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As you know, the Foreign Affairs Council will be discussing
the 1984 Supplementary Budget and the 1985 Preliminary Draft
Budget (PDB) on Monday following the deadlock today in the
Budget Council. You may like a quick report on how the Budget
Council went

BUDGET COUNCIL, 18, I9 & 20 JULY

Before the formal Council meetings began I had a bilateral
with State Secretary Tietmeyer (telegram No.2463 attached).
It emerged from this that Chancellor Kohl has made a clear
link in the Bundestag between the date of 1implementation
6f the 1.4% own resources ceiling and that of enlargement.
The Germans are accordingly - at least at present - not
prepared to bring in new own resources before 1 Janaury 1986.
On the other hand neither were they prepared to agree to
the Commission's proposals for Article 235 regulations to
cover supplementary financing. Their stated preference was—
Tor an inter-governmental agreement to provide additional
finance. They withdrew their earlier support for temporary
pfe-financing by intervention agencies. This German position
and our own conditioned a good deal of what followed in the
Council itself. T 3

R

After its usual meeting with a delegation from the European
Parliament on Wednesday (see reporting telegrams no 2462,2485),
the Council met formally at 9.30am on Thursday 19 July and
ended around 24 hours later. Much of the meeting was
restricted to Ministers only.

As regards the 1984 Supplementary and Amending Budget (SAB)
I argued that the Community's own resources ceiling had to




be respected and the budgets for both 1984 and 1985 accordingly
financed within that framework. Suppleémentary finance whether
provided through an Article 235 regulation or - an
inter-governmental agreement wd&S not acceptable. I therefore
deployed a balanced package of savings to be made in 1984
(list attached). These are largely agricultural but included
a number of non-agricultural items 1likely to attract the
support of the Gerfans and the French. In the early stages
of the discussion we 'got 1little support for these savings
from anyone except the Dutch. There was 1in particular a
Jgood deal or reluctance to accept our proposals for deferring
agricultural expenditure from 1984 TInto 1985. Two or three
member states made velled references to the effect of such
deferment on the level of our 1985 refunds, but without
developing the point iIn a way which required me to reply.
In presenting the savings I explained that we were prepared
to treat 1984 and 1985 as a package and consider a specified
and limited bringing forward OFf new own resources to October
1985.

Samm—

The Irish Presidency tended to discourage any real

debate on possible sa¥Vings until close to the end of the
meeting ami—sought—to—isolate the UK as the only member state
not prepared to agree to supplementary revenue to fund the
1984 agricultural overrun. The German delegation explained
that, though opposed to an Article 235 regulation, they were
prepared to provide advances under an inter-governmental
agreement. This idea was initially opposed by several other
mémber states, but by the end of the 24 hours most of them
were willing to consider favourably a Presidency compromise
consisting of an inter-governmental agreement to provide
advances, which would be reimbursed under an Article 235
régutation up to an amount of 1350 mecu. There was no final

lagreement at this stage, but other delegations said they

were willing to take home this proposal and consider it.
‘I made it clear that this was unacceptable, because inconsistent
with the principle that the Community's expenditure should
be financed within the orthodox own resources framework.

There will almost <certainly now be an attempt to portray
us as isolated on the 1984 SAB and put pressure on us. There
are still in thebry elements of difference between other
member states which we might be able to exploit. PYEst,
there is disagreement between them over the size of the 1984
overrun. Germany and the Netherlands still regard 1350 mecus
as too _high. Second, there is no agreement on the composition
of the 650 mecus savings required to come down to 1350 mecus.
The Germans, French and Dutch would prefer savings on DNO;
the others would not. Third, there are doubts about the
effectiveneS5—of the inter-governmental agreement proposed.
There is no certainty that the Italians, Greeks and others
would pass the required national 1legislation in sufficient
time. In practice, however there is a tendency to, sink
differences when contending our position and I would not
wish to under-estimate the difficulties .




As regards the 1985 PDB the Council agreed, on a provisional
basis, to reduce the initial draft budget within the 1 per
cent VAT ceiling, with a preponderant amount of the reductions
falling on the FEOGA guarantee. The agreement was provisional,
because several member states, France in particular, were
only prepared to accept reductions, if a commitment could
be agreed to finance any unavoidable agricultural overrun
in 1985. I made it clear, as I had in discussion of the
1984 SAB, that we were not prepared to provide supplementary
finance outside the own resources system, but confirmed that
it might be acceptable to bring forward the implementation
of the own resources decision within a specified and limited
amount. The German position was the opposite. The Presidency
produced a number of texts embodying the proposed declaration
and for some time the Germans were under pressure because
of their unwillingness to agree to bring forward own resources
into 1985. The final Presidency draft text, however, dropped
the reference to bringing forward own resources and implied
a commitment to provide finance, without a specifjed methaod,
whith—would be both open-ended and potentially outside the
own resources system. I said that this was unacceptable
to us, while not ruling ouUt altogether some form of public
commitment which met our requirements. Although ‘I indicated
other necessary ingredients in any such statement of commitment
which the Council might ultimately produce (including reference
to our 1000 mecu refund) I decided, tactically, that it would
be better to avoid entering into a detailed and probably
fruitless attempt to amend the text itself. Like other
delegations, I pointed out that the form of such a declaration
could not usefully be discussed until there had been agreement
in substance about the overrun problem in both 1984 and 1985.
Some form of draft declaration may surface again at the Foreign
Affairs Council. My own view is that it might be better
to refuse to discuss any compromise formula, until there
is a clear agreement to what extent and how any supplementary
finance needed in 1985 might be provided.

Although the discussion on the 1985 Budget was difficult,
we were not isolated as we were in the case of the 1984 SAB,
since 1 was able to point to our readiness to consider an
increase in the own resources ceiling during 1985, in contrast

to the Germans. -

By the close of the Council several delegations were concerned
at the deadlock which had been reached and there was a
suggestion that the Council should meet again urgently to
continue to try to find a compromise. It is possible therefore
that at the Foreign Affairs Council on Monday the Presidency
will ask the Council to invite the Budget Council to meet
again very rapidly. It is more 1likely that there will be
a proposal by the Irish Presidency to fix a further Budget
Council for 6-7 September. Another deadlocked Budget Council
should of course be aVoided if possible and any further Budget
Council needs to be well preparéd and preferably preceded
by bilateral discussion between the main protagonists.




As a general approach to the next phase of discussion, I
think we need to continue to produce a more substantial package
of savings for 1984 which might have some chance of getting
support and allow us to defer the financing problem in 1985.
At the same time, I think we must continue to try to deflect
the pressure of our partners on to the Germans for their
reluctance to consider bringing forward even a limited amount
of new own resources into 1985, but it has to be admitted
that the mood of the Council in its concluding stages was
not encouraging. The discussion became increasingly political
and difficult, with other delegations emphasising that they
were really dealing with the unfinished business of
Fontainebleau. I have to say, on the evidence of the
concluding stages of the Budget Council, that I am not
optimistic about the prospect of shifting the other states
through argument or negotiation in the near future. It may
be that, in the prospect of the Community running out of
funds in the Autumn approaches, they may become more inclined
to consider a solution closer to our position. But our first
task may be to reverse their movement towards the Presidency
compromise.

I am sending copies of this letter to the Prime Minister,
the Minister of Agriculture and Sir Robert Armstrong.
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 23 July, 1984

BUDGET COUNCIL, 18,19 and 20 JULY

The Prime Minister was grateful for
Mr. Stewart's account of the proceedings of the
Budget Council on 18, 19 and 20 July.

I am sending a copy of this letter to
Colin Budd (Foreign and Commonwealth Office),
Ivor Llewelyn (Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries
and Food) and to Richard Hatfield (Cabinet Office).

(C.D. Powell)
A. Ellis, Esq.,
HM Treasury.

CONFIDENTIAL
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TO IMMEDIATE FCO

TELEGRAM NUMBER 2453 OF 18 JULY
INFO IMMEDIATE BONN

PRIORITY THE HAGUE 5u=L|~ PARIS

BUDGET COUMCIL @ BILATERAL WITH THE

1. MR STEWART HAD A BILATERAL MEETIHG MITH TIETMEYER AFTER THE
COUNCIL'S MEETING WITH THE PARLIAMENT REPORTED IN MIPT,

2. IN THE COURSE OF A LONG DISCUSS|ON TIETMEYER MADE THE FOLLOWING
STATEMENTS ABOUT THE GERMAN POSITION:
(A) THE GERMAN CABINET HAD CONFIRMED THIS MORNING THAT THEY
COULD NOT AGREE TO THE INTRODUCTION OF NEW OWN RESOURCES BEFORE
1 JANUARY 1926. AFTER FONTAINEBLEAU KOHL HAD TOLD THE BUNDESTAG
THAT THIS DECISION WAS LINKED TO ENLARGEMENT AND THE GERMAN
GOVERNMENT COULD NOT NOW GO BACK ON THIS LINKs
(B) THE GERMAN CABINET HAD ALSO CONFIRMED THAT THEY COULD HOT
ACCEPT SUPPLEMENTARY FINAHCE ON THE BASIS OF ARTICLE 235 OR ANY OTHER
TREATY-BASED SOLUTION:
(C) THEY FAVOURED SUBSTANTIAL SAVINGS 1IN NON-AGR ICULTURAL
EXPENDITURE TO REDUCE THE 1984 BUDCET OVERRUN. THEY WOULD AGREE
TO ONLY SMALL SAVINGS IN AGRICULTURAL EXPENDITURE:
(D) FOR THE REMAINING OVERRUN THEY COULD ACCEPT SUPPLEMENTARY
" FINANCING BY WAY OF INTER-GOVERMMENTAL AGREEMENT FOR BOTH 1984
AND 1985t
(E) THE SUPPLEMENTARY FINANCE FOR 1985 SHOULD COVER UK AND GERMAN
REFUNDS:
(F) THEY REMAINED READY TO CONSIDER NATIONAL PRE-F INANCING OF THE
RESIDUCAL OVERRUN BUT
(1) DiD NOT BELIEVE THAT OTHER MEMBER STATES WOULD WEAR THIS AND
(11) FEARED IT WOULD CAUSE TRADE DIVERSION TO THEIR DISADVANTAGE:

SUPPLEMENTARY FINANCING BY ANY B
OVERRUM BY CUTTING OTHER TYPES f APEN URE: AN HE
DIFFICULTIES OF IMPLENEN ¢ 224 R HDS BY SUCH MEANS TIETMEYER
DID NOT BUDGE AND COUR [MPR G WAS TH HE HAS MO FLEXIBILITY

AR

3. MR STEWART PUT TO TIETMEYER OUR STRONC CTIONS TO
' N

G AM AGRICULTURA

ON (A) AND ().

FCO ADVANCE TO:
FCO - PS/SOS, RENWICK, FAIRWEATHER, WALL
CAB WILL 1AMSON, STAPLETON

MAFF - ANDREWS

TSY PS/CHANCELLOR, URWIN, MORTIMER

BUTLER
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TELEGRAM NUMBER 2462 OF 18 JULY

INFO IMMEDIATE BONM, PRICRITY THE HA(

£, DUBLIN, PARIS, ROUTINE

ol
BRUSSELS, COPENHAGEN, ROME, LUXEMBOURG, ATHENS,

BUDGET COUHNCIL.
MEETING WITH DELEGATION FROM EURCPEAN PARL|AMENT.

SUMMARY

1. PARLIAMENTARY DELEGATION STATED ITS OPPOSITION TO CUTS

IN NON-OBL IGATORY EXPENDITURE TO FINANCE AGRICULTURAL SPEHWDING IN
THE 1984 AND 1985 BUDGETS. HOWEVER THEY SUPPORTED SUPPLEMENTARY
FINANCING, WITHIN A TREATY FRAMEWCRK, AND ARGUED FOR A SAY

IN FIXING THE AMOUNT.

DETAIL

2. BUDGET COUNCIL DISCUSSED THE 1984 THE 1285 PRELIMINARY
DRAFT BUDGETS WITH A DELEGATION FROM THE EUROPEAM PARLIAMENT.
MR IAN STEWART, MP, ECONOMIC SECRETARY TO THE TREASURY,
REPRESENTED THE UK,

3. DANKERT (RETIRING PRESIDENT OF EUROPEAN PARL IAMENT) SAID THAT
THE DRAFT BUDGETS SHOULD RESPECT THE RIGHTS OF THE PARLIAMENT
IN THE BUDGETARY PROCEDURE. THERE SHGULD BE MO REDUCTIONS

IN APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE STRUCTURAL FUNDS TO FIMANCE

AGR ICULTURAL GUARANTEE. IF THE COUNCIL WAS GOING TO

AGREE TO FINANCE EXTRA AGRICULTURAL EXPENDITURE 1T SHOULD
PROVIDE A DETAILED JUSTIFICATION FOR THE EXTRA AMOUNTS,

PARL FAMENT WOULD NOT ACCEPT INCLUDING A PROVISICHNAL SCLDE
FOR 41984 IN THE PDSAB. SUPPLEMENTARY FINANCING FOR BCTH
YEARS SHCULD BE PROVIDED THROUGH COMMUNITY INSTRUMENTS WHICH
MUST BPE AGREED BETWEEN BOTH ARMS OF THE BUDGETARY AUTHORITY.
THESE SHOULD NOT INCLUDE SPECIFIC FIGURES “WHICH SHOULD Bt
SETTLED IN THE BDUGET PROCEZDURE, THE ESTIMATES FOR
AGRICULTURAL EXPENDITURE 1M 1985 MUST BE REALISTIC. THERE
SHOULD BE A TRILOGUE DISCUSSION TO SETTLE, 1IN PARTICULAR,
PROBLEMS OF CLASSIFICATION,

4L, TIETMEYER (GERMANY) SAID THAT THE COURT CF AUDITORS

HAD DRAWN ATTENTION TO UNUSED APPROPRIATIONS VMHICH

WERE CARRIED OVER YEAR AFTER YEAR. THIS SLACK SHOULD BE
TAKEN UP AND THE PAYMENT APPROPRIATIONS USED TO HELP

FINANCE THE 1984 OVERRUN. THIS WOULD RESPECT THE PRINCIPLE
OF ANNUALITY. COMMITMENT APPROPRIATIONS, WHICH ESTAPL ISHED
PRIORITIES, SHOULD BE LEFT UNTOUCHED. THERE WOULD
NONETHELESS RBE AN OVERRUM IN 1984, THIS SHOULD BE COVERED

EY ADVANCE PAYMENTS AGREED OUTSIBE THE TREATY ON THE TASIS
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rOR FIMNANCING FOR 1285 OVER THI Ef NT CEILING
SHOULD BE COVERED BY A SIMILAR * : DANKERT SAILD
THAT TRANSFEPRING POTENTIAL CARR

THE PARLIAMENT'S MARGIHN AND YWOULI

TIETHEYER SUGGESTED THAT THIS

BY A GENTLEMAN'S AGREEMENT BETVEEHN

COUNCIL UNDER WHICH COUNCIL WOULD ACREE TO ALLOW THE
PARLITAMENT ITS MARGIN IN 1985 AS IF NON-OEL IGATORY
APPROPRIATIOKS HAD NOT BEEN TRANSFERRED.

5. MR STEWART SAID THAT 1984 AND 1985 WOULD NEED TG BE
EXAMINED TOGETHER. UNTIL NEW OWN RESOURCES WERE RATIFIED

THE BUDGETS MUST BE CONSTRAINED WITHIN EXISTING LIMITS
OTHERWISE THE NATIONAL RATIFICATION PROCEDURE WOULD EE
MEANINGLESS. THE CURRENT RULES COULD NOT BE CIRCUMVENTED

BY RECOURSE TO E.G. ARTICLE 235. THE UNDERLYING PROBLEMS
WERE CAUSED BY THE OVERRUN OF AGRICULTURAL EXPENDITURE .
AND WE SHARED THE VIEW OF THE PARLIAMENT THAT THE PROPORTION
OF AGRICULTURAL EXPENDITURE IN THE BUDGET SHOULD BE REDUCED.
UNTIL THIS WAS DONE OTHER POLICIES COULD NOT BE DEVELOPED.
COUNCIL WOULD NEED TO COMSIDER A WHOLE RAMGE OF IDEAS TO
MEET THE IMMEDIATE DIFFICULTIES AHND SHOULD NOT ALLOW

SHORT TERM NEEDS TO UNDERMINE LONGER TERM OBJECTIVES.

6. IN OTHER INTERVENTIONS, THE ITALIAN, DUTCH, BELGIAN,
LUXEMBEOURG AND GREEK DELEGATIONS RESTATED FAMILIAR
POSITIONS, SEVERAL OF THESE DELEGATIONS AND THE IRISH
PRESIDENCY REFERRED TQ WHAT THEY CONSIDERED TO BE THE
AGREED DECISIONS OF THE FONTAINEBLEAU SUMMIT ON THE
COUNCIL'S RESPONSIBILITY FOR DEALING WITH THE 1984

OVERRUN. MR STEWART SAID THAT THE CONCLUSIONS ON THIS ITEM
HAD NOT BEEN EXPLICITLY AGREED BY HEADS OF GOVERNMENT,

AND RESTATED OUR OBJECTION TO THE FRENCH PRESIDENCY'S TEXT.

FCO ADVANCE TO:

CO - PS/SOS, RENWICK, FAIRVEATHER, WALL.
S - WILLIAMSON, STAPLETON,
YAFF — ANDREWS.

TSY = PS/CHANCELLOR, UNWIN, MORTIMER,

FC
CA
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TELEGRAM NUMBER 24B5 OF 20 JULY

INFO PRIORITY DUBLIN PARIS BONN

INFO ROUTANE BRUSSELS COPENHAGEN THE HAGUE ROME LUXEMBOURG ATHENS

BUDGET COUNCIL 18-19 JULY 1984
1984 SUPPLEMENTARY AND AMENDING BUDGET: FINAL SESSI0X

SUMMARY

1. FINAL PRESIDENCY COMPROMISE INVITED MEMBER STATES TO

CONTRIBUTE 1350 MECU SUPPLEMENTARY FINAKCING BASED ON AGREEMENT
BETWEEN MEMBER STATES MEETING IN COUNCIL, WITH REIMEURSEMENT FROM
COMMUNITY BUDGET UNDER ARPTICLE 235, NIKE MEMBER STATES PREPARED TO
CONSIDER FAYOURABLY, THOUGH WITH DIFFERENT VIEWS ON THE FIGURE. UK
REPEATED ITS OPPOSITION TO SUPPLEMENTARY FINANCING QUTSIDE OwN
RESOURCES SYSTEM, "

2, FOREIGN AFFAIRS COUNCIL TO DISCUSS NEXT WEEK, BUDGET COUNCIL

TO MEET AGAIN EITHER THURSDAY NEXT WEEK OR MORE PROBABLY

6-7 SEPTEMBER,

PRESIDENCY COMPROMISE TO REMAIN ON TABLE.

DETAIL
3. FINAL SESSIOK OF 1984 SAR BEGAN WITH QUESTIONS FROM FRANCE AND
OTHER DELEGATIONS OKX SCOPE FOR ADDITIONAL SAVINGS,

4. FRANCE, GERMANY AND BELGIUM SUGGESTED INCREASING COMMISSION'S
350 MECU FIGURE FOR EXPECTED POSITIVE 1984 NET SOLDE TO BETWEEN
500 AXD 1,000 MECU, COMMISSION WITH ITALIAN SUPPORT NOT PREPARED
T0 GO BEYOND 350 MECU.

5. SAME DELEGATIONS PROPOSED MAKING KO CHANGES IN REVENUE FIGURES
FOR 1984, THUS RELEASING 500 MECU,

6. TIETMEYER (GERMANY) SUGGESTED VARIETY OF AGRICULTURAL SAVINGSy
- LOWER DISPOSALS OF SUGAR - 100 MECU }
- 1 PER CENT CUT IK INTEREST COSTS On STORAGE = 70 MECU
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RING SUGAR LEVIES FORWARD FROM JANUARY 1985 = 250 ™ECU

COMMISSION SAID THESE TECHNICALLY POSSIBLE, BUT UNDESIRABLE,
BELGIUM COULD ACCEPT CUT IN STORAGE COSTS, BUT KOT SUGAR EXPORT

REFUNDS.

7. O'KEEFE (PRESIDENCY) CONCLUDED THAT DISCUSSION COULD BE TAKEN
MO FURTHER, HE THEN CIRCULATED THE TEXT IN MIFT COXTAINING FIKAL
PRESIDENCY-COMPROMISE FOR FINANCING 19B4 OVERRUN, WHICH HE PUT

{VITHOUT AKY EXPLARATION) AT 1,350 WECU.

B, UNDER THE COMPROMISE COUNCIL WOULD ADOPT A RESOLUTION INVITING
MEMBER STATES TO PAY ADVANCES ON FUTURE OwN RESOURCES ON VAT KEY.
THIS WOULD THE BE FOLLOWED BY AN AGREEMENT BY MEMEER STATES MEETING
IN COUNCIL TO MAKE THE ADVANCES, WHICH WOULD SUBSEQUENTLY BE

RE IMBURSED UNDER AN ARTICLE 235 REGULATION, (TEXTS OF DRAFT RESOLU-
TiON , DECISION AKD REGULATION BY HAND OF LENNON (TREASURY).

9. IK DISCUSSION NINE MEMBER STATES PREPARED TO TAKE THIS SOLUTION
BACK TO CAPITALS FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION, MOST SUGGESTED, WITH
VARY ING DEGREES OF ENTHUSIASM, 1T COULD BE BASIS FOR:-COMPROMISE.
GERMANY AND NETHERLANDS SAID FIGURE TOO HIGH, DENMARK TOO LOW.
GERMANY ALSO STRESSED NEED FOR URGENT DECISION BECAUSE OF NEED TO
IMPLEMEKT TRANSITIONAL MEASURES TO ACCOMPANY DISMANTLING MCAS,

10, MR STEWARD (UK) EXPRESSED DISAPPOINTMENT THAT SEARCH FOR

.Sl¥INBS COULD NOT BE CONTINUED FURTHER, UK COULD SUPPORT HMANY

OF THE SAVINGS PROPOSED BY FRANCE AND GERMANY., BUT FURTHER
AGRICULTURAL SAVINGS SHOULD ALSO BE MADE TO REDUCE THE OVERRUN AND
PROVIDE BALANCED PACKAGE, FOR REASONS GIVEK IN EARLIEP DISCUSSION,
HE REMAINED WHOLLY OPPOSED TO SUPPLEMENTARY FINANCING OUTSIDE
FRAMEWORK OF DWN RESOURCES DECISIOK. SOLUTION MUST BE FOUND BY
PACKAGE COVERING BOTH 1984 AND 1985 BUDGETS, WITH POSSIBILITY OF
NEW OWK RESOURCES IN 1985 TO FINAKCE EXPENDITURE DEFERRED FROM

1984,

11, TUGEXDHAT (COMMISSION), SUGGESTED FURTHER BUDGET COUNCIL NEXT
WEEK AFTER FOREIGK AFFAIRS COUKCIL,

12, O'XKEEFE SA)D COMPROMISE WOULD REMAIN ON TABLE. PREMATURE TO
Fl1X FURTHER MEETING UNTIL FOREIGN AFFAIRS COUNCIL, BUT HIS
PRESERENCE WAS FOR 6-7 SEPTEMBER,

13. KO ATTEMPT TO REVERT TO DRAFT DECLARATION ON 1985 BUDGET.
MEETIKG EWKDED ABOUT D930 HOURS,

FCO ADVANCE TOs

FCO = PS5/50S RENYICK FAIRWEATHER WALL

CAE = WILLIAMSON STAPLETON

MAFF - ANDREWS

TSY = PS/EST PS/CHANCELLOR UNWIN FITCHEW HOFPKINSON BOSTOCK

BUTLER




UK PROPOSALS FOR SAVINGS

(1)

NO SPECIAL DESTOCKING MEASURES

This is a new proposal, Not gnvisaged
when 1984 budget drawn up or part of
price=fixing packzage. Not necessary
to start this in 1984, Does not hit
producers, (Overall limit of cold
storage capacity has not yet been

reached. )

SLOWING DOWN DISPOSAL OF SUGAR AND
OTHER COMMODITIES

(There is a large amount for destocking

in that part of Commission's request

for extra agricultural appropriations
arising from changes in market

conditions (970 mecgl);

e—
— _—

————

In exceptional circumstances of 1984
cannot afford destocking on scale
proposed by Commission, Particularly
true in case of suger where stocks are
lower than in recent past and market
conditions are unfavourable for early
disposal, These savings do not affect

producers,

(Overall limit of cold storage capacity

has not yet been reached, No storage

problem at all for sugar).

DSR 11C




TEMPORARY ABOLITION OF INTEREST RATE AND
OTHER STORAGE COSTS

No effect on producers or any agricultural

regimes, Commission itself recently

suggested changes in structure of interest

rate payments which would have yielded

savings. L 250 = 350

TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF ADVANCE PAYMENTS
TO TRADERS

Temporary suspension was undertaken at the
end of last year, and similar steps could .
be undertaken this year in order to reduce
the demands on the 1984 budget. There
would be (little) impact on produceré.
ACCEPT COMMISSION?'S DNO SAVINGS AND
TECHNICAL REVENUE ADJUSTMENTS FOR

EARLIER YEARS |

Commission has said their proposals would
involve cancellation of some appropriations
and stricter management and would not harm
polieies in question, (Note that a
significant part of proposals fall on
structural funds, They should not be

asked to contribute any more.)

LEAVE REVENUE UNALTERED
Proposed by France and Germany Article 16(1) —
of Regulation 2891/77 proviaes that
variations of revenue shall be taken into
account in budget of following year,
(Not a breach of 1% ceiling, What is at

/issue




MECU
DSR 11C
issue is whether there will be a
shortfall of levies and duties,
Financial Regulations allow for
any negative balance to be
carried forward into following

year, NET EFFECT 500

CANCELIATION OF EXTRA DNO CREDITS

Commission has already proposed

savings in regional and structural

funds, Given Council's commitments
in these areas and views of
Parliament any further savings should
be modest and concentrated on aid,
energy etc, fisheries and agricultural
structures, Cancellation of credits

here should not be harmful, Large

carryforwards in recent years,

1981 1982
Agricultural Structures 93.3 277.2
Fisheries 4,1 30.4
Energy, Research etc 96.5 112.9
Aid 25845 34543







