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 Background 
 
This note seeks to provide an initial analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the European 
Commission's Impact Assessment accompanying the proposal for a Regulation of the European 
Parliament and of the Council on the Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived. 
 
The EU, in its Europe 2020 Strategy, has set itself the objective of reducing the number of people 
at risk of poverty or social exclusion by at least 20 million by 2020. However, in practice, there is 
a growing need for material assistance to the most deprived.  
 
According to the Impact Assessment provided by the Commission, about 40 million EU citizens 
cannot afford a number of essential necessities to live a decent life, experiencing conditions of 
severe material deprivation. In 2010, 8,7% of the European population was unable to access 
appropriate quantities and quality of food. Homelessness is a particular form of material 
deprivation, which is increasing. Estimations show that 4.1 million people were homeless in 
Europe between 2009-2010. In addition, a new profile of homelessness emerges, such as families 
with children, young people and people with a migrant background. Children and young 
adults are arguably more hit by the crisis than other age groups (IA summary, p.4). 
 
 Identification of the issue at stake 
 
The EU's instrument to support employment, fight poverty and promote inclusion is the 
European Social Fund (ESF). As the ESF demands a close link between the supported activities 
and employment and mobility, legal analysis has arguably shown that a separate instrument 
(the Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived) would be necessary.  
 
The precursor to the instrument that is currently proposed, the EU's Food Distribution 
programme for the Most Deprived People (MDP), was created in 1987 in an attempt to make a 
meaningful use of the then agricultural surpluses. With the expected absence of intervention 
stocks or at least high unpredictability over the period 2011-2020, the MDP has lost its original 
rationale and will be discontinued at the end of 2013' (IA summary, p.2). The European 
Parliament has requested the Commission to maintain a food aid programme1 as well as to 
develop a European strategy on homelessness2. 

                                                 
1 Resolutions from 7 July 2011 'Scheme for food distribution to the most deprived persons in the Union', 
B7-0455/2022, 19 January 2012 and debate 29 March 2012 'Food distribution to the most deprived 
persons in the Union' 
2 European Parliament Resolution on an EU Homelessness Strategy, 6 September 2011, B7-0475/2011. 
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As sketched above, poverty and social exclusion are on the rise in many Member States, raising 
concerns over the social consequences for individuals and society at large.  
 
 Objectives of the legislative proposal 
 
The general objective of the proposed fund is to contribute to the achievement of the poverty 
reduction target of the Europe 2020 Strategy, thereby increasing social cohesion in the European 
Union. This general objective is translated into two specific objectives: to alleviate the worst 
forms of poverty in the EU, and to help to coordinate efforts to develop and introduce 
instruments to promote social inclusion of the most deprived. 
 
The Commission identifies two operational objectives at European level: firstly, to assist needy 
people with basic goods, and, secondly, to have a multiplier effect of at least 2 (i.e. the ratio of 
total resources mobilised versus the EU resources provided). At Member State level, operational 
objectives could not yet been defined. 'Because the instrument is to be implemented in shared 
management, the identification of operational objectives would ideally take into account the ex-
ante evaluations of the individual operational programmes. These are yet to be conducted' (IA 
summary, p.4). 
 
 Range of the options considered 
 
Common to all options considered is that implementation will be under shared management 
through operational programmes. These are proposed by the Member States, decided on by the 
Commission and last for seven years. The Commission plays an information brokering and 
supervisory role. Actual implementation is done by Managing Authorities. Depending on the 
programmes, the Managing Authorities either organise a central purchase of the material 
assistance goods to be distributed or leave this procurement to the beneficiaries themselves. The 
options considered do not differ in terms of the allocation of resources to the Member States. 
 
The main difference between options concerns the scope of the actions of the new instrument. 
The options range from essentially a successor instrument to the current MDP dispensing Food 
Aid only (Option 1) to "a more fundamental rethink" (IA summary, p.5). 
 
Under Option 2 (Food Assistance), the programme finances measures or services (i.e. training 
in budgeting, cooking, nutrition) directly related to the delivery of food. Providing food aid 
constitutes the first step of a process of social and economic reintegration of excluded people. 
 
Under Option 3 (Broad Scope), aside from food aid, other forms of material assistance and 
corresponding accompanying measures (related to homelessness and child poverty) would be 
financed by the programme.  
 
Option 0 (No funding) means that the EU would completely withdraw as of 2014 from material 
support to the most deprived, at least through an instrument separate from the ESF. 
 
The Commission recommends Option 3, as it allows Member States to better target their 
intervention to their needs. Moreover, it considers that the accompanying measures would 
ensure a greater sustainability of the results obtained.  
 
 Subsidiarity  
 
According to the Commission, EU action is justified on the grounds of Article 174 TFEU, which 
provides for the Union to 'promote its overall harmonious development' and on Article 175 

PE 496.735              January 2013 2 



TFEU, which makes provision for specific actions outside the Structural Funds. The IA 
mentions that 'the proposed new instrument is strongly anchored in the principle of 
subsidiarity. While helping ensure the availability of emergency assistance for most deprived 
people across the Union in the context of the Europe 2020 Strategy and thus contributing to 
strengthening social cohesion in the Union, it leaves up to Member States and their lower levels 
of government decisions that should be taken at their respective levels. The instrument will be 
implemented under shared management, with national authorities initiating the planning and 
taking the individual decisions leading to the delivery of the assistance through national 
programmes' (IA, p. 25). In addition, the IA underlines that subsidiarity is also ensured by the 
flexibility Member States have in elaborating their operational programmes (strategies on how 
best to deal with people in need) which allows adapting to local needs and context (IA, p. 30). 
 
However, some Member States have opposed the continuation of the MDP programme, mainly 
arguing that EU food aid intervention does not comply with the subsidiarity principle.  
 
The Commission bases its assessment on the concern that, for a number of Member States, it 
would be impossible or exceedingly difficult to replace the existing food aid scheme with their 
own means (IA, p. 36).  
 
The national parliaments of the United Kingdom, Sweden and Germany issued reasoned 
opinions, raising problems with respect to the subsidiarity principle. 
 
 Scope of the Impact Assessment 
 
The IA assesses all options for their economic, social and environmental impacts. The IA 
pinpoints that 'actual impacts will also depend on the concrete implementation, i.e. on the 
programmes designed in each of the Member States and the actual actions and organisations 
supported and not directly on the legal provisions at EU level' (IA, p.35). 
 
The Commission's IA Board has criticised the IA for not providing a better analysis of the 
expected impacts of the 'no funding' option,  and for not explaining clearly that the allocation of  
2,5 billion euro, foreseen in the MFF, would still be available under the ESF umbrella (Please see 
below). 
 
Ideally, the IA should also have provided for a comparison of the options, including the 'no 
funding option',  in terms of their efficiency, effectiveness and coherence with the ESF. 
 
 Quality of data, research and analysis 
 
The IA provides a mainly qualitative analysis of the expected impacts of the different options. 
Each of options 1, 2 and 3 would cost the same amount- 2.5 billion euro but the number of 
people supported and whether the most urgent needs are addressed vary from option to 
option. Ideally, the expected impacts of each option could have been better explained. Annex 10 
presents the steps followed to estimate some basic parameters of the different options. 
 
 Budgetary or public finance implications 
 
For the period 2014-2020, the Commission proposal for a MFF envisages an amount of 2,5 
billion euro, within cohesion policy over a period of 7 years. By offering temporary actions of 
remedy, enabling most deprived members of the society to recover from poverty and social 
exclusion, this fund will be a structural instrument (available and programmed for 2014-2020), 
complementing and not overlapping with the existing cohesion policy tools. 
 

PE 496.735              January 2013 3 



 Stakeholder consultation 
 
Discussions on the aid for the most deprived have taken place in the Council, Parliament, with 
civil society and local authorities, and have offered ideas for the future. The Commission states 
in the IA that, because of time constraints, a fully-fledged consultation on the newly proposed 
Fund has not been possible. 
 
The European Parliament has repeatedly supported the continuation of this programme. It has 
also called for an EU strategy on homelessness, first in a Written Declaration (2010) and then in 
a Resolution adopted in 2011. 
 
 Commission Impact Assessment Board 
 
The Commission's Impact Assessment Board delivered its opinion on the draft IA on 19 
September 2012. This opinion stated that the IA prepared by DG EMPL was not considered to 
provide a sufficient evidence base to support the legislative proposal unless considerable 
improvements were made.  
 
As requested by the IAB, the context of this initiative now seems to be better explained and the 
IA better defines the problems to be addressed and emphasizes why these problems could not 
be addressed under the European Social Fund. It seems to better explain the need for and the 
added value of an EU initiative and shows how this could be coherent with Member States' 
activities. On the other hand, the set of objectives proposed by DG EMPL still do not present 'in 
concrete and measurable terms' the targets to be achieved concerning poverty reduction and 
social inclusion. Specific operational objectives are not set out as they shall need to take into 
account the ex-ante evaluations of the individual operational programmes which seem yet to be 
conducted (IA, p. 28).  This also means that DG EMPL is in the impossibility of setting out a 
realistic set of indicators against which future performance could be measured. The IA does not 
seem to explain how options work in practice: for example, how allocations of resources are 
divided between Member States.  
 
 Coherence between the Commission's legislative proposal and IA  
 
The legislative proposal and IA submitted by the Commission appear to correspond. The 
former does not contain substantive elements that have not been addressed in the latter.  
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