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EUROPEAN COUNCIL : SITE OF EBRD ETC

The presidency and site of the EBRD may well be discussed in
Dublin tomorrow. This letter sets out where we have got to in
discussions with the US on the 'deal' they proposed, linking those
two issues with IMF quotas etc.

We had indicated to the US our willingness to go along with the
deal on the EBRD site and on IMF rankings, subject to appropriate
conditions on deliverability and durability. But it now appears
that the deal will not proceed, primarily because the French will
not accept the US pressure for Camdessus not to stand for
reappointment, which was the main attraction of the package to the
Us. (We had deliberately not aligned ourselves with the US on
this point).

The position the US will now adopt on these various issues is not
entirely clear. They appear to be contemplating backing Ruding
for EBRD president and London for the site of the EBRD; since they
cannot get agreement on Camdessus going, they no longer see any
reason to support Attali, and indeed instinctively oppose him
because of his anti-American views. But they do not appear to
recognise that this position on the site and Presidency is almost
certainly unachievable, ®ince it is most unlikely that the French
will lose out on both Attali and Paris. On TMF quotas, they
appear to believe our case will prevail, since it fully meets the
rules of the game in the IMF whereas what the French want requires
special treatment for them (and Camdessus made a similar point to
the Chancellor last week). But, unhelpfully, they appear to be
contemplating nominally backing the French so as not to appear to
be lining up against them on all these issues. We have protested
strongly about this.
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The Chancellor does not believe there is any need to change our
objectives for Dublin in the light of these developments. It is
still well worth trying to secure EC agreement there that the EBRD
site should be in London. There is no reason why that should
prejudice the position on quotas, even if Attali were to secure EC
support for the EBRD presidency.

The Chancellor will want to consider further how to take these
issues forward in the 1light of any developments at Dublin. If
President Mitterrand or M Dumas raise the issue of a bilateral
deal on quotas and the site, the Chancellor recommends that the
Prime Minister should adopt a cautious line: we are not at all
sure that the French would agree in a bilateral deal to the
various conditions we would want to attach (particularly on how
long an agreement to share fourth ranking should last), whereas
our chances of securing them in a deal sponsored by the US were
much higher. In these circumstances, it may be better to stand
firm on quotas and take our chances on the EBRD site.

I am copying this letter to Stephen Wall (FCO) and to Paul Tucker
(Bank of England).
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EUROPEAN COUNCIL : SITE OF EBRD ETC

The presidency and site of the EBRD may well be discussed in
Dublin tomorrow. This letter sets out where we have got to in
discussions with the US on the 'deal' they proposed, linking those
two issues with IMF quotas etc.

We had indicated to the US our willingness to go along with the
deal on the EBRD site and on IMF rankings, subject to appropriate
conditions on deliverability and durablllty But it now appears
that the deal will not proceed, primarily because the French will
not accept the US pressure for Camdessus not to stand for
reappointment, which was the main attraction of the package to the
Us. (We had deliberately not aligned ourselves with the US on
this point).

The position the US will now adopt on these various issues is not
entirely clear. ~They appear to be contemplating backlng Ruding
for EBRD president and London for the site of the EBRD; since they
cannot get agreement ‘on Camdessus going, they no longer see any
reason to support Attali, and indeed instinctively oppose him
because of his anti-American views. But they do not appear to
recognise that this position on the site and Presidency is almost
certainly unachievable, since it is most unlikely that the French
will lose out Off both Attali and Paris. On IMF quotas, they
appear to believe our case will prevail, since it fully meets the
rules of the game in the IMF whereas what the French want requires
special treatment for them (and Camdessus made a similar point to
the Chancellor last week). But, unhelpfully, they appear to be
contemplating nominally backing the French so as not to appear to
be lining up against them on all these issues. We have protested

strongly about this. S




The Chancellor does not believe there is any need to change our
objectives for Dublin in the light of these developments. It is
still well worth trying to secure EC agreement there that the EBRD
site should be in London. There is no reason why that should
prejudice the position on quotas, even if Attali were to secure EC
support for the EBRD presidency.

The Chancellor will want to consider further how to take these
issues forward in the 1light of any developments at Dublin. If
President Mitterrand or M Dumas raise the issue of a bilateral
deal on quotas and the site, the Chancellor recommends that the
Prime Minister should adopt a cautious line: we are not at all
sure that the French would agree in a bilateral deal to the
various conditions we would want to attach (particularly on how
long an agreement ~to share fourth ranking should last), whereas
our chances of securing them in"a deal sponsored by the US were
much higher. In these circumstances, it may be better to stand
firm on quotas and take our chances on the EBRD site.

I am copying this letter to Stephen Wall (FCO) and to Paul Tucker
(Bank of England).
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