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Talba

MINUTI

Il-Minuti tal-laqgħa Nru. 50 li saret fit-13 ta’ Ġunju, 2005, kienu konfermati.

THE CHAIRMAN:  Nixtieq ninformakom li l-Kumitat li rċieva żewġ riżoluzzjonijiet li kienu ġew adottati mill-Parlament Ewropew. Dawn huma:

Dokument 175
European Parliament resolution on the follow-up to the Fourth World Conference on Women - Platform for Action (Beijing +10) [P6_TA-PROV(2005)0073] adottata fl-10 ta’ Marzu 2005; u

Dokument 176
European Parliament resolution on working towards a Convention on the protection of the diversity of cultural content and artistic expression [P6_TA-PROV(2005)0135] adottata fl-14 ta’ April 2005.

Ninformakom ukoll li l-Kumitat rċieva ittra mingħand is-Segretarju Ġenerali tal-Parlament Ewropew fejn informa lill-istess Kumitat li l-ħdax ir-riżoluzzjoni hawn taħt indikati, kienu ġew adottati mill-Parlament Ewropew:
Dokument 177
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Council decision concerning the conclusion of a Framework Agreement between the European Community and the Republic of Albania on the general principles for the participation of the Republic of Albania in Community programmes [(5532/2005 - COM (2004) 0809 - C6 - 0039/2005 - 2004/0276 (AVC), P6_TA-PROV (2005) 0155] adottata fl-10 ta’ Mejju 2005;
Dokument 178
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Council decision concerning the conclusion of a Framework Agreement between the European Community and Bosnia and Herzegovina on the general principles for the participation of Bosnia and Herzegovina in Community programmes [(5532/2005 - COM (2004) 0809 - C6 - 0040/2005 - 2004/0277 (AVC), P6_TA-PROV (2005) 0156] adottata fl-10 ta’ Mejju 2005;

Dokument 179
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Council decision concerning the conclusion of a Framework Agreement between the European Community and the Republic of Croatia on the general principles for the participation of the Republic of Croatia in Community programmes [(5532/2005 - COM (2004) 0809 - C6 - 0041/2005 - 2004/0278 (AVC), P6_TA-PROV (2005) 0157] adottata fl-10 ta’ Mejju 2005;
Dokument 180
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Council decision concerning the conclusion of a Protocol to the Stabilisation and Association Agreement between the European Communities and their Member States, of the one part, and the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, of the other part, on a Framework Agreement between the European Community and the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia on the general principles for the participation of the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia in Community programmes [(5532/2005 - COM (2004) 0809 - C6 - 0042/2005 - 2004/0279 (AVC), P6_TA-PROV (2005) 0158] adottata fl-10 ta’ Mejju 2005;
Dokument 181
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Council decision concerning the conclusion of a Framework Agreement between the European Community and Serbia and Montenegro on the general principles for the participation of Serbia and Montenegro in Community programmes [(5532/2005 - COM (2004) 0809 - C6 - 0043/2005 - 2004/0280 (AVC), P6_TA-PROV (2005) 0159] adottata fl-10 ta’ Mejju 2005;
Dokument 182
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Council decision on the conclusion, on behalf of the European Community, of the Agreement between the European Community and the Swiss Confederation concerning the latter's participation in the European Environment Agency and the European Environment Information and Observation Network [(COM (2004) 0658 - C6-0173/2004 - 2004/0233 (CNS), P6_TA-PROV (2005) 0163] adottata fl-10 ta’ Mejju 2005;

Dokument 183
European Parliament resolution on violence and criminality by the self-styled 'Irish Republican Army' (IRA) in Northern Ireland, in particular the murder of Robert McCartney [P6_TA-PROV (2005) 0169] adottata fl-10 ta’ Mejju 2005;
Dokument 184
European Parliament resolution on the EU strategy fo the Almaty Conference on the Aarhus Convention [P6_TA-PROV (2005) 0176] adottata fit-12 ta’ Mejju 2005;
Dokument 185
European Parliament resolution on the Seminar of Governmental Experts on Climate Change [P6_TA-PROV (2005) 0177] adottata fit-12 ta’ Mejju 2005;

Dokument 186
European Parliament resolution on the sixtieth anniversary of the end of the Second World War in Europe on 8 May 1945 [P6_TA-PROV (2005) 0180] adottata fit-12 ta’ Mejju 2005; u

Dokument 187
European Parliament resolution on the assessment of the Doha Round following the WTO General Council Decision of 1 August 2004 [(2004/2138 (INI), P6_TA-PROV (2005) 0182] adottata fit-12 ta’ Mejju 2005.


PREŻENTazzjoni mill-Viċi Prim Ministru u Ministru tal-Ġustizzja u l-Intern
THE CHAIRMAN: Ngħaddi mill-ewwel għall-item li jmiss u bi pjaċir nilqa’ lill-Viċi Prim Ministru u Ministru tal-Ġustizzja, Tonio Borg, fejn se jagħti preżentazzjoni dwar ftuħ ta’ djalogu ta’ l-Unjoni Ewropea mal-Libja b’riferenza għall-problema ta’ l-Immigrazzjoni Illegali. Il-kelma f’idejk, Viċi Prim Ministru.

ONOR. TONIO BORG (Viċi Prim Ministru u Ministru tal-Ġustizzja):  Grazzi ħafna, Sur President.  Fl-aħħar Kunsill tal-Ministri tal-Ġustizzja u l-Intern ta’ l-Unjoni Ewropea li sar fit-2 u fit-3 ta’ Ġunju fil-Lussemburgu, waħda mill-items ta’ l-aġenda - l-iktar waħda importanti għalina u anke għat-Taljani - kienet il-bidu ta’ djalogu u t-tnedija ta’ proċess ta’ koperazzjoni mal-Libja fuq il-kwestjoni ta’ l-immigrazzjoni.  Mill-ewwel ngħid li ma kienx faċli li wieħed jasal għal dawn il-konklużjonijiet, u nixtieq nispjega wkoll x’diffikultajiet sibna qabel ma ġie approvat dan id-dokument.  Ovvjament id-diffikultajiet ma qamux waqt id-diskussjoni nnifisha imma pjuttost fl-istadju ta’ qabel, però għall-grazzja t’Alla, id-diskussjoni nnifisha kienet relattivament faċli u jien ukoll għamilt intervent dwar dan is-suġġett.

Sur President, għedt li l-proċess ma kienx faċli.  Dan għaliex qabel ma ltqajna kien hemm ħafna pajjiżi li riedu jagħmlu wisq kundizzjonijiet biex jibda dan il-proċess, u li kieku tgħabba żżejjed, konna nkunu qegħdin napprovaw dokument mejjet.  Jien għamiltha ċara li ftit huma dawk il-pajjiżi fl-Afrika li jifhmu d-demokrazija kif nifhmuha aħna fil-Punent, u li kieku wieħed jimponi wisq kundizzjonijiet mal-pajjiżi Afrikani nispiċċaw li la nagħtu assistenza lil ħadd u lanqas niftħu djalogu ma’ ħadd.  Għedt ukoll li ħadd m’għandu jippretendi li bilfors irid isegwi s-sistemi ta’ demokrazija u drittijiet tal-bniedem kif nifhmuhom aħna fil-punent.  Hawnhekk jiena ma semmejtx il-Libja biss, għax kif jgħid id-dokument, il-problema m’hijiex mal-Libja biss imma anke ma’ pajjiżi oħrajn li jmissu mal-Libja li huma fil-parti ta’ l-Afrika ta’ Fuq jew inkella fis-sub-Sahara.

Mill-banda l-oħra, importanti li dan id-djalogu jkollu miegħu r-rikonoxximent u l-commitment tal-pajjiżi kollha nkluż il-Libja, għar-rispett tad-drittijiet tar-refuġjati.  Sfortunatament il-Libja m’hijiex waħda minn dawk il-pajjiżi li rratifikat il-konvenzjoni ta’ Ġinevra u dik kienet diffikultà oħra.  Fil-fatt, jekk wieħed iħares lejn il-konklużjonijiet isib li fihom m’hemm imkien li biex jibda dan id-djalogu l-Libja trid tirratifika l-konvenzjoni ta’ Ġinevra, imma hemm li għallinqas timxi fuqha.  Dan anke għaliex fis-sittinijiet il-Libja kienet irratifikat Konvenzjoni ta’ l-Organizzazzjoni ta’ l-Unità Afrikana, u allura l-Unjoni Ewropea għamlitha ċara li parti importanti tad-djalogu huwa li dawk l-obbligi jiġu assunti mil-Libja.

Issa dan għaliex huwa ta’ interess kbir għalina?  Għax jekk l-Unjoni Ewropea jirnexxilha tgħin lil Libja biex hi tkun the first country of asylum, u allura jkollha l-kapaċità amministrattiva u legali li tirċievi hi dawn l-immigranti, tipproċessa u tibgħat lura dawk li m’humiex refuġjati u dawk li huma refuġjati taċċettahom f’pajjiżha, allura tonqos - mhux tiġi eliminata - il-problema ta’ immigrazzjoni lejn il-kontinent Ewropew li minnu aħna nieħdu persentaġġ.  Illum stess daħlu 40 immigrant ieħor f’Malta filwaqt li f’Lampedusa daħlu 880.  Kull darba li jkun hemm influss lejn l-Italja, darba iva u darba le, nibilgħu aħna parti mill-problema li hija madwar 5% ta’ l-iżbarki li jsiru x’imkien ieħor. Għalkemm ma tistax tgħid fiċ-ċert, però jidher li ġej Sajf diffiċli.  Ġieli f’ġimgħa ma jiġi ħadd imbagħad f’daqqa waħda jiġu ħafna.  Kwalunkwe ħaġa li tgħin sabiex ma jitilqux in-nies mil-Libja, hija xi ħaġa pożittiva għalina. 

Sur President, irrid ngħid ukoll li rarissimu l-problema tikkonċerna l-Libjani.  Il-problema m’hijiex il-Libjani li jiġu f’Malta illegalment, għaliex dawk, meta jinqabdu, mhux daqshekk diffiċli li jiġu ripatrijati.  Il-problema prinċipalment hija ta’ nies mis-sub-Sahara li qegħdin jistennew biex jaqsmu mil-Libja li għandha kosta ta’ 2000 kilometru.  Hawn ta’ min igħid li l-Unjoni Ewropea qiegħda tikkommetti ruħha li bħala parti mill-proċess ta’ dan id-djalogu ssaħħaħ il-kapaċità tal-Libja għall-kontroll tal-fruntieri tagħha.  Through the grapevine ġejt infurmat li hemm pakkett ta’ xi Euro 5 miljuni li l-Unjoni Ewropea lesta li tonfoq fuq proġetti speċifiċi.  Per eżempju dawn il-konklużjonijiet għandhom annexe magħhom dwar miżuri li għandhom jieħdu l-membri ta’ l-Unjoni Ewropea mal-Libja u ma’ pajjiżi Afrikani oħrajn.  Issa dawn il-miżuri x’inhuma, Sur President?

Miżura importanti ħafna hija li l-istati membri, l-iktar dawk li huma fuq ix-xtut tal-Mediterran, partikolarment fl-area tal-Mediterran ċentrali, li huma l-Italja u Malta, jitħallew jipparteċipaw fi programmi Argo.  L-Argo ma jistax jagħmlu stat membru wieħed imma irid jagħmilha f’koperazzjoni ma’ stati membri oħrajn sabiex fil-baħar jagħmlu operazzjonijiet flimkien.  Meta tkellimt, jiena għidt li aħna lesti li nidħlu fiha basta dawn l-operazzjonijiet ta’ l-armata tagħna ma’ l-armata Taljana ma jsirux fiż-żona ta’ salvataġġ tagħna.  Jekk isiru f’din iż-żona allura nispiċċaw naggravaw il-problema u allura aħna rridu li dawn isiru viċin l-ibħra Libjani. Hemmhekk trid issir is-sorveljanza, għax il-problema tinbet meta jkunu daħlu fiż-żona ta’ salvataġġ tagħna jew ta’ stat membru. Hawn irrid ngħid li aħna qegħdin ninsistu ħafna fuq din il-ħaġa.

Insistejna ħafna wkoll - u hawnhekk ħdimna flimkien mat-Taljani u anke ma’ l-Ispanjoli - dwar il-ħtieġa ta’ return policy f’dik li hija relazzjoni mal-Libja.  Għall-bidu ma kenitx fil-konklużjonijiet inizjali, u aħna insistejna ħafna li jkun possibbli għal stati membri li jibagħtu lura nies fil-Libja.  Issa l-biża’ kienet li l-istati membri ma jagħtux kas tad-drittijiet tar-refuġjati, u fost l-immigranti nafu li jkun hemm persentaġġ ta’ nies li jkun ħaqqhom protezzjoni.  Ġeneralment nofshom ikun ħaqqhom u nofshom ma ħaqqhomx.  Għalkemm dan l-aħħar, l-approval rating tela’ għal 60% f’Malta u b’hekk tista’ tqum il-problema li inti mhux qiegħed tirrispetta d-drittijiet tal-bniedem.  Dan jagħmel sens sa ċertu punt, għaliex jekk persuna ġiet proċessata f’Malta u ġiet rifjutata darba, darbtejn, m’għandu jkun hemm l-ebda diffikultà li dik il-persuna, li lanqas biss hija ċittadina Libjana, tintbagħat lura lejn il-Libja.  Naturalment jekk il-Libja taċċettaha.  Aħna nemmnu li dan il-proċess jista’ jwassal biex jew b’arranġament formali jew b’arranġament ad hoc ikun hemm xi forma ta’ arranġament mal-Libja.  Aħna mhux se nabbandunaw it-tentattivi bilaterali tagħna f’dan is-sens, imma l-fatt li jkollna l-Unjoni Ewropea fuq din huwa aħjar.

Interessanti li waħda mill-miżuri ta’ x’tista’ tagħmel l-Unjoni Ewropea lil membri tagħha stess hija din, u se nikkwotaha: 

“...explore ways to assist those countries most affected by the sudden arrival of migrants”. 

Imbagħad jagħti eżempju ta’ għajnuna li m’hijiex spettakolari imma xorta waħda hi għajnuna, bħal exchange ta’ best practices u interpreters.  Għalkemm din m’hijiex xi assistenza enormi, għandna nippruvaw nieħdu din l-opportunità wkoll. L-Unjoni Ewropea għandha commitment ukoll:
“...to identify best practices with regard to acquisition of travel documents for and removal of illegal immigrants.”  
Waħda mill-problemi prinċipali għar-ripartrija tkun li ma jkollhomx id-dokumenti.  Hawnhekk l-Unjoni Ewropea qiegħda tgħid li iva, jiġu identifikati bejn l-istati membri best practices biex wieħed jakkwista dawn id-dokumenti.  Kif għidt, mal-Libja hemm ix-short term action to prevent loss of life at sea, u ċioè li wieħed jiddefinixxi x’inhu s-search and rescue area tal-Libja u jgħin lil-Libja tikkontrolla hi dik iż-żona.  Dan jgħinna biex imbagħad ma jkunx hemm għalfejn li nidħlu nassistuhom aħna.  Hemm ukoll li jkun hemm assistenza li l-Libja tibgħat lura fil-pajjiżi ta’ l-oriġini r-rejected asylum seekers.  Ħaġ’oħra li diġà semmejt, hi s-saħħa jew kapaċità amministrattiva, fil-Libja stess, għall-ipproċessar ta’ l-asylum applications. 

Se jiġru dawn kollha?  Jien nittama li iva, Sur President, però jekk ma nibdewx, qatt m’hu se naslu.  Il-Kummissarju Frattini wiegħed li se jagħmel sforz kbir biex dan il-proċess jibda qabel is-sajf.  Irrid ngħid li Malta kienet intagħżlet biex tipparteċipa bħala parti minn delegazzjoni tal-Kummissjoni teknika li kienet żaret il-Libja bejn Novembru u Diċembru tas-sena li għaddiet.  Aħna kellna lis-Supretendent Neville Xuereb, li kien jifforma parti minn din il-Kummissjoni - mhux għan-nom ta’ Malta imma għan-nom ta’ l-Unjoni Ewropea - flimkien ma’ persuni oħrajn minn pajjiżi differenti, li żaru l-fruntieri, għamlu rapport u fuq dak ir-rapport waslu għal dawn il-konklużjonijiet.

THE CHAIRMAN:  Xtaqt nistaqsik opinjoni, dejjem jekk huwa possibbli għalik li tesprimi din l-opinjoni.  Biex ngħid hekk, mindu ħa l-kariga l-Kummissarju Frattini, donnu li l-Unjoni Ewropea qiegħda tkun iktar receptive għal din il-problema, speċjalment f’dak li għandu x’jaqsam mal-problema kif taffettwa lil Malta u l-Italja?  Donnu hemm focus akbar minn qabel fuq dak il-lat mill-Kummissjoni Ewropea.  

Barra minn hekk tista’ telabora ftit fuq l-għajnuna ta’ Euro 5 miljuni li l-Unjoni Ewropea qed tipproponi? 

ONOR. TONIO BORG:  Le ma nistax, għaliex m’għandix informazzjoni uffiċjali, però naf li hemm din l-intenzjoni.  

Rigward l-ewwel mistoqsija, iva, minn mindu ġie nominat Frattini hemm ċertu enfasi fuq il-Mediterran.  Jien naħseb li dan m’huwiex biżżejjed u f’kull intervent li qiegħed nagħmel hemmhekk, dejjem infakkarhom fuq l-importanza tal-Mediterran. Fl-aħħar mill-aħħar, għalkemm short-term, dan il-piż qegħdin jerfgħuh l-Italja u Malta, u jekk mhux se jittieħdu ċerti miżuri, se jbatu l-pajjiżi ta’ l-Ewropa kollha.  

Aħna nafu li per eżempju minn kull erba’ li jidħlu fl-Italja, wieħed biss jibqa’ hemm l-oħrajn imorru f’pajjiżi oħrajn.  Anke f’Malta hekk jiġri. Meta persuna tkun trid tmur f’post ieħor, b’xi mod jew ieħor tispiċċa tmur.  Jekk mhux se tingħata dik l-attenzjoni u anke l-għajnuna finanzjarja, fl-aħħar mill-aħħar tbati l-Ewropa kollha. Jien naħseb li dan il-messaġġ, bis-saħħa tan-nomina ta’ Frattini, qiegħed jitwassal iktar.  Fadal ħafna xi jsir.  Aħna għalhekk applikajna wkoll għall-Fond tar-Refuġjati, biex jgħinuna għar-reception centres f’Malta.  Ippreżentajna l-proġett tagħna u hemm Euro 0.5 miljun riservat għalina avolja dan ma jfissirx li l-proġetti tagħna jiġu aċċettati bilfors. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  L-Onor. Asciak.

ONOR. MICHAEL ASCIAK:  Grazzi, Ministru.  Inti għidt li l-Unjoni Ewropea tista’ tasal għal ftehim mal-Libja biex dawk li huma ġejjin mis-sub-Saharan Africa, jerġgħu jiġu ripatrijati mil-Libja fis-sub-Saharian Africa wara l-ipproċessar.  Però aħna, meta konna l-Libja s-sena l-oħra, qajjimna dan il-punt mal-Prim Ministru Libjan u r-risposta kienet li huma m’għandhomx il-fakultà bħalna li jiddistingwu bejn in-nies li ġejjin mis-sub-Saharan Africa u mil-Libja, għax il-Libjani huma ta’ lewn varjat. Hemm min hu ismar u hemm min hu bjond, allura jkun impossibbli għalina li niddentifikaw lin-nies li ġejjin minn barra l-Libja.  Tara problema biha din?

It-tieni mistoqsija hi din. Jien personalment nara li pajjiżi oħrajn li għandhom din il-problema bl-immigranti - qiegħed nitkellem fuq l-iStati Uniti u Awstralja -għandhom dik li jsejħulha immigration policy.  Dawn il-pajjiżi għandhom policy li jaċċettaw numru ta’ immigranti skond il-ħtieġa ta’ l-esiġenzi tal-pajjiż, per eżempju ħaddiema ta’ ċerti livelli.  L-Unjoni Ewropea, kuntrarju għal dak li jsir fl-Istati Uniti u f’ħafna pajjiżi oħrajn, m’għandhiex immigration policy, minkejja li nafu li hemm bżonn ta’ ċertu numru ta’ ħaddiema.  Bħalma taf, l-Ewropa qiegħda dejjem tmur lura f’dik li hija birth rate.  Per eżempju fl-aħħar statistika, l-Italja spiċċat biex lanqas għandha one child per family, allura ovvjament, jagħmel sens li jkun hemm forma ta’ immigration policies.  Taħseb li jagħmel sens li nippressaw lill-Unjoni Ewropea wkoll biex ikollha immigration policy uffiċjali.

ONOR. TONIO BORG:  Fil-fatt hemm green paper fuq hekk.  Jidhirli li ħarġet xi tliet xhur ilu u jien ikkummentajt fuqha wkoll.  Għalija kwalunkwe ħaġa li biha ttaffi l-ħtieġa li persuni jaqsmu l-ibħra tal-Mediterran illegalment għandna nissapportjawha għax nibbenefikaw minnha.  Mhux kulħadd jaqbel ma’ din il-pożizzjoni, jiġifieri hawn min jgħidlek iva, jekk nagħmlu hekk jiġu dawk u jiġu l-oħrajn ukoll.  Jiġifieri jiġu kemm illegali kif ukoll legali.  Ħadd m’għandu jippretendi li għax jinfetħu kwoti, b’daqshekk ma jiġux illegalment ukoll.  It-Taljani jsostnu ħafna din il-politika.  Fil-fatt meta kellhom il-Presidenza, l-Ministru Pisanu imbotta din il-proposta ‘l quddiem anke għaliex huma jgħidu li kienu ppruvawha mas-Sri Lanka u rnexxiet.  Jiġifieri qabel l-Italja kellhom problema ta’ immigrazzjoni irregolari mis-Sri Lanka, imbagħad bdew jaċċettaw kwoti ta’ 3000 post tax-xogħol għal nies li jiġu minn Sri Lanka u dawn ma baqgħux jiġu b’mod illegali.  

Però jien naħseb li n-natura tal-problema ta’ l-immigrazzjoni illegali mis-Sri Lanka hija differenti minn dik ta’ l-Afrika.  Fl-Afrika nafu li hemm popolazzjoni relattivament ħafna iktar żagħżugħa minn dik fl-Ewropa.  Apparti hekk hemm ħafna aktar faqar minn kwalunkwe pajjiż, anke fin-north Africa, għar-rigward is-sub-Sahara.  Mela l-pressure qiegħed hemmhekk.  Kulħadd ifajjar ċifri ta’ kemm hemm persuni mhux Libjani fil-Libja li lesti li jaqsmu.  Min isemmilek 2 miljuni l-massimu u min isemmilek 700,000 ruħ. Dan huwa konfermat mill-fatt li jiena nikkalkola, nofs in-nies li jaslu hawnhekk ma jkunux ġejjin direttament mill-country of origin imma jkunu qattgħu xi żmien ġewwa l-Libja stess.  
Meta fil-World Refugee Day kellna attività f’Ħal Balzan, organizzata mill-NGOs, kien hemm wieħed tkellem ċar u tond.  Dan kien għadu kif ġie rilaxxat miċ-ċentru ta’ detenzjoni u qal li hu pprova tliet darbiet jaqsam lejn l-Ewropa, darbtejn ma rnexxilux jew inqalbet id-dgħajsa u it-tielet darba rnexxielu jasal f’Malta.  Jiġifieri dawn huma nies li qegħdin jgħixu regolarment ġewwa l-Libja.  Din aħna nissapportjawha basta kull pajjiż jiddeċiedi l-kwota hu.

Fuq ir-ripatriju, jista’ jkun li jkollhom problemi iktar minna, però jagħmlu rinpatriji – issa f’liema kuntest u jekk jirrispettawx id-drittijiet tar-refuġjati, la nista’ ngħid iva u lanqas nista’ ngħid le għax m’għandix informazzjoni biżżejjed - għax qalli l-Ministru ta’ l-Intern Libjan, kemm meta ġie hawnhekk kif ukoll meta jiena mort il-Libja.  Huma jimbuttaw nies lura imma dawn jerġgħu jidħlu, għax id-diffikultà tal-Libja hi li għandha 7,000 kilometru ta’ fruntieri u 2,000 minnhom huma fruntieri fil-baħar. Jiġifieri bl-ebda mod ma rridu nittrattaw dan id-djalogu b’mod paternalistiku jew inkella b’mod li ngħidulhom intom qed tikkaġunawlna problema u allura tridu ssolvuhielna, għax huma jgħidu li huma vittmi tal-problema wkoll.  

Issa jien ngħid li dan ma jfissirx li wieħed jeżonora ruħu mir-responsabbiltà li jipprova jikkontrolla l-problema.  L-awtoritajiet Libjani qegħdin jagħmlu minn kollox biex ma jitilqux nies b’mod illegali u din jien għamiltha ċara u tonda fid-diskors tiegħi, u nikkwota:  

“...jew inkella naddottaw djalogu mingħajr kundizzjonijiet żejda, mingħajr sens ta’ paternaliżmu fil-konfront ta’ kultura li m’hijiex bħal tagħna, fil-bini ta’ djalogu pass wara pass.”

Jien naħseb li mid-diskussjoni li kien hemm fil-Kunsill, għallinqas wara ftit titubanzi fil-bidu, dik l-attitudni se tittieħed.  Qiegħed ngħid hekk għax mhux kulħadd japprezza d-dimensjoni Mediterranja ta’ din il-problema.

THE CHAIRMAN:  Grazzi ħafna, Ministru.  L-Onor. Bartolo.

ONOR. EVARIST BARTOLO:  Nixtieq nagħmel mistoqsija marbuta ma’ dak li għadu kemm qal l-Onor. Asciak.  Proprju għall-World Refugee Day ħareġ rapport li kien irraportat ħafna fuq ir-radio news tal-BBC dwar il-vantaġġi ekonomiċi li joħorġu mill-immigrazzjoni.  Diversi pajjiżi li fil-fatt għandhom immigration policy għamlu studju fejn irriżulta li l-immigranti kkontribwew għall-ġid ekonomiku ta’ dak il-pajjiż, biex dak il-pajjiż jerġa’ jsir kompetittiv ekonomikament għax inaqqsu l-ispiża tax-xogħol.  Barra minn hekk ukoll, jerġgħu jsaħħu ċerti welfare systems li minħabba n-nuqqas ta’ ħaddiema kienu jkunu fil-periklu.  Aħna qed naħsbu biex nibdew inħarsu lejn dan l-aspett? Naf li hu kontroversjali għaliex il-popular assumption hi li dawn jiġu biex jieħdu d-djar u x-xogħol tal-Maltin.  Dak l-ewwel punt.  

It-tieni punt m’huwiex strettament marbut mat-tema, imma għandu x’jaqsam.  X’veracita` hemm li minn Malta qiegħed jittajjar spotter plane li suppost qiegħed hemm għat-tonn, u dan ikun qiegħed jara wkoll dgħajjes mimlijin bl-immigranti, jinforma lill-awtoritajiet Taljani u li anke jekk dawn ma jkunux f’ibħra Maltin, jgħidu li qegħdin f’ibħra Maltin biex aħna mmorru niġbruhom.

ONOR. TONIO BORG: Ħalli nibda fuq din, Onor. Bartolo.  Li jġibu l-aktar għall-attenzjoni l-armata hu li ġieli jsiru verifiki mit-Taljani u anke minn xi pajjiżi oħrajn ta’ spostamenti ta’ immigranti li jkunu fiż-żona tas-salvataġġ tagħna.  Dan m’huwiex illegali, ħalli nibdew minn hawnhekk.  Huwa għalhekk li aħna qegħdin ngħidu li biex aħna nipparteċipaw f’patrolling, irridu nagħmluha barra ż-żona ta’ salvataġġ tagħna, għax inkella se niġbdu l-problema aktar lejna. Iż-żona ta’ salvataġġ ta’ Malta hija enormi.  Hija wirt ta’ meta aħna konna bażi militari. Mill-banda l-oħra għandha implikazzjonijiet kemm tal-Eurocontrol kif ukoll għall-esplorazzjoni taż-żejt fis-sens li inti għandek kontroll ta’ x’qed jiġri f’dik iż-żona u huma riluttanti li jnaqqsuha.  Però huwa fatt li din iż-żona hija enormi.

Mela allura l-interess tagħha huwa li l-patrol isir barra.  L-ewwel ħaġa, jekk xi ħadd jgħaddi miż-żona ta’ salvataġġ jew anke mill-ibħra territorjali u jibqa’ għaddej, hu ma jdejjaqniex u aħna ma ndejquhx.  It-tieni nett, fiż-żona ta’ salvataġġ responsabbli aħna basta Malta hija l-eqreb safe port.  Allura anke jekk tkun fiż-żona ta’ salvataġġ tagħna - u din xi kultant ma jaqblux magħna l-pajjiżi ġirien tagħna - aħna xorta waħda, għalkemm għandna l-kontroll, m’hijiex responsabbiltà li neħduhom aħna jekk m’humiex l-iktar viċin lejna. 

Dwar il-legal migration, aħna llum għandna sitwazzjoni f’Malta fejn għandek viċin l-elf ruħ li jew ingħataw protezzjoni - dawk huma xi 90% bejn 100 u 150 - jew inkella ġew rilaxxati għax kienu ilhom wisq fi żmien ta’ detenzjoni.  Dan jista’ jkun li jiġri kemm meta l-każ tagħhom ma jkunx għadu nqata’ u anke meta l-każ tagħhom ikun inqata’ imma ma jkunx possibbli li jiġu ripatrijati minħabba diffikultà fid-dokumenti jew diffikultà biex issib titjiriet jew ajruplani.  Jiġi mument fejn bejn il-libertà ta’ l-individwu u jekk iżżommux maqful, għandha tirbaħ il-libertà.

Dawn kollna għandhom, ħlief ta’ l-aħħar, id-dritt li jaħdmu f’Malta.  Qegħdin nitkellmu fuq refuġjati li għandhom dritt li jaħdmu f’Malta, u anzi tajnihom, mhux a work permit imma a permit to work u għandek ukoll dawk li għandhom il-protezzjoni temporanja.  Issa per eżempju s-Somali rari jkunu refuġjati għaliex huma personalment qed jiġu persegwitati u allura jitqiesu bħala li għandhom bżonn status umanitarju għax il-pajjiż tagħhom huwa mfarrak u m’hemmx gvern. Dawn, għalkemm m’humiex refuġjati fis-sens tal-Geneva convention, jingħataw protezzjoni umanitarja temporanja.  Dawk ukoll tajnihom permess li jaħdmu.

Qiegħed ngħid hekk għax kien hemm żmien, taħt gvernijiet differenti, li wieħed jagħlaq għajnejh u jgħid li lil dawn ma nagħtuhomx id-dritt li jaħdmu ħalli ma niddisturbawx is-suq tax-xogħol f’Malta. Dawn kienu jaħdmu xorta waħda bil-konsegwenza li la konna niġbru t-taxxi li suppost niġbru u huma lanqas ikollhom il-protezzjoni li jagħtuhom il-liġijiet soċjali tagħna.  Bil-mod il-mod, l-ewwel tajna d-dritt tax-xogħol lir-refuġjati proper, imbagħad tajna wkoll il-work permit lill-persuni tal-protezzjoni umanitarja. 

Jifdal il-kwestjoni fuq jekk għandniex nagħtu d-dritt tax-xogħol lil dawn il-100 jew 150 ruħ li huma rejected jew inkella huma asylum seekers li għadu ma nqatax il-każ tagħhom.  Direttiva ġdida ta’ l-Unjoni Ewropea, li daħlet fis-seħħ fis-6 ta’ Frar ta’ din is-sena tgħid li jekk il-każ għadu ma nqatax, irid ikollu aċċess għal-labour market wara sena.  Aħna, naturalment, morna għall-massimu.  Dak ifisser li wara sena, dawk il-persuni, anke jekk ma jinqatax il-każ tagħhom, trid tagħtihom aċċess għax-xogħol li jfisser li trid tirrilaxxahom. (Interruzzjonijiet) Iva, diġà ġiet implimentata.  Jiġifieri wara sena, xi ħadd li għadu ma nqatax il-każ tiegħu, irid jiġi meħlus bilfors.  

Il-każijiet li jdumu sena biex jinqatgħu qed jonqsu imma baqa’ jkollna.  Ħafna drabi, dawk li ma jkunx inqata’ l-każ tagħhom, ikunu tilfu diġà l-każ tagħhom quddiem il-Kummissarju tar-Refuġjati.  Kien għalhekk li aħna, fl-Unjoni Ewropea, dejjem issapportjajna l-proposta - li l-ewwel kienet proposta Ingliża, imbagħad adottawha l-Ġermaniżi li fil-bidu kienu kontra din il-proposta u imbagħad issapportjawha t-Taljani - li jinħolqu dawn iċ-ċentri fil-pajjiżi ta’ l-Afrika ta’ Fuq.  

Sfortunatament, xi ħadd ittimbrahom bħala kampijiet tal-konċentrament u malli l-media internazzjonali bdiet ittambar b’dan il-mod, kulħadd ħaseb li dawn se jkunu xi Auschwitz fl-Afrika ta’ Fuq mentri l-idea kienet li jinħolqu dawn iċ-ċentri u wieħed jagħti informazzjoni fuq kwoti ta’ xogħol Ii semmejt inti, li hemm min qed jinsisti għalihom u li jkunu available għal dawn l-immigranti.  L-Olanda għandha dawn it-tip ta’ kwoti.  Dawn forsi jtaffu xi ftit mill-bżonn li wieħed jaqsam illegalment bir-riskji kollha li hemm.  M’hemmx dubju li qed imutu mijiet kull sena, qrib it-Tuneżija u qrib il-Libja, u anke li wieħed jista’ jibda jipproċessa l-applikazzjonijiet hemmhekk, b’commitment li dawn ma terfagħhomx imbagħad il-Libja waħedha.  

Imma d-diffikultà hi x’se jiġri minnhom dawn.  Jiġifieri jekk fil-Libja, 1,000 ruħ jiġu rikonoxxuti bħala refuġjati, dawn kif se jitqassmu bejn l-Ewropa kollha?  Jien naħseb li dik kienet il-vera oġġezzjoni għaliex din il-proposta ġiet arkivjata. Il-burden sharing bħalissa fl-Ewropa għadu fl-istadju inizjali tiegħu. Ilna nitkellmu internazzjonalment 20 sena dwaru.  Forsi f’dan il-kamp ta’ djalogu mal-Libja jista’ jkollna bidu ta’ xi ħaġa.

THE CHAIRMAN:  Nirringrazzjawk ħafna, Viċi Prim Ministru.  Naf li trid terġa’ tirritorna fil-plenarja biex tkompli ssegwi d-diskussjoni.  Grazzi ferm tal-ħin, tad-dettal u ta’ l-informazzjoni.


Laqgħa mal-Kummissarju għoli Ingliż għal malta
THE CHAIRMAN: Ngħaddu għat-tielet item fuq l-aġenda li huwa l-laqgħa tagħna mal-Kummissarju Għoli ta’ l-Ingilterra għal Malta, l-Eċċellenza Tiegħu, is-Sur Vincent Fean.  

Besides welcoming you for this first encounter which this Committee is having with Your Excellency, we welcome also the Austrian Ambassador, the first resident ambassador since 1797.
High Commissioner, your meeting with this Committee has come at a very significant moment in the unfolding scenario of the European political scene. This meeting is precisely coming on the eve, if I’m not mistaken, of the British Prime Minister’s address to the European Parliament mapping out the programme of the UK presidency.  It is coming also hard on the heels of what turned out to be quite a disappointing, maybe even acrimonious European Council.  Morale is somewhat on the low side but as the foreign secretary, Mr Straw said, every cloud has a silver lining and let’s just hope that out of this moment of some difficulty, an opportunity can be seized to turn the tables.  The floor is yours.
MR. VINCENT FEAN:  Thank you very much, Mr Chairman for this kind invitation, and I thank also all the members.  I think it is the first time that the incoming presidency has dropped in, and it won’t be the last.  I’m very grateful for this moral and physical support this evening.  I thought that first I should talk about four things, and then about anything that you would like.  I think I should probably speak on this particular subject for the UK.  The Prime Minister will speak as presidency tomorrow, but, to tell you the truth I don’t know exactly what he will say.  I asked for a copy of the speech, but it was still being written so I will do my best with what I’ve got.
I’d like to talk about the outcome of the French and the Dutch referenda, future financing, the challenges which we will face over the next six months and the need for a mutual support and solidarity to get through those challenges, as we modernise and reform.  And lastly, a word about the happy fact that the Commonwealth summit will take place here in November, and there I see opportunities, as does, I think, Dr. Gonzi, for synergy between what’s going on in the G8 and the EU and what can go on in the Commonwealth starting in November and going on for the following two years, under Malta’s guidance, particularly in the areas of development and trade.  I’ll try to run through the four of them.  As I said, they’ll be my impressions.  I think you can assume that what I’m saying would not be contradicted by Mr. Blair.  At least it is not my intention that it should be.  
On the Constitutional Treaty and the outcome of the French and Dutch referenda, I think I should say one thing clearly that I already mentioned in my speech at the Queen’s birthday party two weeks ago.  The UK, for its part, hopes and expects that Malta will ratify, through parliament, the Constitutional Treaty next month.  We still believe, as we did when we signed the document, that it represents the best available guidelines for future action in the EU.  So we support it and support the Constitutional Treaty.  We are not resigning from it.  
In our specific case, we have opted for a period of reflection in which the critical questions on Europe’s future direction are debated.  That’s not a textual debate.  Nobody wants to cherry pick the Constitutional Treaty.  Though I have heard my Foreign Secretary, Jack Straw, say that he is very attracted by the principle of subsidiarity and by the thought that if the commission were willing, to agree, informally, without treaty change, the elements of subsidiarity in the constitutional treaty, which in particular would give additional responsibilities to national parliaments.  That’s for the future.
So what’s intended in our presidency time is a fundamental debate on Europe’s future direction.  We don’t pretend we have all the answers and we’re not in dictation mode, but as presidency we will be trying to ask the right questions and see what comes out of them, listen hard to everybody and then try to find common ground in the search for the right answers.
On future financing, it’s the case that five countries could not agree on the final presidency proposal last week and a couple more abstained.  I can only speak for my country.  What we are seeking is a responsible and prudent approach to spending, on the overall envelope, treating the EU budget as one would treat the national budget, in terms of rigour and value for money. So, in effect, we will be treating the EU funds as national funds for that purpose, and giving them the same rigorous assessment before using them.  
We seek a commitment to a comprehensive re-assessment in 2007-2008 of the structure of the EU budget, which would address all elements in it, including our abatement but also the CAP.  We will treat all elements equally.  We regard the abatement as a simple corrective mechanism to deal with an anomaly on the expenditure side of the account.  It’s well known that the return that we receive from the CAP is quite small.  I will add that I don’t know much about the Maltese set-up, but I think it is smaller for Malta, in terms of financial return.  We regard the expenditure anomaly as a distortion, caused largely by the CAP.  
My Prime Minister has made it clear, in his interventions, that he doesn’t think it makes sense, in this globalised world, for the EU to spend over 40% of its budget on the CAP, which benefits only 5% of the population, and protects 2% of the output.  He said that we spend seven times more on agriculture than we do, put together, on R&D, science, technology, education and support for innovation.  So our conclusion, at the end of last week’s council, was that this would not be a budget fit for the purpose of the 21st century.  And I would add that if you take the development theme and the trade access themes into account, which are on the agenda of the G8 and CHOGM, the CAP as it stands is neither modern, nor dynamic, nor an example of solidarity with the third world.
So the choice facing us was, accept that anomaly until 2014, which is what essentially several other member states wanted, or ask for something to begin about it, and in that context, the UK abatement will be on the table for discussion too.  So it’s not really just a question of how much each of us puts in, although relative wealth is a factor and that it is a fact that we are wealthier than we were in 1984. So we accept that relative wealth is a factor and that we’re better off than we were 20 years ago, but what’s more important is the discussion about what we’re trying to achieve with the money that we give.
Over the past ten years, the French net contribution to the EU was Euro 18.8 billion.  In that same period, ours was Euro 42.4 billion, 2.5 times as much. And in the next financial period, even with the rebate as it stands now, the UK will be paying about Euro 13 billion more than France. We’re prepared to pay more, as I have said, but only for the right things that lead to success for our people in this globalised world. Nor do we disown our responsibility to pay for the enlargement of Europe, which we support with passion.  Our view, which is important to share here, is that the position of the accession 10 is and will be protected.  That’s not what the debate is about. The debate is about how we spend the money and on what we spend it, and the contributors being primarily the EU 15 in that context.
We’re prepared to pay our share of enlargement, in other words, and we were ready to contribute to a deal on that basis last week. We recognise the problem that accession countries have with the flow of funds. I read Dr Simon Busuttil this morning and I mentioned it at a brief discussion with Prime Minister Gonzi this afternoon, when he gave me a letter of invitation from him to Mr. Blair to come to the summit – CHOGM - and we discussed that.  So we recognise the problem that the accession countries face in terms of planning and programming for their future receipts.  As Presidency, we can’t offer any guarantees, but we’ll do our best to secure an agreement during our presidency.  We hope that the accession 10 will recognise that you have as big an interest in longer term reform as we do.  
We think, for our part, that it’s quite healthy to initiate that fundamental debate now, but we are confident that there will be an agreement on the financial prospectives in the coming period. I can’t quite specify when the period will come, but in the coming period.  One cheerful analogy for Austria, if I may mention it, was in December of 1992. John Major then became Chairman of the European Council.  There was a French referendum and a Danish referendum then, with different outcomes, and in December of that year, John Major secured a budget deal at the end of our presidency. We can’t guarantee that that request would be quite as benign to Austria, but we can try.  So that’s the future financing aspect. 
I’d like to talk a bit about the basic presidency agenda, because we have inherited from our predecessors - and we’ll pass on to our successors, Austria and Finland -  an agreed programme of activity.  I’ll say a bit more about that on the 1st of July, with Hon Michael Frendo, when our presidency begins, but I’ll say a little bit about it now.  The main items which are on our minds are how to respond to globalisation and the modern economy and what is the EU doing about issues like security.  I heard you discussing with Minister Borg just now about what the EU can do with organised crime, drug and people trafficking, and lastly, what’s the right foreign policy and defence policy for the European Union in the modern world.  
We think that together and with solidarity we need to reach a consensus based on reasoned argument on those things.  We don’t think we can just pretend that the people of France and Holland didn’t say anything.  We have to take account of their opinions as expressed and react to them and show that we are responding.  Otherwise we’ll be out to sink.  I have a short list of presidency issues that we will inherit or take forward, and I’ll just run through them very quickly.  I think the key words in there are solidarity, globalisation and continuity.  We’ll be looking at climate change. It’s on the agenda for the G8 summit in two or three weeks’ time, 6th and 7th July. 
We’ll be looking at Africa, taking forward the report of the Commission, pushing for debt forgiveness and so on.  Into that comes the issue of trade access and the WTO, and CHOGM falls at a very appropriate time because it’s just a couple of weeks before the Hong Kong trade ministerial meeting, which should be decisive.  We also need to emphasise economic reform within the EU, this time with better regulation and trying to free up businesses to make money and employ people.  And then there is security.  There are issues on counter-terrorism and the European evidence warrant and data retention, which are detailed but important.  
We will also be looking at sustainable development, growth and environment together including green growth and chemicals regulation. Sugar is on the agenda for reform, certainly not leaving aside CAP. There is a need and a deadline to meet for reform of the sugar regime.  Then there is also the strengthening of the EU-US process and the Middle-East peace process.  There is also the Russia-Ukraine affair which we have inherited from the Luxembourg presidency where we must keep engaged with Ukraine.  About Turkey, we have a deadline till the end of October for initiating the discussion, and there is also Croatia.
We are trying not to be prescriptive.  We’re trying to listen, and we’re listening, as of now, to hear what can be done, what should be done and where there’s a consensus to do things.  I’ll mention one that wasn’t on the list but is close to our hearts and is close to you, which is Euro-Med.  It’s coming up in the UK agenda as presidency and as a member state anyway, and Tony Blair and the Spanish Prime Minister will co-chair the Barcelona meeting on the 27th and 28th of November, immediately after CHOGM.  We have tried to see to it, to the best that we can, that the issue of the Middle-East peace process doesn’t derail the rest, which is a habit of Euro-Med.  We don’t want it to happen but we can’t prevent it on our own, but we have tried to inject into the debates some very simple ideas for practical outcomes from that summit, on education, on good governance and on economic competitiveness and reform.  
I’d like to think that Malta can play a part in all three.  I think it can, in all three of those blocks of work, but perhaps particularly in the field of education.  MEDEC is already here and will be here for another five years, at least, and probably forever.  The University is strong and looking out into the Mediterranean. The MCAST is strong and growing.  I hope that we can generate some activity between the UK and Malta in the education field, which if we’re lucky, would be able to be talked about in November, but these things move rather slowly although I don’t like that to be so.
I will speak last about the synergies between CHOGM, G8 and the EU and I’ve covered some of this already.  Trade access will obviously be an issue in all three.  If we’re looking at Africa in the G8 context, then access for primary goods from Africa into western markets, particularly the EU but also the US market, is important for an African recovery. This is a solidarity issue.  We are conscious that on the 1st of July quite a few of us will be wearing white bands to stop poverty and for fair trade.  We’ll see what Mr. Blair does, I don’t know yet, but there’s a huge sign outside saying “Stop poverty, take action on the 1st of July”.
HIV, AIDS was also an issue at Abuja in the last CHOGM.  Mr. Blair raised this subject and I will expect him to raise it again in November.  There is the Maltese priority, which we share, on IT and distance learning and using the wired-up nations to extend best practice and good governance in education to the needy, and in that context, I’ll just mention one project. There is the project called “The Global Gateway”, which is a UK project to enable schools to team up virtually, either in the EU or between the EU member states and the Commonwealth.  Any combination can be done. That’s a simple thing and basically a school advertises itself to partners and then gets into direct e-mail contact, and it moves from that.
I will conclude by saying that as presidency, we think Europe is owned by us all, equally.  The questions that we will be raising are valid.  About the answers, we don’t prescribe.  We are all entitled to our say.  We think the EU needs to renew itself fundamentally in order to address those issues that were addressed by the French and Dutch people.  We can’t be seen not doing so.  We think that by working together we can do it.  I won’t break into Maltese now, but “flimkien” we can do it.  And the views of those who have been in for 13 months or 32 years or the founding members have equal weight.  So we will be listening hard. Thanks.
THE CHAIRMAN:  It was a pleasure listening to you.  I’ll try to be as brief as possible, in order to make sure that everyone has an equal opportunity to intervene.  There are four main points on which I would like to intervene.  First of all I would like to ask about the outcome of the Dutch and French referenda.  I think it is a fact that after those two referenda, a certain degree of disillusionment on the part of the respective electorates was evident. We definitely cannot say that disillusionment is limited to those two countries in the European Union.  By and large, there is a certain amount of disillusionment of democratic deficit in several other countries.  Is the bridging of this gap, of this democratic deficit, a priority for the UK presidency?  Are there any plans to address it?
As regards Turkey, you mentioned that negotiations should be starting in October.  As a result of those two referenda - I know I’m asking a somewhat not easy question - is it taken for granted that negotiations will start in October of this year with Turkey?
Thirdly, I would like to ask about the UK presidency’s views on the implementation and advancement of the Lisbon agenda.  Fourthly and lastly, I was very pleasantly surprised about the reactions to the British Prime Minister’s term, using the word “anomaly” as regards the UK rebate. Of course you qualified that, saying that it’s not the only anomaly but there are several other anomalies. But the fact that the British Prime Minister deemed fit to use that adjective as regards the rebate, do you view it as a positive development after the outcome of the last week’s European Council, in the sense that the British presidency is showing a sign of goodwill for things to move forward in synch with other matters which need to be addressed?  Thank you so much. 
MR. VINCENT FEAN:  I think it’s true that the peoples of Europe are quizzical about the way that Europe is going.  I think Tony Blair puts it that the peoples have moved away or the European Union has moved away from the people.  It comes to the same, at the end, but what to do about it.  Well, I think that this debate that we have embarked upon is intended to be a response to those two referenda.  Looking at the big picture, it felt to us unrealistic to proceed with referenda, particularly in the UK but even elsewhere.  Unrealistic in the sense that if you go direct to the people and ask them to endorse a text which unless the Dutch and French people change their minds, will not be the text.  This was something that we couldn’t do.  
What do we do about it?  I don’t think it’s a textual question.  I think it’s a question of approach and of demonstrating together that Europe is listening to its peoples and is, as we all know, addressing problems that can’t be addressed at the national level, which takes us to the subject of subsidiarity - which I mentioned earlier - under the role of national parliaments.  
So I think that as far as the UK is concerned - and I can only speak for our own electorate - the sort of issues that Tony Blair raised last week were to strike a chord. . In other countries, different chords would be struck.  I think the job of the presidency - which wasn’t him last week but will be him next week - is to try to find the common ground – which is tough.  So there isn’t a big programme for passing on the word. There isn’t a big programme of education or public information now.  I think that our six months will be an occasion for reflection and for some fairly fundamental debate. I’m not quite sure when it will come to a crunch, but we’re likely to have some sort of gathering in October, at head of government level, and then again in December. I don’t think it can be resolved at a head of state and government level, so it will come back up to the European Council again.  I think the idea is that we address the underlying concerns, often conflicting, that were expressed by those peoples.  
On Turkey, I think the consensus and certainly the conclusions of the European Council were that at this European Council it was important to re-state the promises we made, in the terms that we made them, to show to our future partners in Romania, Bulgaria and the other African states that the fact of the two referenda and the suspension of the constitutional treaty for a period of reflection, at different paces in different countries, doesn’t mean that they’re forgotten or that our previous undertakings are undermined.  So for us, and I think there’s a consensus on this, the third of October means that there will be a kick-off to Turkish accession negotiations. These negotiations will be open-ended, but we would like them to start when we said we’d start them, and that’s what we intend to do.
The Lisbon agenda is big and important, and it’s difficult to summarise in a couple of sentences what our approach is. I mentioned that better regulation is part of it.  The implication of our position on the CAP is that relatively speaking, there should be more expenditure on R&D and the other four or five things I’ve put together relative to the whole.  We think that would be sensible. The Prime Minister has spoken about bio-technology, for instance, as an area of the future and the EU needs to do more about it than it is now doing.
We believe in labour market flexibility. I don’t know whether one could call a working-time directive a Lisbon agenda item or not, but it’s certainly an item on the agenda and it will come back to the council again, possibly in our time, and on that, as Presidency, we will need to seek an agreed outcome.  At the moment, that position is pretty entrenched, because I’m not quite sure what the outcome is going to be.  We also think that the financial services action plan is good and successful, and we’d like to see better directives from the Commission and an impact assessment on every proposal as to what it means for business.  Our impression is that the Commission is willing to do that.  That will be an issue that is inherited from and passed forward to our partners in the presidency. You can’t do the Lisbon agenda in six months.  You can give it a good try, but you can’t achieve it.
On future financing and the word “anomaly”, I do read with great interest what our Prime Minister said about the two anomalies. Not quite that the one cancels out the other; that isn’t quite like that.  But we have an anomalous corrective mechanism to correct a distorted spending pattern. I think that our Prime Minister could envisage a day when the expenditure side was undistorted, and therefore the requirement for the abatement ceases. Getting from A to B is the tricky bit and if you look back to 2002, which is the last time all this was aired, before the last weekend, at head of government level, the position was that at that point, the existing member states knew that they couldn’t afford the payments under the old system.  So a deal was done.  One couldn’t quite call it reform at the CAP, but a deal was done in 2002, and at that point we said that’s not really full reform and so we will keep the abatement.
Last week, the abatement came up for auction, and the CAP needed to be on the table as well, hence the debate. But to answer your question directly, I think that we recognise that 21 years on, we’re not as poor as we were and politicians would say that’s thanks to the Labour government’s economic policies.  Therefore we are not looking to count every penny when it comes to the accession states, but the outcome - in order for it to be sellable to our people, and, not to be disregarded in this context, to our media – should be equitable.  Mr. Blair needs to go back and say the changes on the expenditure side and the focus on expenditure for the future is what we need to reform the EU and make it closer to the citizen, and to be, as he says, fit for purpose.
THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  I will now call the Hon. Vella.
ONOR. GEORGE VELLA: Thank you, High Commissioner, for a very interesting encounter.  Let’s take a peep into the Pandora’s box of issues which your presidency will be inheriting from its predecessor, hopefully not passing all of it to Austria when the time comes after six months.
I have three points to make.  You talked about subsidiarity and more power to the national parliaments.  Now, in the context of the decision taken in the European Council that there will be no re-negotiation for the treaty establishing the European Constitution, what do you have in mind?  Two weeks ago I was on the constitutional committee which met in Brussels and was chaired by Margot Wallstroēm.  When she was analysing the reasons which came out of the polls in France and in Holland for the “no” vote, it didn’t come out that clearly that this was one of them.  Okay, there was talk about more power being centralised in Brussels, but not specifically about the diminishing power of national parliaments.  I would like to expand on this.  There is a protocol on subsidiarity, and this is written all through the treaty, which is based on this principle, and as far as national parliaments are concerned, I would say that there has been an improvement on what there was in Nice.  I would like to know more about what you had in mind.
Now, the second point concerns CAP.  I have always read about the future CAP reform.  It’s always coming, coming, coming, but it never does.  For the last 20 years, there was always this talk about reforming CAP.  The point is this, how realistic is it for Tony Blair to talk about, as the Chairman said, an anomaly and to fix it?  There is the need to put a lot of other things in order.  He’s saying that the French people are taking all this money because of CAP, CAP is outdated and has got to be reformed.  He’s also saying that as long as the French don’t give in their share as far as CAP is concerned, the English will not give up on their rebate.
That is part of the debate.  What concerns me is this.  Amongst the accession countries - forget about Malta, our agricultural sector is so small it practically doesn’t feature in this whole debate – there is Poland.  Now if the British Prime Minister, as the incoming president of the European Union, is speaking in these terms – reform of CAP and the French who are abdicating what they’re getting from CAP - but on the other side of the Iron Curtain there is Poland which has been coaxed into the European Union because there was this prospect of getting all this money – when they depend so heavily on agriculture - what will the effect be on the Polish people in view of the fact that these people still have to go through a referendum to ratify the Constitutional Treaty? Is it not dangerous for the British government to state that it wants to reform CAP when you have accession countries like Hungary, but mostly Poland who depend on it?  What will be the effect on these countries? We know that there is a certain amount of resistance to the ratification of the treaty. There are these “no” movements coming up, which after the French and the Dutch referenda have strengthened themselves.  Do you think it is wise to speak on these terms?
My last point is about Turkey. Again, one of the reasons Margot Wallstroēm mentioned in both France’s and Holland’s “no” vote is the prospective membership of Turkey.  This was one of the four major issues which made people vote against the ratification of the treaty, in France, because of the tsunami of illegal maghrebines and in Holland because of the recent issue of Theo Van Gogh.  Turkey featured both in the poll in France and in Holland.  Now, if the treaty is to go through the future ratifications and if, as you said, you have to listen to the people, then what has to be done? 
The message from both France and Holland came out.  The European Council said that’s ok, and that they have plan D.  They said: “we will discuss, we will show more democracy, we will listen to the people”.  So isn’t it dangerous if you say that irrespective of what the French and the Dutch said, you still intend to go through with the process of accession negotiations with Turkey?  To be honest, I’m in favour, but that is my personal opinion.  But the point is: How would you carry on with the accession negotiations when two founder member countries have made it a point that the issue of Turkey is going to count a lot.  How do you see that the British presidency will look at these issues and deal with them?  Thank you.
MR VINCENT FEAN:: About the role of national parliaments.  I repeat, I can only speak for us, and the initiative on this issue would rest on the Commission.  They are not speaking, at the moment, on this issue, so it may be a point of detail for them at this time.  And it probably is, from their perspective. 
It’s been mentioned a couple of times by Jack Straw - not specifically by the Prime Minister but by Jack Straw - in radio interviews and so on, that he saw the issue of parliamentary scrutiny as an important safeguard, and to address your point directly.  I think it’s true that ever since the beginning of the European Union, the role of national parliaments was always rather ambivalent.  They have been able to control their national spokesmen in the council, especially the Danes, but, you know, we all are controlled by our national parliaments, before, during or after the debate and that’s fine.
As you know better than I, what was new in the constitutional treaty was that if a certain number of national parliaments said: Hang on, think again, then the Commission at least would hang on and think again.  It might come back with the same text, but it would hang on and think again.  That’s progress.  It isn’t actually something that needs to be done by having a constitutional treaty and ratification by 25 member states.  It could be done by the Commission saying it will respect the opinions of national parliaments.
I’m not saying it would be.  I think I’m saying Jack Straw thinks it would be nice if it was, but just to be clear I would say it isn’t a negotiating plank of our presidency.  It isn’t something we’re going to say this must happen, and we’re going to set an agenda for it to happen.  But I think it’s true that from the foundation, we haven’t had the proper extent of respect for the views of national parliaments. In my personal opinion, the European Parliament does contribute to filling that democratic deficit gap, but it doesn’t fill it completely.
On the CAP, I take your point about Poland, and I think my response has to be that just as last week, you need a consensus to reach an outcome on future financing.  Everybody’s happy or nobody’s happy.  If Poland presented a hypothetical case of, let us say for the sake of our argument, reduced CAP direct payment but enhanced or maintained SCF payments, we wouldn’t like that.  Then I think the Austrian presidency takes up the battle. But there needs to be a consensus and everybody has to be either equally miserable or equally happy.  Usually everybody goes out saying we’ve won.  Now, quite how it will turn out I don’t know.  What I deduce from what I read about our position is that what we’re looking for is a kind of rendezvous round about 2008, when everybody agrees with everything that is on the table.  We are not saying there has to be a document which cuts CAP now, but what we do want, particularly if our abatement is going to be on the table, is that the beneficiaries of the rest of the budget put the rest of it on the table too.  We think that’s fair. (Interruptions) 

It’s difficult to speculate for me, and I don’t know much about Poland, but the fact that they are preparing to envisage a referendum, in the current climate, rather like Luxemburg, tells me that it’s a pro-EU population.  That’s speculation but it feels that way.  But I do take your point.  Is it dangerous?  
If you think it’s a real question, for the future, up to 2014 and beyond, how we spend just under half of our budget, then it’s an obvious question to ask, and we’re not predicting the answers as I said earlier, but it’s an obvious question to ask.  And if one raises the issue of the abatement, then that corollary comes into the equation too.  They kind of go together.  But Poland has a veto, and it would have a veto about setting a rendezvous.  My impression from last week is that all ten accession states would like a deal, so they’ll have to weigh that in the equation.
About Turkey, I take your point, but I don’t think anybody can pin down and quantify the reasons why the Dutch people said this and the French people said that.  I’m pretty sure they didn’t say it for the same reasons.  As you know, the French president attempted to exclude the Turkey issue from the referendum by saying they’ll have another one on Turkey when the time comes.  (Interruptions)  I’m not pretending that nobody cared about Turkey.  What I’m trying to say is that Chirac promised another referendum, and maybe the people didn’t care about that and wanted to vote now.  
But you don’t have a referendum about opening accession negotiations.  In our case, we don’t have a referendum about closing them either.  France has chosen to go on that route, but I don’t know whether a future French president would confirm it or not.  What I’m saying is we’ve made a political commitment to Turkey, and if you’re sitting in Britain, you’d rather have Turkey aspiring to membership than recoiling from a rebuff. They had an association agreement, seven years older than yours, from 1963, so they’ve been in the waiting room for quite a while.
THE CHAIRMAN:  The Hon. Michael Asciak. 
ONOR. MICHAEL ASCIAK:  Thank you for your presentation, Mr. Fean.  There are a couple of questions I’d like to ask.  In one of today’s newspapers, Mr. Leonard Mahoney was complaining that whereas the number of joint-venture queries by Italians and, I think, German - or was it French, I am not sure - companies have flooded his office, the number of British joint-venture queries have been quite low.  Could you give us an indication of why this could be happening?
A couple of weeks ago there was the Ministers’ meeting for Euro-Med.  I am a member of Euro-Med.  I don’t want to be pessimistic, but I still stand a bit for the amount of money that the EU is putting into Euro-Med.  I tend to be a bit sceptical that the real issues are in fact being addressed, such as Women’s’ rights and stronger democracies.  I’m not being unrealistic.  I know that this will take time and I know that you have to address social concerns, but under the British presidency could this be looked into it a little further?  I’m a bit worried about the position of women and children in these societies.
Last week, as Dr. Vella also said, we were in Brussels.  We were present for the meeting in the European Parliament when Mrs. Wallstroēm, who is vice-president of the Commission, said that the Commission had a plan D.  However, nobody got to know what this plan D is.  From what I could gather, she meant to say that there must have been some democratic deficit in the process leading up to the referenda, and the Commission wanted the countries involved to address this democratic deficit.  One has to say that maybe the information on the constitution itself was a bit lacking, whereas the “No” vote has been campaigning for years.  It was only for the last few weeks before the referenda that the “Yes” campaign really tried to do something about the negative attitude in these countries.  So it would be good for member states to know what this plan D would achieve.  
My final question is on bio-technology and I’m glad you mentioned it.  I have been trying to push this issue in this country for quite some time. I think there is much this country can offer and even in capital and joint ventures on bio-technology.  We speak the same scientific language, because most of us learn science through English, as in Italy they would learn it through Italian.  I see a great potential for co-operation in this field.  I am a bit worried about the ethical standards sometimes practised in the UK.  I know they try to do this to be at the cutting edge of  science - which they are - but sometimes I tend to get a bit fazed on issues such as embryonic stem cell research which has been given the go-ahead by the respective authority in the UK.  What are your thoughts on these issues?  
MR. VINCENT FEAN:  Thank you very much.  Well, with regards the joint ventures issue, I would say that the background to that particular article which was in today’s newspaper “The Times”, was a meeting that the Malta Business bureau and the High Commission - sort of overseas branch in Brussels - organised yesterday with the devolved administrations of the UK, Scotland, Wales, Northern Ireland and some of the regions of England.  This was to play up Malta’s specificities and attractiveness as a partner for sectoral programmes of the European Union like EQUAL, LIFE, CULTURE 2000, intereg and another 50 or 60 acronyms.
Some of those programmes are still available.  Some of them are temporarily closed off and will start again in 2007 with the new financial perspectives like INTEREG.  The reason for the meeting was that the MBB and Malta itself was not well known collectively to the devolved administrations and to the regions. Since the UK works in this way, those programmes are not under the control of the national government.  They are under the control of either devolved bodies or NGOs or universities, a plethora of participants who choose partners.  So the purpose of the meeting was to address the problem and a good journalist, Ivan Camilleri, introduced his piece by saying there’s a problem, which is right.
What to do about it?  Well, apart from each member state looking at Malta as a partner - which I’m sure all of our embassies here do - we’re planning a two-day conference on 28 and 29 September in which speakers would address how to fill in the form and how to find partners.  I think, realistically, today, Malta will probably be a partner rather than a co-ordinator, because the co-ordinator has to do all the work and find all the partners, whereas if you team up with a bigger player from another member state, then, with luck they will do the donkey work.
So we’re planning this conference which would cover NGOs, local councils and SMEs, and we’ll get a couple of speakers out from each sector, from the UK, who have done it.  There will be a plenary and then a break-up into interest groups, and then clinics the next day.  We think that for a plenary meeting we’ll focus on the Life programme, which is of interest for all three sectors.  We are hoping that Ronald Gallimore will return to chair the conference.  He said he will.  So that’s the joint venture side, and we’re trying to do something about it. This is quite stimulated by the presence of ten EU missions when once there were four. So Malta is going up the hit parade of the member states, and if the UK does nothing, then we’ll get left behind.
About the Euro-Med I’m not an expert but I think we, generally, would agree that the MEDA programme has involved quite a lot of money.  You don’t find as many outputs as you find inputs.  The issues you raised about Women’s rights and democracy are clearly right.  When I mentioned education, governance and economic competitiveness, what I think we were looking for is teams that won’t immediately be dismissed by partners as being ultra vires or be perceived as an assault upon their internal affairs. That might produce certain deliverables.
The issues you raised are real. I think that Malta’s position, having been an external partner, now an internal partner, on Euro-Med, gives you a particular perspective on what works.  We’re a little bit far away, and you’re in the middle, so what you say works is more likely to be true than our guessing on what works.  But you have to achieve traction with projects that some southern or eastern partners will play into, and if you mention Women’s’ rights and the right to vote, you might lose the people you want to change.  In practice, the neighbourhood policies that are coming on stream will complement but eventually replace the MEDA programme, but that can still be a regional impact as well as a bilateral impact.  But that’s where the money will come from in future. 
About the plan D for democracy I don’t know what she meant either.  One cannot say that the referenda were undemocratic. One can’t say that the parliamentary process in Malta is undemocratic, because you represent the people. What we have got are two “No” votes.  One could think of things like more transparency or more televising of debates in the council by sticking a TV camera in there from start to finish, but I’m not sure who would watch it. Surely not the Great Britain people, but one could do it.  What Balkenende said about his referendum is that he is not going to do it again in his time, so in practice, we’ve got polls that we’re going to use for reflection.
About bio-tech, I respect your expertise, which I lack.  From conversations with British medical research companies, I found out that Malta is very well regulated and recorded test beds for safe medical trials and I think that’s an area to look at. The research field and the take-up of FP6 and future FP7 and so on is a bit more difficult in actually identifying partners outside the university.  The university can be a partner and the members of the university can be a partner, but finding partners for R&D is trickier.  
Bio-tech, is a word that Tony Blair has used as an area that the EU should do more of, because it’s innovative, futuristic and because we need to keep our cutting edge, one way or another, in that sector, if Europe is to remain competitive in that sphere.  I can’t really say more.  It seems to me that if you were in Singapore, you would major in three or four areas of expertise such as IT, bio-tech and so on. Segmenting the market and finding your niche is, I guess, what we all try to do, and whether that should be one for Malta, given the possible ramifications on ethics, is for your good selves to decide.
THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  The Hon. De Marco.
ONOR. MARIO DE MARCO:  I would like to make a couple of points.  You mentioned that one of the issues of the presidency would be the EU-US relations.  We all know that that’s something which the UK takes much to heart.  I think that things seem to be improving in terms of EU-US relations, despite the fact that obviously the UK and the US always had a special relationship, separate from that of the EU and the US.
President Barroso was in Washington in the past couple of days as a representative of the Commission, and he seemed to see things improving in terms of that relationship.  First of all, how is the UK viewing the current situation between the EU and the US, and what do you have in mind to try to improve that state of relationship?
Secondly, the foreign secretary said that the UK government will take a pause in terms of the ratification of the constitutional treaty by means of a referendum.  How long will that pause be and what will the removal of that pause be relating to?  
We saw the rejection of the treaties of Maastricht and of Nice by Denmark and Ireland, and subsequent referenda were held, which approved these treaties without changing one single word of the same treaties.  Fair enough.  One might say that circumstances may have been different and the margin of difference between the “yes” and the “no” was never as high as it was in Holland.  But obviously, one has to take stock of what were the reasons for the rejection.  The problem with referenda as opposed to parliamentary debates is that you’ll never know exactly why a person voted “no”, if it’s for the treaty or for other matters.  So you’ll always have that question hanging on.  Despite initial criticism, I think that a pause was the right thing to do because otherwise there would have been a domino effect with countries voting in referenda and going for the “no”.
Another issue relates to the point you mentioned regarding solidarity, particularly as far as it concerns EU’s position vis-à-vis refugees.  As you are aware, the issue of refugees in Malta is a hot issue.  We had the Deputy Prime Minister who was just now talking about the matter.  We know also that the UK is very much highly affected by the refugee issue because it is one of the most popular destinations for refugee applicants.  So what can the EU do to help more the members of the EU which are affected more than others, in terms of illegal entries by refugees?
About the African debt issue, I know that this is something which is at heart of the Prime Minister and Gordon Brown.  So far it concerns their stand to try and eliminate African debt.  How is that related towards improvement in the criticism to the stand that is currently being undertaken with embezzlement.  However one needs to be careful because sometimes, the funds that go to certain African nations do not end up in the right pockets.  And there are certain issues which are related to economy which also has increased African debt.  We saw the UK Prime Minister doing the rounds of the European countries to rally the support for this. What was the reaction to all this?
Finally, in terms of the issue of the rebate, I was present for the Committee of Budgets, which represents all national parliaments.  The point you rightly made was raised by the English representative that 40% of the budget goes to CAP and effectively helps 5% of the working population.  However the other face of the argument is that this feeds 100% of the population of the EU.  One highlight of this whole issue was that apart from the focus on the issue of the rebate, there was an attempt to focus on the issue of expenditure.  I think that is also very much needed in the EU, as to what we spend our money on.  I think the British have effectively done that.
Finally, regarding the Commonwealth summit, which is to be held in Malta, I would like your advice on how can Malta maximize on this since this is something that has a cost for Malta, and thus we definitely want to make the most of it.  Thanks.
THE CHAIRMAN:  I don’t want to interrupt but we have about ten minutes left, and I would like to hear Hon Herrera’s questions too.  So kindly ensure that we have time for that. Just keep that in mind. 
MR. VINCENT FEAN:  About the EU-US relations, I don’t think we have a magic formula.  It is true, I guess, that because of Iraq, and of other events, you know, the shared past, there is more conversation between Jack Straw and Condoleeza Rice or between Blair and Bush than between other presidencies.  It’s just the way it is.  We have to deal with Iraq together, and there are issues like explaining what the E3 are doing on Iran and so on. We have a place with the US, which is not really sought or disputed.  Notwithstanding this, we don’t have a magic formula and we do need to work in harmony with everybody in the EU. 
The area, I guess, where we would like to see progress is on the economic front, with a view to advancing EU interest on trade access and the disputes that are around, Airbus, Boeing and so on.  Here the Commission has to lead, but member states can improve the Commission negotiating mandate.  That falls to Mandelson.  He will be a player of increasing importance throughout the year, as the WTO ministerial comes round and the CHOGM comes up, because I think he’s coming here for the Commonwealth business council.  As I said, there is no magic formula, but a mechanism that we can deploy for the common purpose.
About how long will the UK pause be, that’s a tricky question.  As I said earlier, we’re expectant that Malta will ratify, and we will remain supportive of the constitutional treaty.  That said, as I just mentioned, Balkenende won’t put it back to his people, in his time, and he’s got a couple of years, I think.  The French are fairly delphic about what they’ll do, and I guess if you’re a Nordic, then they are saying to those two countries: Tell us what you’re going to do and then we’ll think what we’re going to do.
Our situation in the outcome of the debate on where Europe’s going, about the reforms, renewal and refocusing of the budget, but also of the agenda, if you like, of the EU.  So I can’t tell you, but there are prerequisites before we re-address that question.  But what we are very clear about is that we should not preclude other partners from going down the path that they choose to go.
About the solidarity and refugees issue, there is an inherited package - the Hague package - which we will progress and then I’m sure that Austria will progress in its presidency.  This package is the summation of where we want to go. There are issues coming our way, as a nation state, of ID cards and tightening of controls and at the same time as we recognise that we do need regular migration, because our workforce needs to be supplemented. So we’ve got a kind of mixed grill. 
We are interested in controlling irregular migration but we want to supplement our workforce.  We have earned quite a lot of kudos from the Eastern European new member states for allowing their workforces to come into the UK, when others were doubtful about that.  That’s a sign of solidarity, if you like, with them, which they appreciate. And we haven’t been invaded by Polish plumbers or any other generation of people.
About the African debt, the keyword is “conditionality” and in order to secure American agreement to debt forgiveness, there is a hefty dose of conditionality which focuses the debt relief on the people who are demonstrating signs of good governance.  I take your very diplomatically worded point about corruption, and the problem that it poses, in trying to persuade people that we should write off debt. That’s the question that is often raised with us.  Why are you writing the debt off of the dictator?  Won’t he just do it again? Well, there has to be conditionality, and I think that’s an ingredient that the African commission also raised.  That’s the best answer I can give on that.
On the rebate, if it’s on the table, then the CAP spending goes there too.  That’s the way it is.  I don’t know whether we envisage a situation where there is a settlement which doesn’t at least address - maybe in a future tense - the composite rather than just what we call the symptom of this problem.
And finally, about the CHOGM, I’m hesitant to advice.  Sitting in Malta for the last three years I think that your built heritage is phenomenal, Ġgantija and onwards. I think that that should feature in every journalist’s information pack.  It isn’t well-known around the world, and this is a chance to make it known.  I think it’s your unique selling point, and it’s fantastic.  So I would take all the journalists to Ħaġar Qim and Imnajdra, I would take those who can get in to the Hypogeum and the Roman domus, and many other places, and I would plug that for all your worth.
THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Last but not least, Dr. Herrera.
ONOR. JOSÈ HERRERA:  In fact I’m not going to ask you any question, and the reason being that when you’re the last one to speak, everything you had to say would have been said.  I’m sorry that I was a bit late, but unfortunately I had to take part in the ongoing debate.  We’re discussing a new law on arms and I had to take part in that particular debate.
In fact I was going to ask you a few questions about the issue of the rebate and the European treaty, but you said everything I wanted to know, so I’m not going to ask you anything.  But I must say this.  Meeting the British High Commissioner is of special significance for this parliament. Why?  Because although all ambassadors are equal, some are a bit more equal than others in Malta, in the sense that the UK, obviously, has a special place in Malta.  Malta was under the crown from 1801 till 1964, and from 1964 till 1973 we still owed allegiance to your sovereign.  Thus traditionally, Malta is very close to the United Kingdom.  In fact the majority of people in Malta speak English and we are promoting Malta as an English-speaking nation, and we also have English-speaking schools.
Traditionally, British ambassadors played a bit of a different role from the other ambassadors, in the sense that they participated more directly in the social and cultural life of the Maltese community.  For example, it is customary for British High Commissioners to attend receptions at band clubs.  There are a lot of band clubs which are named after members of the British Royalty, like the Duke of Connaught, Prince of Wales and King’s Own.  I’m sure you receive the occasional invitation to attend.  Sometimes you are also asked to carry the Band Standard or whatever in these festivities, and this is a sign of the warmth that Malta has for Britain.
I’ve known you for quite a number of years now, and I can say that you have fully integrated in Maltese society.  You’re well-known here in Malta by everybody. You have followed the tradition of your predecessors and this is something good.  British rule over Malta didn’t leave a bad taste.  In fact, a lot of Maltese are still very pro-British.  In football, half of the Maltese population sides with England for example.  Where would you find this, a foreign country supporting Britain in football and everything?!  And it is important for Malta to further strengthen its traditional ties with Great Britain.
Great Britain is one of the major players in the European Union, even though, obviously, all states are sovereign and independent, but obviously, some states have more weight than others, because they contribute more than others, even from an economic point of view.  In fact, the issue of the rebate is due to the fact that the United Kingdom has contributed a great deal.  And so, perhaps, the time will come when we would ask our former colonial masters to give us a helping hand when we have an issue with our other partners within the European Union.  Obviously, we would always hope and aspire that Britain will never forget the close and intimate ties it had with our country.  
You see, I didn’t speak about all the other issues!  Thank you.
MR. VINCENT FEAN:  I thank you for these kind words and I am very grateful for them.  I’ve got one practical suggestion to air, inspired by your remarks about the Commonwealth, as much as anything else.  Today I was talking to the Prime Minister about CHOGM and the issue of British, Maltese and Cypriot membership of the EU came up.  I think it’s quite hard to grasp how the addition of two Commonwealth member states to the EU will impact on the future. The Commonwealth and the EU are very different entities, very different in funding, in association, in legislative power and so on.  So they’re not comparable, really.  But what is true is through parliament one can strengthen that triumvirate within the EU, not to take on the world, not to change the balance of forces in Europe, but to use the associations that we’ve got, to share experiences and maybe to reach a point of view which could then be expressed by one on behalf of all.
So the thought that I would like to leave with you is that if you see scope for associating British MPs and Cypriot MPs with your work on an occasion, just consider it.  The same could apply on the European Parliament front or the committee of the regions or the economic and social committee.  There is a sort of fellow feeling, which, because it’s all new, still, after one year, we haven’t really got to grips with.
THE CHAIRMAN:  Once again, thank you.  More than a pleasure, it was an honour meeting you and having this presentation from you as UK High Commissioner for the first time. Further, it so happened on the eve of the beginning of the UK presidency of the EU.  Once again thank you and best of luck for the presidency as well.
MR. VINCENT FEAN:  We need it.
THE CHAIRMAN: I also reiterate our welcome to the Austrian Ambassador, who, God willing, we will see in six months’ time.  All the best.  Thank you. 
Fid-9.05 p.m. il-Kumitat aġġorna għal data li kellha tiġi komunikata iktar tard.
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