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Commission Communication on follow-up to opinions and resolutions adopted by the European Parliament at the January 2006 part-session
The first part of this Communication informs the European Parliament of the Commission’s response to the amendments adopted by Parliament in respect of legislative proposals during the January 2006 part-session.

In the second part, the Commission lists a number of non-legislative resolutions adopted by Parliament during the same part-session, to which it does not intend to respond formally.
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Part One 
Legislative opinions
CODECISION PROCEDURE - Second Reading
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on the application of the provisions of the Aarhus Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-making and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters to EC institutions and bodies
1.
Rapporteur: Eija-Riitta Korhola

2.
EP No: A6-0381/2005

3.
Date of adoption: 18 January 2006

4.
Subject: Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on the application of the provisions of the Aarhus Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-making and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters to EC institutions and bodies.

5.
Interinstitutional reference: 2003/0242(COD)

6.
Legal basis: Article 175 (1)

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee for Environment, Public Health and Food Safety (ENVI)

8.
The Commission’s position: The Commission can accept certain amendments.
On 18 January 2006 the European Parliament adopted 25 of the 29 amendments that were tabled. Out of the 25 adopted amendments, the Commission can accept one amendment in full, one amendment in part, three amendments in principle and one in part and in principle. 19 of the adopted amendments are not acceptable to the Commission.

Amendments accepted in full

Amendment 16 stipulates a deadline of 15 working days for replying to the applicant when information is not held by a Community institution or body and can be accepted by the Commission.

Amendments accepted in part or in principle or in part and in principle

Amendment 1 adds “promoting sustainable development” to the objectives of Community legislation in the field of the environment. The Commission can accept this amendment provided the text is reformulated.

As regards the first part of Amendment 19, the modification of the text concerning requirements for public participation in the preparation of plans and programmes relating to the environment goes beyond the provisions of the Aarhus Convention. The second part of the Amendment extends time-limits for receiving comments in written consultations and for organisation of meetings from 4 to 8 weeks. Whereas the former adjustment concerning time limits in written consultations is acceptable, as being in line with the present Commission consultation practice, the latter one is not acceptable as it might even be counterproductive in cases where the organisation of an additional meeting could be beneficial.

For Amendment 20 concerning the “results of public participation”, the inclusion of “policy” is not acceptable. The remainder of the Amendment setting information and feedback requirements is in line with the Aarhus Convention and corresponds to Commission consultation standards. It can be accepted if reformulated to reflect the wording of the Aarhus Convention and aligned with the remainder of the Article 9 on public participation.

For Amendments 26 and 27, the Commission accepts to set deadlines for adapting of rules of procedures and for application of the Regulation. However, the established deadline is too short to allow for the necessary thorough adjustment. In addition, the two deadlines should be aligned.

Amendments not accepted

As regards Amendments 2, 7 and 12, the Aarhus Convention does not foresee a specific category of information on “the state of progress of proceedings for infringement of Community law” to be included in the definition of environmental information. Furthermore, while, in practice, the Commission and the Court of Justice websites provide for information on decisions concerning infringement proceedings, this is done - as a matter of transparency - in a horizontal way, with no specific treatment of the “environmental information”.

Amendment 3 modifies Recital 9 to include “priorities of Community environmental policy” in the definition of ‘plans and programmes relating to the environment’, which is not consistent with the related definition in the body of the text (Art 2 (1) (e)).

Amendments 4, 14, 15 apply the regime of exceptions of Directive 2003/4 on access to environmental information to requests addressed to Community institutions and bodies. The Commission proposal extends the horizontal Regulation No 1049/2001 on access to documents to all Community institutions and bodies. This approach is followed by the Common Position, which further clarifies the application of exceptions for requests to environmental information in line with the Aarhus Convention. Applying Directive 2003/4 for exceptions would lead to two different, in part overlapping regimes, worsening – as a result – the transparency of the system.

Amendment 5 and related parts of other amendments aim at extending the public participation requirements to the preparation of “policies relating to environment”. Given that the concept of ‘policies’ is difficult to circumscribe and that the Aarhus Convention leaves some margin to parties in this respect, it is not conceivable to provide for such an obligation in a legally binding way.

Amendment 8 requires public participation also in the preparation of plans and programmes funded by Community institutions and bodies. The Aarhus Convention makes no provision in relation to decisions on funding, only in relation to the preparation of plans and programmes and to permitting environmentally significant projects. Furthermore, as the permitting takes place at Member State level, public participation would be provided for at this level.

Amendment 9 eliminates the specific exclusion of ‘banking’ plans from the definition of ‘plans and programmes relating to the environment’. The Commission agreed to this exclusion which is now included in the Common Position.

Amendment 10 provides that measures promoted at international level should also deal with “local” environmental problems .This would not be consistent with the present wording of the proposal which reflects Article 174 (1) TEC,  that, in its fourth indent, refers to “regional or worldwide” environmental problems.
Amendment 11 introduces too broad and too general an obligation to inform the public of the location and access possibilities to all information that is not available electronically.  Such an obligation would not be feasible to implement in practice.

Amendment 13 requires Community institutions to ensure also that the information compiled on their behalf be up-to-date, accurate and comparable. There is no corresponding obligation in the Aarhus Convention.

Amendment 17 enables Community institutions and bodies not covered by Regulation No 1049/2001 to charge for supplying information. The amendment is not pertinent, as Regulation No 1049/2001 applies to ‘Community institutions and bodies’ as regards access to environmental information, including its provisions on charges.

Amendment 18 adds “threat to life” next to “threat to human health”, and replaces “minimise” with “mitigate” harm arising from the threat. This rewording is not in line with the Aarhus Convention and Directive 2003/4/EC.

As for Amendment 21, extending the deadline for a request for internal review of an administrative act from 4 to 8 weeks would risk slowing down procedures and creating a period of legal uncertainty.

Amendment 23 extends the possibility of requesting administrative review to NGOs having the primary objective of “promoting sustainable development.” This criterion is potentially very wide and it would be difficult to define the organisations covered.

Amendments 28 and 29 add an additional requirement for NGOs to be admitted to internal review, to be law-abiding, which would be difficult to verify and does not appear justified in the light of the objectives of the Regulation.

9.
Outlook for the Commission’s Opinion: The Commission services are preparing the Opinion of the Commission.

10.
Outlook for adoption of the proposal:
The Council is not expected to adopt all the amendments of the European Parliament and therefore conciliation is anticipated.
CODECISION PROCEDURE – First reading

Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on statistics of goods transport by inland waterways

1.
Rapporteur: Paolo Costa

2.
EP No: A6-0333/2005
3.
Date of adoption of the report: 17 January 2006

4.
Subject: Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on statistics of goods transport by inland waterways
5.
Interinstitutional reference: 2005/0150(COD)

6.
Legal basis: Article 285(1)

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Transport and Tourism (TRAN)

8.
The Commission’s position: The Commission has accepted all the amendments adopted by the European Parliament at first reading.

9.
Timetable for the amended proposal: There is no need for an amended proposal as there is already an agreement between the three Institutions.

10.
Timetable for adoption: In its meeting on 11 January 2006, COREPER approved the proposal with the same amendments adopted by the European Parliament. This allows the adoption of this proposal at first reading.

CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING
Proposal for a Council regulation imposing certain specific restrictive measures against certain persons suspected of involvement in the assassination of former Lebanese Prime Minister Rafiq Hariri

1.
Rapporteur: Jean-Marie Cavada

2.
EP No: A6-0003/2006

3.
Date of adoption of the report: 18 January 2006

4.
Subject: Proposal for a Council regulation imposing certain specific restrictive measures against certain persons suspected of involvement in the assassination of former Lebanese Prime Minister Rafiq Hariri

5.
Interinstitutional reference: 2005/0234(CNS)
6.
Legal basis: ECT Articles 60, 301, 308

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs (LIBE)

8.
The Commission’s position:
The Commission rejects all Parliament’s amendments:
Amendment 1: Not accepted

While the Commission welcomes the recognition of the importance of the Guidelines concerning the Implementation and Evaluation of Restrictive Measures (Sanctions) in the Framework of the CFSP, it would not be appropriate to add an explicit reference to what is a living document and intended as guidance for the EU Institutions, to a legally binding Regulation directly applicable to all those subject to it.  Nor would it be appropriate to introduce language which could be read as subordinating the relevant UN Security Council Resolution to the Guidelines.

Amendment 2: Not accepted

The Commission considers that the reformulated provision would have exactly the same practical and legal effect as the text proposed in the draft regulation submitted to the EP.

Amendment 3: Not accepted
The Commission does not believe that it would be appropriate to introduce a provision for the prior consultation (or information) of Parliament on the list of persons or entities, given that the list is adopted by the UN Security Council Sanctions Committee and the Commission has no discretion in this matter but must adopt in full the list decided by the UN.  Any consultation procedure would introduce delays which could adversely affect the effectiveness of the measures (by allowing capital flight) – which is why the Guidelines provide that the Commission should aim to adopt amendments within three working days of the UN’s decision.

Amendment 4: Not accepted

The Commission refers to its comments to Amendment 2.

9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: Given that the Commission rejects all the amendments, it will not amend its current proposal.

10.
Outlook for adoption of the proposal: Council is expected to adopt the Regulation during February 2006.

CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING

Proposal for a Council Regulation amending Regulation (EC) No 1782/2003 establishing common rules for direct support schemes under the common agricultural policy and establishing certain support schemes for farmers
1.
Rapporteur: Jean-Claude Fruteau
2.
EP No: A6-0392/2005
3.
Date of adoption: 19 January 2006

4.
Subject: Proposal for a Council Regulation amending Regulation (EC) No 1782/2003 establishing common rules for direct support schemes under the common agricultural policy and establishing certain support schemes for farmers (COM(2005)0263)
5.
Interinstitutional reference: 2005/0119(CNS)

6.
Legal basis: Article 37 of the EC Treaty

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Agriculture and Rural Development (AGRI)

8.
The Commission's position: The Commission can accept certain amendments ‘in principle’.
Accept in principle

Amendment 2 - The wording as such is not acceptable but some adjustment along these lines could be inserted in current recital 2 in the Commission draft (background to justify the need to provide compensation).

Amendment 3 - Most of the wording changes proposed can be accepted but a thorough check of the final text will be required.

Amendment 5 - In the light of the specificities of the sugar regime, it appears appropriate to grant MS an extended flexibility in the management of compensation aids. A detailed check of the final wording will be required (e.g. to highlight that the coupled aid for beet growers who continue production in MS undertaking a significant reduction of quota should be transitional).
Amendment 6 - Although the notion that MS will enjoy greater flexibility in integrating sugar beet payments into the single payment is correct, the final wording will have to be checked carefully.

Amendment 7 - Inclusion of sugar beet into « set-aside » areas to support the “energy” vocation of this crop.
Amendment 8 - An extended flexibility for MS is necessary in terms of decoupling. Exact wording to be checked against the ongoing technical review of this regulation.
Amendment 11 - The reference throughout the text to cane growers has already been included in the technical correction of the Commission proposals submitted to the Council.
Amendments 12, 14, 15, 16 - Figures to be taken from the ongoing technical review of this regulation.
Reject

Amendment 1 - The reference price will be in force as from 2006/07. However, an explicit reference to the price drop also for sugar beet is acceptable.
Amendment 9 - The increase of the aid amount for energy crops has not been proposed by the Commission. The Commission will in the near future come up with a set of proposals to foster energy crops.

Amendment 10 - The increase of the maximum guaranteed area for energy crops payment has not been proposed by the Commission. The Commission will in the near future come up with a set of proposals to foster energy crops.

Amendment 17 - The financial assistance for Sugar Protocol ACP countries is covered in a separate legislative act.
9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: See point 10.

10.
Outlook for adoption of the proposal: Based on discussions on the Commission proposal, a political agreement was reached in the Council on 26 November 2006. The Commission proposal will be amended.

CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING

Proposal for a Council Regulation establishing a temporary scheme for the restructuring of the sugar industry in the European Community and amending Regulation (EC) No 1258/1999 on the financing of the common agricultural policy
1.
Rapporteur: Jean-Claude Fruteau

2.
EP No: A6-0393/2005
3.
Date of adoption: 19 January 2006

4.
Subject: Proposal for a Council Regulation establishing a temporary scheme for the restructuring of the sugar industry in the European Community and amending Regulation (EC) No 1258/1999 on the financing of the common agricultural policy (COM(2005)0263)
5.
Interinstitutional reference: 2005/0120(CNS)

6.
Legal basis: Article 37 of the EC Treaty

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Agriculture and Rural Development (AGRI)

8.
The Commission's position: The Commission can accept certain amendments ‘in principle’.

Accept in principle

Amendment 1 - Wording adjustments stressing that leaving the sector will be a voluntary decision of the operators concerned. It also stresses the need for partnership between industry and growers in the framework of the restructuring processes.  Some elements could be accepted but the final wording would have to be thoroughly checked.
Amendment 3 - Wording amendment (emphasis is given to the regional diversification element and to the fact that leaving the sector is a free choice of the undertakings concerned). Prior to final acceptance, further refinement of the text may be required.
Amendment 4 - The notion of compensation for beet growers and machinery contractors as part of the restructuring aid is a necessary improvement to ensure the balance of the package.

Amendment 5 - Bioethanol production.  An additional flexibility was granted in the context of the political compromise for partial dismantling including bioethanol production. A new recital on this issue might be needed.
Amendment 7 - The possibility of partial renouncing of sugar quota can boost the restructuring process and therefore should be supported.

Amendment 21 - It is appropriate to provide the regions concerned with additional funding for diversification measures.
Amendment 17 - Such a provision would be justified in Member States reducing their quota by more than 50%.

Reject

Amendment 1 – first paragraph deleted - The first paragraph describes the various elements affecting the competitiveness of the EU sugar industry and should be maintained.
Amendment 2 - The levy from additional sugar must balance the own resources to make the proposal neutral from a financial point of view.
Amendment 4 - 50% restructuring aid. A minimum of 50% is unjustified and seemingly too high, taking into account the broad variety of situations prevailing in the various sugar producing areas of the Community. There is also no reason to provide that the distribution of the aid be concluded in the framework of an inter-branch agreement.
Amendment 5 - Climate change. The issue of climate change and energy crops is not covered by the Council political compromise but will be the subject of upcoming Commission initiatives.

Amendment 6 - Social dimension is already covered in the Commission draft.
Amendment 7 - Developing alternative economic activities - there should be no additional obligation as such for the undertakings benefiting from the restructuring aid to carry out other economic activities in the region.
Amendment 8 - Additional isoglucose quota provides compensation for the decrease in prices. Its granting should not be conditional on any other requirement.
Amendment 9 - The proposed set of additional conditions for undertakings entering the restructuring scheme does not deliver any added value but makes the whole process more burdensome and administratively complex. It could erode the success of the restructuring scheme and, by doing so, call into question the long-term sustainability of the whole Community sector.

Amendment 10 - The proposed set of additional conditions for undertakings entering the restructuring scheme and remaining in the bioethanol business does not deliver any added value but makes the whole process more burdensome and administratively complex. It could erode the success of the restructuring scheme and, by doing so, call into question the long-term sustainability of the whole Community sector.

Amendment 11 - The Commission should not get involved in the approval of the restructuring plans. In addition, amendment 10 (additional requirements for bioethanol undertakings) to which this amendment refers should not be accepted.
Amendment 22 - Detailed administrative requirements will be laid down as appropriate in the implementing rules.

Amendment 12 - Amendment 10 (additional requirements for bioethanol undertakings) to which this amendment refers should not be accepted.

Amendment 13 - The proposed amounts are too high and therefore entail a certain risk of overcompensation.
Amendment 14 - A minimum of 50% is unjustified and seemingly too high, taking into account the broad variety of situations prevailing in various sugar producing areas of the Community.

Amendment 20 - A minimum of 50% is unjustified and seemingly too high, taking into account the broad variety of situations prevailing in various sugar producing areas of the Community

Amendment 15 - This additional payment is confined to sugar beet growers (pending confirmation from the ongoing technical review of the legislative drafts).

Amendment 16 - Unnecessary: the payment of the levy is based on quotas and bioethanol production is not subject to quotas.
9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: See point 10.

10.
Outlook for adoption of the proposal: Based on discussions on the Commission proposal, a political agreement was reached in the Council on 26 November 2006. The Commission proposal will be amended.
CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING

Proposal for a Council Regulation on the common organisation of the markets in the sugar sector
1.
Rapporteur: Jean-Claude Fruteau
2.
EP No: A6-0391/2005
3.
Date of adoption: 19 January 2006

4.
Subject: Proposal for a Council Regulation on the common organisation of the markets in the sugar sector (COM(2005)0263).
5.
Interinstitutional reference: 2005/0118(CNS)

6.
Legal basis: Article 37 of the EC Treaty

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Agriculture and Rural Development (AGRI).

8.
The Commission's position: The Commission can accept certain amendments ‘in principle’.

Amendments accepted in principle

Amendment 2 - The maintenance of the intervention system during 2006-2010 can contribute to a smooth restructuring process.
Amendment 11 - The production of bioethanol from out of quota production is already included in the Commission proposal but the proposed recital can be accepted in order to raise the profile of energy-driven outlets for out of quota beet. Final wording to be thoroughly checked.

Amendment 20 - For the sake of the market balance, it should be possible to export some quantities of out of quota sugar.
Amendment 23 - For the sake of the fairness of the scheme, it is necessary that special conditions apply to 2005 autumn sowings, including the possibility of additional transitional quota to be allocated to the MS concerned for the 2006/07 marketing year.

Amendment 29 - Agreement on the notion of an intervention system for the restructuring period until the end of 2009/10 in order to secure a smooth restructuring process. To avoid any encouragement of production and the building up of stocks, the intervention prices have to be set at a level considerably lower than the reference prices applying the following marketing year. A quantitative limit would also be required.

In addition, it is appropriate that the private storage scheme will exist as well during this period and not only afterwards.

Amendment 31 - The removal of the additional 10% flexibility for the sugar beet price is appropriate to preserve the income of sugar growers.
Amendment 39 - For the sake of the market balance, it should be possible to export some quantities of out of quota sugar.
Amendment 42 - It is already possible with the Commission draft, but the proposed amendment would raise the political profile of biofuels in the framework of the reform.

Amendment 43 - It is appropriate not to provide too strict a rule on this matter. The amendment seeks to broaden the status of industrial sugar to any processing with sugar used as raw material (no minimum quantity).

Amendments 46, 47, 48 - A modification of this point was already included in the technical corrections of the Commission drafts submitted to the Council.
Amendments 49, 51 - For the sake of market balance, it should be possible to export some quantities of out of quota sugar.
Amendment 53 - The technical correction of the Commission’s text submitted to the Council already provided that the part of production charge to be borne by growers would be of a maximum of 50%.
Amendment 54 - The maintenance of the intervention system during 2006/07-2009/10 can contribute to a smooth transition process. However, to avoid intervention encouraging production and building up stocks during this difficult period, it would be required that the intervention price be set at a level considerably lower than the reference price for the next marketing year and that it applies to a maximum amount to be set.

As regards the request that:

“During the 2006/2007, 2007/2008, 2008/2009 and 2009/2010 marketing years, the intervention agencies may sell sugar only at a price higher than the intervention price”, this is already contained in the CMO.
Amendment 60 - The corrected version of the Commission proposal submitted to the Council already included this adjustment (deletion of the term “white” preceding “sugar”).

Amendment 68 - For the sake of market balance, it should be possible to export  some quantities of out of quota sugar.
Amendment 69 - For the sake of the fairness of the scheme, it is necessary that special conditions apply to 2005 autumn sowings, including the possibility of additional transitional quota to be allocated to the MS concerned for the 2006/07 marketing year. Any rule in this respect should be taken in the framework of Commission transitional rules.

Reject
Amendment 1 - Describing the reform with the term « modifications » instead of « fundamental review » as in the Commission proposal is inadequate in the light of the scope of the changes at stake.

Amendment 2 - The claim that in other sectors the system of reference prices has not stabilised market prices should be removed.  Final wording to be checked thoroughly. Also to accompany efficiently the restructuring process, it is necessary that the reference price be introduced as from 1 July 2006.
Amendment 3 - Background for a minimum sugar price is already spelt out in recital 6 of the Commission proposal. The industrial yield of sugar beet (1 tonne of beet for 130 kg of sugar) is outdated and should be removed.
Amendment 4 - The speculation that for final consumers the prices of sugar will drop only marginally after the reform remains to be demonstrated and can not give rise to a recital. On the other hand, the proposed minor reduction of prices would not guarantee the long-term viability of the Community sugar sector.
Amendment 5 - It is not appropriate to provide that inter-branch agreements can derogate from Community law.
Amendment 6 - Simple wording amendment. The text proposed by the Commission is more accurate by explicitly referring to the possibility to undertake, if necessary, a reduction of quotas.
Amendments 7, 8 - The reference to the Balkan situation is irrelevant (this problem is in the process of being settled) and just seeks to prepare the ground for introducing quantitative limits to the “Everything but Arms (EBA) Scheme.
Amendment 9 - Same as 7/8. Swaps are not illegal.

Amendment 10 - Additional sugar quotas are necessary to provide a balanced package in particular in these regions whose sugar exports will considerably decrease as a result of the reform.
Amendment 78 - Such a statement goes beyond the scope of the sugar reform.

Amendment 12 - Additional isoglucose quota provides compensation for the decrease in prices. Its granting should not be conditional on any other requirement.
Amendment 13 - A possible reduction of quotas in 2010 is a market management measure to be taken (if necessary) by the Commission. The involvement of the EP in such a decision is not appropriate.
Amendment 14 - The purpose of the CMO is to give answers to the challenges of the sugar sector and not those of the chemical industry. Having said this, the need to expand the outlets for sugar in the context of the chemical industry is already covered in recital 15.
Amendment 15 - The Commission can endorse this call for the reinforcement of rules of origin but provisions on the rules of origin are to be taken in the appropriate context (horizontal legislation) and not within the sugar CMO.

Amendment 16 - Although the proposed change is not factually incorrect, it could be misleading: as from 2009/2010 the priority to full-time refiners will be confined to the first three months of each campaign. The amendment could be read as meaning identical conditions would apply to all operators (which would not be the case).
Amendment 17 - According to EBA, imports from the Least Developed Countries (LDC) are not capped. Therefore, the idea of setting a ceiling for imports at a level equalling production minus consumption is not appropriate.
Amendment 18 - Rules of origin have to be set down in the appropriate regulatory framework, which is not the sugar CMO. However, the Commission is working on a new set of rules of origin where particular attention will be devoted to sugar processing.
Amendment 21 - The amendment seeks to confine the opening of import quotas where there is a deficit in domestic supply. However, the Commission may have to take such a decision in other circumstances (e.g. abnormally high domestic prices) and therefore the amendment can not be accepted.
Amendment 22 - Although the notion of special aids for regions with particular social or economic difficulties might have some merit, this recital is not appropriate as it mainly refers to outermost regions.
Amendment 24 - It is not appropriate to include commitments in relation to the Structural Funds in the context of a CMO reform.
Amendment 25 - Redundant: a reference to Article 33 of the Treaty is already included in recital 2 of the Commission draft.
Amendment 26 - Setting up a new category for exported products is not only unnecessary but also contrary to the spirit of the reform.
Amendment 27 - Adjustment necessary only in the case that amendment 26 would be acceptable.
Amendment 28 - Setting up a new category for LDC sugar is not only unnecessary but also contrary to the spirit of the reform. According to EBA, such amounts are not capped on the basis of consumption in the country concerned as the amendment suggests.

Amendment 30 – Proposed price cuts are insufficient to secure the necessary restructuring of the sector which is the only way to ensure its long-term sustainability.

Amendment 31 - Proposed price cuts are insufficient to secure the necessary restructuring of the sector which is the only way to ensure its long-term sustainability.

Amendments 32, 33 - The minimum price is for a sugar beet with 16% of sugar content at the reception point (see Annex 1). The industrial yield is not to be awarded for the sugar beet grower.
Amendment 34 - Minimal sugar beet prices do not apply to beet processed into industrial sugar.
Amendments 36, 37 - Additional sugar quotas are necessary to provide a balanced reform in particular in the regions whose sugar exports will considerably decrease as a result of the reform.
Amendment 38 - A possible reduction of quotas in 2010 is a market management measure to be taken (if necessary) by the Commission. The involvement of the EP in such a decision is not appropriate. To come back to the Council in 2010/11 would jeopardise the long-term perspective of the reform.

Amendment 40 - The Commission is already working on a whole set of measures seeking to foster the development of energy generation based on agricultural raw materials. A new commitment in the form of an additional study will overlap with ongoing work.
Amendment 41 - Delivery contracts have to be concluded between a sugar producer and a sugar user for control purposes.
Amendment 44 - The granting of a production refund is not an obligation but should remain a possibility subject to certain conditions depending in particular on prices and availability in the Community market.

Amendment 45 - The reference price must be different from the intervention price which is only temporary.
Amendment 50 - Issue to be settled in the framework of implementing rules.
Amendment 52 - Question to be settled in the framework of implementing rules taking into account the special cases.

Amendment 54 – The Commission cannot accept the following part of this amendment (see comments on the same amendment, p. 17) :
“During the 2006/2007, 2007/2008, 2008/2009 and 2009/2010 marketing years, the intervention agencies shall, where appropriate, buy in at the intervention price valid for the area in which the sugar is located at the time of purchase”

Amendment 55 - The reference price must be different from the intervention price that is only temporary.
Amendment 56 - It would be counterproductive to cap the supplementary quota production (as a matter of fact, it may be needed to exhaust the Community export possibilities).
Amendment 57 - According to EBA, as from 1 July 2009 sugar imports from LDCs will not be subject to any quantitative limit.

Amendment 58 - Adjustment necessary only in the case that amendment 57 would be acceptable.
Amendment 59 - It is not appropriate to create an automatic link between possible decisions on the management of imports (Article 27) and the instruments to deal with the domestic supply situation such as private storage (Article 18) and withdrawal of sugar (Article 19).
Amendment 61 - The amendment would entail the renegotiation of EBA; in particular it would postpone until 2015 the unlimited access for LDCs to the EU and would enable the EU to decide unilaterally the suspension of imports should they exceed the difference between the production and domestic consumption of the LDCs concerned.

Amendment 62 - Reference to all applicable horizontal legislation is not required (Commission regulation (EEC) No 2454/93 lays down provisions on the implementation of the Community Customs Code).
Amendment 63 - Measures to be taken in the case of sufficient evidence of fraud or failure to provide administrative cooperation are to be laid down in the framework of the applicable horizontal legislation. Having said this, the Commission is working on a new set of rules of origin.
Amendment 64 - To ensure the fairness of the system, it is appropriate to provide that full-time refiners enjoy priority over other operators.
Amendment 72/rev - The reform has to secure a fair deal for all operators including full and part time refiners. Against this background, the Commission’s text is more appropriate.
Amendment 66 - Inconsistent with EBA

Amendment 67 - see Amendment 55

9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: See point 10.

10.
Outlook for adoption of the proposal: Based on discussions on the Commission proposal, a political agreement was reached in the Council on 26 November 2006. The Commission proposal will be amended.

Part Two 
Non-legislative resolutions
THE COMMISSION DOES NOT INTEND TO RESPOND FORMALLY TO THE FOLLOWING NON-LEGISLATIVE RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT  DURING THE JANUARY 2006 PART-SESSION
-
European Parliament resolution on Afghanistan

(EP : B6-0026/06)

Minutes, Part 2, 18 January 2006

Competence :
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER



External Relations DG
Justification:
The Commission will not be responding formally, given that Commissioner Ferrero-Waldner has already replied, in plenary on 26 October 2005, to the requests contained in the resolution.
-
European Parliament resolution on Chechnya after the elections and civil society in Russia
(EP : B6-0028/06)

Minutes, Part 2, 19 January 2006

Competence :
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER



External Relations DG
Justification:
The Commission will not be responding formally, given that Commissioner Ferrero-Waldner has already replied in plenary to the requests contained in the resolution.
-
European Parliament resolution on Egypt

(EP : B6-0056/06)

Minutes, Part 2, 19 January 2006

Competence :
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER



External Relations DG
Justification:
The Commission will not be responding formally, given that Commissioner Michel has already replied in plenary to the requests contained in the resolution.

-
European Parliament resolution on Cambodia
(EP : B6-0057/06)

Minutes, Part 2, 19 January 2006

Competence :
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER



External Relations DG
Justification : The Commission will not be responding formally, given that Commissioner Michel has already replied in plenary to the requests contained in the resolution.
-
European Parliament resolution on the European Neighbourhood Policy
Report by Charles TANNOCK (EP : A6-0399/05)

Minutes, Part 2, 19 January 2006

Competence :
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER



External Relations DG
Justification: The Commission will not be responding formally, given that Commissioner Ferrero-Waldner has already replied in plenary to the requests contained in the resolution.

-------------
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