the
Conc Pt TGurable! must be lexoressedias a fied verio oEvearsrlce Toater
Eraimd 10 aee 11t At The o oF o eyt i proposals in the Presidency
text could form the basis of a long-ter solution. The Prime Minister said
that the need for a lasting solution had been at e tuttgart
discussion. This was taken up in sub-paragraphs (a) and (c.iv) of the
Presidency text. Papandreou then said that he did not understand the Prime
Minister s figures: The Prine Ninister repeated and explained ¢
Papandreou suggested Tt MIght be BETTer to revert to the subject when
Tncreasing own resources was discussed. The Prime Minister objected
Papancreou suspended the discussion for 1unch, saying TRAT he saw rays of
Tight.
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new compronise o2 mgciculiure » yould

nse, Genachies sepeeled b proposal he had
= that the gap 50 be cozre

£ own resources and ¥
bution,




Papandreou welcomed Andreotti's co:xt:-;:mt on. He then s
hat B was vakias off his Soesidency nat et speiting s Grast ond
e » the attached copy of R Dleading for
eataent foT the other vm:rer Memver Emtes
ste retour, the importance of the re-: 1au:cb1ng
and the need to ta(e decisions on J.\"Es.
suggested that Mitterrand's propos:
icstion %o the X in 198 5 and 93 Mxtte.:‘md
hat the session <‘muAKZ :e suspended for bilater
d

is was egreed’(at 5.15 pa).

bilatersl zeeting
2 ¥0As and budgetery
=pers on agriculture

ed thet the




and soze points would need to be droppcd., On paragraph 4 (;
policy and suarantee thresholds) she could Rcc:pt th- text
Jeovided there or in paragreph 5 the following was added:

ymopesn Jouncil agreed that guarantee thresholds
23plied to the other products subject to market
5502 rules both in sectors which are or are
liZely o here such measures Drove
Secesiacy because of 2 significent imorease in expenditure
tion is increasing more mapidly then

15 could not be expected To accept & gemeral
yhesher o 0% Shey vere protested by
5 a1

.'AE a2ilk sector SueL“c Iro:
culties: Greece showld sleo aintein
had




uld cost 300 mecu. In vhich case the co-mesponsibility levy would
G ©o be incressed to finance thst £roa.2 £o % and the exceptions
011 shed.

G e e
57 tonnes but it would e better %o
Tecourse $o 2 co-responsibility lavy e
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