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PART I : CONTRIBUTIONS RECEIVED FROM EP COMMITTEES

Committee on Foreign Affairs:

Letter by Gabriele Albertini, the Chair
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Committee on Development:

Final Opinion, Rapporteur Thijs Berman

Please click on this link

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+COMPARL+PE-454.368+02+DOC+PDF+V0//EN&language=EN
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Committee on Employment and Social Affairs:

Letter by Pervenche Berès, the Chair

EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT 2009 - 2014

Committee on Employment and Social Affairs
The Chairwoman

ES/jm
D(2010)50657

Ms Jutta Haug 
Chair of the Committee on policy challenges
ASP 12G254

Dear Chair,

On behalf of the Employment and Social Affairs committee (EMPL), I would like to thank 
you for your letter of 30 September 2010 and the opportunity to share with your committee 
the EMPL priorities in relation to the financial framework of the Union in the near future. 

EMPL committee Members are fully aware of the utmost importance to ensure the financial 
basis for European employment and social policy in a context of scarce public resources due 
to national fiscal consolidation policies. In the wake of great global challenges deriving from 
the crisis and the demographic evolution, the efficient use of public funding is all the more 
important. 

In this respect, the EMPL committee recently initiated a resolution to wind up the debate on 
the statement by the Commission on the future of the European Social Fund (ESF)1. Besides, 
the EMPL committee was associated to the report of the committee on the budgets (BUDG) 
on the Funding and Functioning of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF)2. 
Furthermore, in the legislative resolution on guidelines for the employment policies of the 
Member States3, the EMPL committee underlined that the implementation of the headline 
targets would only be successful if adequate resources were in place.

In this respect, the Members of the EMPL committee take the view that a different approach 
to the use of the funds is urgently needed, also taking into account the financial problems of 
the Member States4. EMPL believes that a stronger focus on properly functioning labour 
markets and on social conditions is vital to boost growth and productivity and would improve 
employment performance in Europe5.
                                               
1 P7_TA-PROV(2010)0357
2 2010/2072(INI)
3 P7_TA-PROV(2010)0309
4 See attached Motion for a Resolution as adopted in EMPL on 28 April 2010, paragraph 20
5 P7_TA-PROV(2010)0357, paragraph 5
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Several proposals on how this approach should look like are included in the above mentioned 
contributions and are highlighted below:

Strengthened governance, greater coherence between the financial instruments and better 
consistency of different policy areas:

Strengthened governance is a precondition for a better integration of the employment and 
social pillars with other pillars of the EU2020 strategy and the effective involvement of 
relevant stakeholders. Regarding financial aspects, EMPL calls for generating synergies and 
complementarities of the various financial instruments available and to meet the complex 
targets of the EU 2020 strategy for smart, inclusive and green growth. With this approach, the 
most disadvantaged micro-regions and the most vulnerable groups facing complex multi-
dimensional disadvantages will be more effectively supported. To be effective, the use of the 
EU funding has to reduce the number of bureaucratic hurdles and facilitate longer-term 
measures1.

Moreover, the new strategy should reinforce the balance and coherence between economic, 
employment, social and environmental policies in line with more coherence across the 
multiannual framework programmes, such as Daphne, Progress, the Public Health 
Programme, and the "Europe for Citizens" programme.2

Optimise our tools

The EMPL committee is of the opinion that the European Union has to optimise the tools at 
hand to reach its objectives in the area of social and employment policies. This can be 
achieved through a more efficient and targeted use of financial instruments, supported by a 
better governance structure.

European Social Fund:

For EMPL, the ESF should be strengthened as the main engine underpinning the Europe 2020 
strategy, and in particular its employment and social aspects. In its report on guidelines for the 
employment policies of the Member States, EMPL emphasises that the ESF resources should 
be fully used to increase employability and job quality, as well as to support measures to 
develop personal skills3. EMPL therefore calls on the Member States to use the ESF to invest 
in skills, employment, training and retraining activities with a view to creating more and 
better jobs. This focus on the employability should, however, not undermine the second 
objective of the ESF: social inclusion.

In this respect, EMPL recommends a bottom-up approach in the identification of the aims of 
the ESF as this fund highly depends on its ability to adapt to the various problems emerging 
from local and territorial specificities. Moreover, EMPL stresses that the ESF needs to be 
made more transparent as regards the allocation of funds, in order to give real visibility to the 
EU efforts in favour of employment and, with a view to boosting the contribution of ESF in 
the context of the future architecture of the structural funds, believes that there are 
considerable advantages in maintaining the ESF under the basic regulation on general 
provisions on the funds, but with its own rules.4

                                               
1 P7_TA-PROV(2010)0309, recital 13b
2 P7_TA-PROV(2010)0357, paragraph 14
3 P7_TA-PROV(2010)0309, amendment 34
4 P7_TA-PROV(2010)0357, paragraphs 7, 14, 15 and 17
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Finally, EMPL also believes that national budgets and the general budget of the EU, including 
the ESF and EGF should be coordinated and geared to prepare the workforce for a sustainable 
economy1.

European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF):

In its opinion to the BUDG report, EMPL calls for the continuation of the EGF in the future 
and for it to be clearly coordinated with the revision of the ESF beyond the next mid-term 
financial framework, to enable it to respond as an emergency tool to crisis situations. EMPL 
recalls that the EGF is an instrument that was set up in order to assist workers in cases of 
large-scale redundancies, to ensure positive development in the European Union in the face of 
globalisation and to meet the challenge of social and labour market reintegration in and 
between the Member States.2

EMPL strongly believes that this new tool has enabled innovative social and employment 
policy measures that put much more emphasis on the individual to emerge. It is hence a good 
example of how EU funding can foster social innovation. But this requires a strong 
administrative support on the side of the Commission that is unfortunately often lacking today 
due to insufficient administrative capacity and also a failing comprehensive approach.

Microfinance Facility:

For EMPL, the Microfinance Facility is a very important tool that combines economic and 
social measures to boost economic and employment growth.3 This instrument should, 
therefore, be further promoted beyond the present financial framework without being put in 
competition with the Progress programme.

Progress Programme:

One of the main objectives of the Progress programme was to support the OMC. As EMPL 
Members take the view that the OMC should be improved, the design of Progress should be 
reviewed as well in the follow-up to the adoption of the next MFF.

In conclusion, as highlighted above, for the EMPL committee good design and coordination 
of the financial tools for the implementation of European employment and social policy is of 
paramount importance. My committee is, therefore, looking forward to a close cooperation 
with SURE on the proposals in its remit for the next MFF.

I gladly accept your proposal to attend your committee meetings and would appreciate if you 
would let me know when employment and social policy instruments are to be discussed. I 
would also be pleased to invite the SURE rapporteur to one of our future EMPL committee 
meetings.

Yours sincerely, 

Pervenche Berès

Annex: Motion for a resolution on employment and social dimensions of Europe 2020, 
                                               
1 P7_TA-PROV(2010)0309, amendment 34
2 2010/2072(INI)
3 P7_TA-PROV(2010)0309, amendment 35
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adopted in EMPL on 28 April 2010
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Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety:

Final Opinion, Rapporteur Gerben-Jan Gerbrandy

Please click on this link

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+COMPARL+PE-454.369+02+DOC+PDF+V0//EN&language=EN
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Committee on Industry, Research and Energy:

Final Opinion, Rapporteur Herbert Reul

Please click on this link

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+COMPARL+PE-454.579+02+DOC+PDF+V0//EN&language=EN
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Committee on the Internal Market and Consumer Protection:

Letter by Malcolm Harbour, the Chair
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Committee on Transport and Tourism:

Final Opinion, Rapporteur Brian Simpson

Please click on this link

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+COMPARL+PE-452.825+02+DOC+PDF+V0//EN&language=EN
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Committee on Regional Development:

Letter by Danuta Maria Hübner, the Chair
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Committee on Regional Development:

Final Opinion, Rapporteur Constanze Angela Krehl

Please click on this link

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+COMPARL+PE-454.403+02+DOC+PDF+V0//EN&language=EN
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Committee on Agriculture and Rural Development:

Letter by Paolo De Castro, the Chair
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Final Opinion, Rapporteur Giovanni La Via

Please click on this link

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+COMPARL+PE-458.629+02+DOC+PDF+V0//EN&language=EN
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Committee on Culture and Education:

Final Opinion, Rapporteur Cătălin Sorin Ivan

Please click on this link

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+COMPARL+PE-456.926+02+DOC+PDF+V0//EN&language=EN


29

Committee on Women's Rights and Gender Equality:

Final Opinion, Rapporteur Eva-Britt Svensson

Please click on this link

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+COMPARL+PE-462.838+01+DOC+PDF+V0//EN&language=EN
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PART II : CONTRIBUTIONS RECEIVED FROM NATIONAL PARLIAMENTS

Austria
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Czech Republic

PARLAMENT ČESKÉ REPUBLIKY
POSLANECKÁ SNĚMOVNA

6. volební období

Ing. Pavel  S u c h á n e k
předseda rozpočtového výboru

Praze dne        ledna 2011
Čj.: 11949/00001/2011

Vážená paní předsedkyně,

obdržel jsem Vaši výzvu, abychom jsme se vyjádřili ke strategii budoucího víceletého 
finančního rámce Evropské unie. Předložil jsem tento požadavek rozpočtovému výboru 
Poslanecké sněmovny Parlamentu České republiky. Přiznávám, že jsme k této problematice vedli 
v našem výboru obsáhlou diskusi. Výsledek našeho jednání jsme shrnuli do stanoviska, které 
jsme přijali formou usnesení. Toto usnesení Vám v příloze zasílám. Současně jsme pověřili naší 
stálou zástupkyni při Evropském parlamentu, aby s Vaším sekretariátem zprostředkovávala 
všechny další kontakty. 

Těším se na další spolupráci a snad i na osobní kontakt.

S pozdravem

Příloha: dle textu

Vážená paní
Jutta  H a u g
předsedkyně výboru 

Zvláštní výbor Evropského parlamentu
pro politické výzvy a rozpočtové prostředky
pro udržitelnou Evropskou unii po roce 2013
(SURE)
B-1047 B r u s e l
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PARLIAMENT OF THE CZECH REPUBLIC
CHAMBER OF DEPUTIES

6th election term

Ing. Pavel  S u c h á n e k
Chairperson of the Committee on the Budget

In Prague on 18th January 2011
Ref. No.: 11949/00001/2011

Dear Chairwoman,

I have received your invitation to comment on the strategy of the future multiannual 
financial framework of the EU. I put forward your request to the Committee on the Budget of the 
Chamber of Deputies of the Parliament of the Czech Republic. I have to admit we conducted a 
thorough discussion on this topic in our Committee. The results of our deliberations are 
summarised in our position we adopted in the form of a resolution. Please, find the resolution 
attached to this letter. At the same time we have authorised our permanent representative to the 
European Parliament to mediate all future contacts with your secretariat. 

I am looking forward to future co-operation and perhaps even personal contact with you.

Yours sincerely,

Appendix: as mentioned in the text

Mrs.
Jutta  H a u g
Chairwoman

Special Committee of European Parliament
on the Policy Challenges and Budgetary Resources
for a Sustainable European Union after 2013
(SURE)
B-1047 B r u s s e l s



42

Parlament České republiky
Poslanecká  sněmovna

6. volební období - 2011
rozpočtový výbor

102

USNESENÍ
z  10. schůze dne 12. ledna 2011

k požadavku předsedkyně „Dočasného výboru Evropského parlamentu pro politické výzvy a 
rozpočtové zdroje k udržitelnému rozvoji Evropské unie (výboru SURE) 

Na základě vyzvání předsedkyně „Dočasného výboru Evropského parlamentu pro 
politické výzvy a rozpočtové zdroje k udržitelnému rozvoji Evropské unie (výboru SURE) paní 
Jutty Haug a po doporučení předsedy Evropského parlamentu pana Jerzyho Buzka se rozpočtový 
výbor Poslanecké sněmovny Parlamentu České republiky zabýval posouzením politických a 
finančních priorit, které Česká republika na své parlamentní úrovni spatřuje pro budoucí víceletý 
finanční rámec EU na období po roce 2013 (MFF).

Rozpočtový výbor Poslanecké sněmovny Parlamentu po úvodním výkladu jeho předsedy 
poslance Pavla Suchánka a po rozpravě zaujímá ve shodě s již dříve přijatým usnesením 
Poslanecké sněmovny č. 181 z 9. schůze dne 9. prosince 2010 ke Sdělení Komise Evropskému 
parlamentu, Radě, Evropskému hospodářskému a sociálnímu výboru, Výboru regionů 
a parlamentům členských států - Přezkum rozpočtu EU /kód dokumentu 15285/10, 
KOM(2010) 700 v konečném znění/ /sněmovní tisk 191-E/  následující stanovisko:

Rozpočtový výbor

I. k časovému hledisku doporučuje, aby

 politická jednání o nadcházejícím finančním rámci EU byla v rámci Rady a s Evropským 
parlamentem ukončena nejpozději v červnu 2012, tak aby byl dostatečný časový prostor na přijetí 
související legislativy, která bude ve většině případů přijímána spolurozhodující procedurou;

II. k délce finančního rámce a struktuře rozpočtu je toho názoru, že

 délka období, na které je víceletá finanční perspektiva přijímána, by měla být zachována, 
tj. 7 let. Sedmileté období dává dostatečně dlouhou jistotu ohledně výše dostupných 
zdrojů a podmínek pro jejich čerpání. Zkrácení programovacího období by snižovalo 
efektivitu programování i následné implementace, zejména u investičních programů 
jako je kohezní politika;

 současné mechanismy flexibility zakotvené v evropském rozpočtu jsou dostatečné 
a umožňují adekvátním způsobem reagovat na nepředvídatelné události. 
Nepodporujeme případné návrhy na vytvoření nových nástrojů flexibility ani na 
rozvolnění současných pravidel platných pro jejich využívání;

III. k objemu a strategii rozpočtu se zasazuje o to, aby 
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 budoucí evropský rozpočet zůstal zachován přibližně na jeho současné úrovni kolem 
1 % HND EU;

 souhrn výdajů rozpočtu EU zajišťoval evropskou přidanou hodnotu se zřetelem 
k plnění cílů strategie Evropa 2020;

IV. k příjmové straně rozpočtu 
a) navrhuje, aby

 rozpočet EU měl co nejjednodušší a nejpřehlednější systém vlastních zdrojů, kdy státy 
přispívají podle své vyspělosti. Financován by měl být pouze tradičními vlastními 
zdroji a zdrojem založeným na HND; 

 zdroj založený na DPH byl zrušen, neboť je v rozporu se zásadou spravedlnosti 
odvodů a jednoduchosti;

 se odstranily na příjmové straně rozpočtu EU veškeré rabaty;

b) nesouhlasí, aby

 byly zaváděny nové zdroje rozpočtu, které by systém pouze zkomplikovaly a současně 
by ohrozily výhradní odpovědnost členských států v oblasti daňové politiky;

V. k výdajové straně rozpočtu trvá na tom, aby

 kohezní politika EU zůstala jednou z hlavních výdajových položek rozpočtu EU a aby 
prostředky na politiku soudržnosti byly koncentrovány na méně vyspělé členské státy 
a regiony – současný cíl 1. Kohezní politika EU představuje podle našeho názoru 
klíčový nástroj solidarity v EU a současně významný prostředek pro podporu růstu a 
reálné konvergence méně vyspělých oblastí k průměru EU;

 hlavním cílem kohezní politiky bylo snižování zaostalosti méně vyspělých členských 
států a regionů a podpora jejich přibližování k úrovni vyspělosti bohatších států. 
Současnou snahu Komise o co největší provázání kohezní politiky s cíli strategie 
Evropa 2020 proto nepovažujeme za zcela optimální a usilujeme o co největší prostor 
pro členské státy ke zohlednění potřeb jejich regionů; 

 Evropský sociální fond zůstal i nadále součástí kohezní politiky EU;

 výpočet alokací byl společný pro všechny fondy kohezní politiky;

VI. ke Společné zemědělské politice prosazuje, aby

 byla provedena skutečná zásadní reforma s její vyšší tržní orientací. Důraz klademe na 
odstranění přetrvávajících rozdílů ve výši přímých plateb mezi členskými státy EU a 
na přerušení vazby mezi výší plateb a úrovní produkce před více než deseti lety;

 SZP byla i nadále zachována jako společná politika. Přímé platby by měly být i nadále 
financovány výhradně z rozpočtu EU, neměly by být spolufinancovány z národních 
rozpočtů;
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 výdaje na SZP byly, s ohledem na zachování rozpočtu na úrovni 1 % HND a nutný 
prostor rozpočtu pro silnou kohezní politiku a financování nových priorit, dále 
postupně snižovány; 

VII. a) pověřuje předsedu výboru, aby s tímto stanoviskem seznámil předsedkyni Dočasného 
výboru Evropského parlamentu pro politické výzvy a rozpočtové zdroje k udržitelnému 
rozvoji Evropské unie;

b) žádá stálou zástupkyni Poslanecké sněmovny Parlamentu České republiky paní Kláru 
Urbanovou, aby zprostředkovávala kontakty mezi sekretariátem rozpočtového výboru 
Poslanecké sněmovny Parlamentu České republiky a sekretariátem výboru Evropského 
parlamentu pro politické výzvy a rozpočtové zdroje k udržitelnému rozvoji Evropské 
unie.

    Jiří  DOLEJŠ v.r.  Pavel  SUCHÁNEK v.r.
              ověřovatel          předseda
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Parliament of the Czech Republic
Chamber of Deputies

6th election term - 2011
Committee on the Budget

102

RESOLUTION
from 10th meeting held on January 12, 2011

on the request of the Chairwoman of the “Special Committee on the Policy Challenges and 
Budgetary Resources for a Sustainable European Union after 2013 (SURE committee) 

Following the invitation of the Chairwoman of the “Special Committee on the Policy 
Challenges and Budgetary Resources for a Sustainable European Union after 2013 (SURE 
committee) Mrs. Jutta Haug and recommendation of the President of European Parliament Mr. 
Jerzy Buzek the Committee on the Budget of the Chamber of Deputies of the Parliament of the 
Czech Republic considered political and financial priorities which the Czech Republic foresees 
on the parliamentary level for the next multiannual financial framework of the EU for the period 
following the year 2013 (MFF).

Having heard the initial explanation of the Chairperson of the Committee on the Budget 
and member of the Chamber of Deputies Mr. Pavel Suchánek and having discussed the issue the 
Committee on the Budget of the Chamber of Deputies of the Parliament of the Czech Republic 
adopts the following position which is in accord with already adopted resolution of the Chamber 
of Deputies No. 181 from 9th plenary session held on December 9, 2010 on the Communication 
of the Commission to the European Parliament, the European Council, the European Economic 
and Social Committee, the Committee on Regions and Parliaments of Member States – EU 
Budget Review /document code 15285/10, KOM(2010) 700 in the final wording/ /Parliamentary 
print 191-E/: 

The Committee on the Budget

VII. as far as time perspective is concerned, recommends

 to conclude political negotiations about the upcoming EU financial framework within the 
framework of the Council and European Parliament in June 2012 at the latest so as to provide 
satisfactory time frame for adoption of related legislation, which in most of the cases will be 
adopted by means of the co-decision procedure;

VIII. as far as the financial framework and budget structure is concerned, it is of the opinion that 

 the duration of period for which the multiannual financial perspective is to be adopted, 
shall be maintained, i.e. it shall be maintained at 7 years. The seven-years-long period 
provides sufficient certainty with respect to the aforementioned resources available and 
conditions applicable to drawing the funds. Any shortening of the period would decrease 
the efficiency of the programme as well as its consequent implementation in the area of 
investment programs such as the cohesion policy in particular;
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 the current flexibility mechanisms embedded in the European budget are sufficient and 
allow for adequate reaction to unforeseeable events. We do not support any eventual 
proposals for creation of new flexibility tools nor relaxing the current rules for the use 
of such rules;

IX. as far as budget volume and strategy is concerned, it wishes to 

 maintain the future European budget approximately at its current level of 1 % EU´s 
GNI;

 make sure the sum of EU´s budget expenses provides the European added value in 
view of the Europe 2020 strategy goals fulfilment;

X. as far as budget revenues are concerned 
c) it proposes to

 make sure the EU´s budget has the simplest and most transparent system of capital and 
reserves with individual member countries contributing according to the level of their 
development. Furthermore, the budget shall be funded by traditional own resources 
and by a source based on GNI; 

 abandon the VAT based source because it is in contradiction with the principles of just 
contributions and simplicity;

 remove all rebates in the EU budget revenues;

d) it disagrees with

 introducing new budgetary sources that would only make the system more complex 
and at the same cause danger to the sole responsibility of member states in the area of 
tax policies;

XI. as far as expenditures are concerned, it insists on

 making sure the EU´s cohesion policy remains one of the main expenditure items of 
EU´s budget and that the cohesion policy funds shall be concentrated and directed to 
the less developed member states and regions – i.e. the current goal no. 1. The EU 
cohesion policy in our opinion represents a key solidarity tool in the EU and at the 
same time it is a significant tool for support of growth and real convergence of less 
developed areas towards the EU average;

 making sure the main priority of the cohesion policy is reducing deficiency of less 
developed member states and regions and support of their approximation to the level 
of development of wealthier member states. Therefore, we do not consider the current 
endeavour of the Commission to link the cohesion policy with the Europe 2020 
strategy goals to the maximum possible extent to be optimal and seek to provide as 
much opportunities for the member states to make sure the needs of their regions are 
taken into consideration; 

 keeping the European social fund an integral part of the EU Cohesion Policy in the 
future;

 common calculation of allocations for all Cohesion Policy funds;
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XII. as far as Common Agricultural Policy is concerned, it supports

 performing a real and substantial reform of CAP with significantly better market 
orientation. We put the emphasis on removing persisting differences in direct 
payments between the EU member states and abandonment of the link between the 
amount of payments and the level of production more than ten years ago;

 maintaining the CAP a common policy also in the future. Direct payments should 
continue to be funded from EU budget exclusively and such payments shall not be co-
financed from national budgets;

 continuation of gradual CAP expenditure reductions in view of keeping the EU budget 
on the level of 1% GNI and the need for strong cohesion policy and new priorities 
funding; 

VII. a) authorises the Chairperson of the Committee to communicate this position to the 
Chairwoman of the “Special Committee on the Policy Challenges and Budgetary 
Resources for a Sustainable European Union;

b) requests the Permanent Representative of the Chamber of Deputies of the Parliament 
of the Czech Republic Mrs. Klára Urbanová to mediate contacts between the secretariat 
of the Committee on the Budget of the Chamber of Deputies of the Parliament of the 
Czech Republic and the secretariat of the Committee on the Policy Challenges and 
Budgetary Resources for a Sustainable European Union of European Parliament.

    Jiří  DOLEJŠ m.p.  Pavel  SUCHÁNEK m.p.
                verifier          Chairperson
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Opinion for the SURE Committee of the European Parliament on the 
multiannual financial framework for 2014-2020 and the Common Agricultural 

04 February 2011

Dear Mrs. Haug,

The European Affairs Committee, the Finance Committee and the Committee on Food, 
Agriculture and Fisheries have considered the question of the multiannual financial 
framework for the period 2014-2020 and have adopted the following opinion as their 
contribution to the further work in the SURE Committee.

A majority (Venstre, Socialdemokraterne, Socialistisk Folkeparti, Konservative Folkeparti 
and Radikale Venstre) find the European Commission's budget review COM (2010) 0700 a 
sensible starting point for further work on the future multiannual financial framework (2014-
2020), while remaining sceptical of parts of the proposal in respect of future financing means. 
The majority endorse shaping the future EU budget in a manner which supports the common 
priorities of the 2020 strategy.

The majority therefore believe that this requires a clear prioritization of cost categories in 
order to promote those which contribute the most to achieving the Europe 2020 objectives.

The objective of basing the EU budget on added value when compared to spending similar 
amounts at a national level and of making the EU budget more future and result oriented is 
very positive. It is equally positive that climate and energy are mentioned as crosscutting 
priorities. In addition, areas such as research, innovation, joint infrastructure projects and 
European foreign policy efforts should be strengthened in the new budget. It is particularly a 
question of stimulating investment in greener technologies and greener services. As the 
Commission points out, this holds the greatest potential for future exports and future jobs as 
we are talking about an industry already employing 3.5 million Europeans.

Sustainable growth and sustainable development in employment must be supported by market 
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demand and underpinned by politically determined subsidy schemes and incentive structures. 
Similar principles should be applied to infrastructure.

The majority fully support the Commission's proposal for even greater emphasis on 
infrastructure projects which provide added value for the entire EU, e.g. transport, 
communication and energy networks. Targeted financial support at European level could help 
kick-start these types of important project which frequently offer considerable commercial 
potential in the longer term.

The majority emphasize a more market-oriented and liberalised common agricultural policy 
with at view to phasing out agricultural aid for all 27 member countries in the longer term. 
The European agricultural policy must be shaped to become sustainable in respect of nature, 
the environment and animal welfare. There is no contradiction between a long-term objective 
of phasing out aid and a greater focus on sustainability in the existing aid.

The majority is sceptical of the Commission's proposal for reform of the financing side.  In 
the opinion of the majority, the Commission's proposal for collecting an EU value-added tax 
directly is an example of going too far. Member countries must maintain their exclusive right 
to collect taxes. At present, the European budget is already funded by e.g. tariffs and 
agricultural levies which member countries collect on behalf of the whole Community. The 
majority believe that Denmark should not, in advance, refuse to consider proposals for such 
new sources of income so long as they do not involve the EU collecting European taxes 
directly in member countries or using new sources of income to increase the EU budget in 
general.

The majority also believe that that the EU’s agricultural aid for the period 2014-2020 must be 
focused more strongly on handling new challenges while supporting the Europe 2020 strategy 
for intelligent, sustainable and inclusive growth. This means shifting more resources to the 
development of new technology in agriculture, environment and nature protection, climate 
measures, organic farming and improved food quality. This can, for example, be achieved by 
requiring increased modulation and increased freedom for countries to spend the funds as they 
wish.
A minority (Dansk Folkeparti) wish to make the following statement in relation to the above 
opinion: 
Dansk Folkeparti takes a positive view of the description in respect of reform of EU expenses 
to align them more with the political priorities of the EU. On the other hand, the EU should 
not develop new forms of own resources. The EU's income should be based on payments 
directly from its member countries, creating full openness and transparency for European 
citizens.

The minority emphasize a more market-oriented and liberalised common agricultural policy 
with a view to phasing out agricultural aid for all 27 member countries in the longer term. The 
minority emphasize the importance of the European agricultural policy being sustainable in 
respect of nature, the environment and animal welfare. There is no contradiction between 
phasing out aid on the one hand while on the other hand focusing on sustainability. The 
minority call for an increased focus on a uniform implementation of EU measures and rules.

The ability of the European agriculture and food sector to survive in the future is closely 
linked to its ability to innovate and to use its skills actively rather than build on classical aid 
mechanisms. Over the period 2014-2020, the common agricultural policy must have a much 
stronger focus on handling new challenges. 

The common agricultural policy has the potential to be part of the solution to many of the new 
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challenges and to contribute to exploring new income streams and sustainable development. 
Examples of this are ways to establish efficient water management, biodiversity management, 
food safety, handling climate change, increasing environmental considerations and supplying 
green energy. This would create added value for the agricultural sector.

Another minority (Enhedslisten and Chr. H. Hansen (UFG)) believe that future European 
budgets should take as their starting point that growth in EU spending must not in any way 
exceed growth in member countries' public sectors. This also implies that cuts in the budgets 
of these countries should be reflected in EU budgets.
The minority reject all proposals for new direct or indirect taxes going straight into the EU's 
coffers. It must be ensured that member countries remain fully in control of EU budgets and 
of the development of both EU revenue and expenditure.  However, we would like to impose 
a financial transaction tax along the lines of a Tobin tax, coordinate company taxation and 
increase action against tax havens etc. The minority also believe that this should be 
implemented through coordination among countries, not in the form of EU tax rules.

The spending of EU funds should be refocused on supporting conversion to sustainability in 
member countries. Climate measures should take as their starting point a target of an overall 
reduction in EU countries' CO2 emissions of 40% by 2020, while in the longer term 
implementing a 100% conversion to sustainable energy. 

Agricultural aid must be reduced and reoriented. Every element of export subsidies must be 
removed and aid concentrated on supporting the development of agriculture to make it both 
environmentally and economically sustainable. The most important element in this is aid for a 
conversion to organic farming and local production of food.

Yours faithfully,

Anne-Marie Meldgaard, Chair of the European Affairs Committee
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Deutscher Bundestag
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Bundesrat Drucksache 667/10 (Beschluss) 
17.12.10 

Beschluss 
des Bundesrates

Mitteilung der Kommission an das Europäische Parlament, den Rat, 
den Europäischen Wirtschafts- und Sozialausschuss, den 
Ausschuss der Regionen und die nationalen Parlamente: Über-
prüfung des EU-Haushalts 
KOM(2010) 700 endg. 

Der Bundesrat hat in seiner 878. Sitzung am 17. Dezember 2010 gemäß §§ 3 und 5 
EUZBLG die folgende Stellungnahme beschlossen: 

I. Grundsätzliche Anmerkungen 

1. Der Bundesrat begrüßt, dass die Kommission die ursprünglich für 2008/2009 
erwartete Mitteilung zur Überprüfung des EU-Haushalts nunmehr vorgelegt hat. 
Er sieht darin eine Fortsetzung des 2007 eingeleiteten Diskussionsprozesses und 
verweist insofern auf die Stellungnahme des Bundesrates zur Mitteilung der 
Kommission "Den Haushalt reformieren, Europa verändern - Konsultations-papier 
im Hinblick auf die Überprüfung des EU-Haushalts (2008/2009)" vom 14. März 
2008 (BR-Drucksache 657/07 (Beschluss)). Der Bundesrat bedauert allerdings, 
dass die Kommission die Mitteilung zur Überprüfung des EU-Haus-halts zwei 
Jahre verspätet und somit erst kurz vor dem Verhandlungsbeginn zum 
mehrjährigen Finanzrahmen vorgelegt hat. 

2. Der Bundesrat sieht die große Bedeutung des Unionshaushaltes als Ausdruck und 
Instrument der fortgeschrittenen europäischen Integration und der euro-päischen 
Solidarität. Die EU muss finanziell handlungsfähig und mit ange-messenen 
Eigenmitteln ausgestattet sein.

Vertrieb: Bundesanzeiger Verlagsgesellschaft mbH, Postfach 10 05 34, 50445 Köln
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3. Der Bundesrat zeigt sich enttäuscht, dass der Auftrag des Europäischen Rates vom 
Dezember 2005, mit dem die Kommission aufgefordert wurde, "... eine 
vollständige, weit reichende Überprüfung vorzunehmen, die sämtliche Aspekte der 
EU-Ausgaben, einschließlich der GAP, und der Eigenmittel, einschließlich der 
Ausgleichzahlung an das Vereinte Königreich, abdeckt, und darüber 2008/2009 
Bericht zu erstatten..."1 mit dieser Mitteilung nicht erfüllt wurde. Hierzu mangelt 
es sowohl der Mitteilung als auch dem Begleitdokument an ei-ner ausreichenden 
Datenbasis. Außerdem fehlt es an einer Gewichtung der auf-geführten 
Aufgabenbereiche. 

4. Die Mitteilung enthält wesentliche Anregungen zur Verbesserung der Ergebnis-
orientierung, des europäischen Mehrwerts und der Ausgabenqualität des EU-
Haushalts. Angesichts der Lasten, die die Wirtschafts- und Finanzkrise allen öf-
fentlichen Haushalten aufgebürdet hat, sollte der künftige Finanzrahmen den 
Konsolidierungsbedarf der nationalen Haushalte berücksichtigen und auf das 
notwendige, sachlich begründete Volumen beschränkt werden. Unabhängig von 
der künftigen Struktur der Eigenmittel werden alle öffentlichen Mittel letztlich 
direkt oder indirekt von den europäischen Steuerzahlerinnen und Steuerzahlern 
aufgebracht. 

5. Daher unterstützt der Bundesrat die Verhandlungsposition der Bundesregierung, 
dass die Beiträge der Mitgliedstaaten an die EU ihrer wirtschaftlichen Leis-
tungsfähigkeit entsprechen müssen. Nicht alle europäischen Aufgaben und zu-
künftigen Herausforderungen machen eine europäische Finanzierung not-wendig. 
Angesichts der leeren öffentlichen Kassen auf allen politischen Ebenen muss auch 
die EU auf eine sparsame Haushaltsführung achten. Die Finan-zierungen der EU 
dürfen nur im Rahmen ihrer Kompetenzen erfolgen. 

6. Der Bundesrat unterstützt die Kommission in ihren Bemühungen, die Ausgaben 
auf die politischen Prioritäten der EU zu konzentrieren und dabei insbesondere 
auch auf die Verwirklichung der Strategie Europa 2020 auszurichten. Ange-sichts 
des relativ geringen Anteils des EU-Haushalts von etwa einem Prozent des BIP der 
EU kann und soll die Ausgabenpolitik der EU jedoch nicht das Hauptinstrument 
zur makroökonomischen Steuerung und zur Umsetzung der Strategie Europa 2020 
werden. Diesbezüglich kommt der Koordinierung der Wirtschaftspolitik der 
Mitgliedstaaten und Regionen und der Vervollkomm-nung des Rechtsrahmens auf 
EU-Ebene jeweils unter Beachtung der Kom-petenzen der Mitgliedstaaten die 
größere Bedeutung zu. 

                                               
1 Rat der Europäischen Union, Finanzielle Vorausschau 2007-2013, Dok.-Nr. 15915/05 vom 19. Dezember 2005 
S. 32
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II. Prioritäten für den künftigen Finanzrahmen 

7. Der Bundesrat weist darauf hin, dass es sich bei intelligentem, nachhaltigen und 
integrativen Wachstum um sich gegenseitig verstärkende Prioritäten handelt, auf 
die die verschiedenen Ausgabenkategorien des Finanzrahmens nicht sche-matisch 
aufgeteilt werden können. Der neue Wachstumsansatz der EU-2020-Strategie 
bildet vielmehr ein Querschnittsziel, zu dessen Umsetzung die ver-schiedenen 
Ausgaben der Union innerhalb der bestehenden Budgets der spezifi-schen 
Politikbereiche in jeweils spezifischer Weise beitragen müssen. Klarheit und 
Transparenz der Ausgaben sollten Vorrang vor der schematischen Abbil-dung 
politischer Strategien haben. 

II.1. Innovation und Bildung 

8. Der Bundesrat begrüßt grundsätzlich die von der Kommission eingeleiteten 
Schritte zur geplanten Leitinitiative Innovationsunion und verweist insoweit auf 
die Stellungnahme des Bundesrates zur Mitteilung der Kommission "Leitini-tiative 
der Strategie Europa 2020 - Innovationsunion" vom 5. November 2010 (BR-
Drucksache 616/10 (Beschluss)). Die Leitinitiative formuliert einen grund-sätzlich 
tragfähigen Politikansatz, fasst die Definition des Begriffs Innovation zu Recht 
weit, nimmt die großen Herausforderungen unserer Gesellschaft in den Fokus und 
berücksichtigt Schlüsseltechnologien. Der Bundesrat begrüßt, dass die 
Kommission mi t  der vorgelegten Mitteilung die Leistungen der Länder und 
Regionen und der Zivilgesellschaft mit einbezieht und diese als bedeutende 
Akteure anerkennt. 

9. Der Bundesrat weist jedoch darauf hin, dass mit der von der Kommission vor-
geschlagenen Leitinitiative keine Zentralisierung der Innovationspolitik ver-
bunden sein darf. Innovationspolitik im Rahmen der Strategie Europa 2020 geht 
über die von der Kommission vorgeschlagene Leitinitiative hinaus. Insofern 
dürfen die Finanzmittel der EU für Forschung und Innovation auch nicht auf die 
Umsetzung der Leitinitiativen der Kommiss i o n  beschränkt werden. 
Innovationspolitik sollte weiterhin auch Ausfluss dezentraler 
Entscheidungsfindung sein. Da Innovation in den Ländern und Regionen 
stattfindet, sollten die dort vorhandenen Strukturen genutzt und ihre innovativen 
Netzwerke eingebunden werden. Den Ländern und Regionen müssen ausreichende 
Spielräume für ihre eigenen bildungs- und innovationspolitischen Zielsetzungen 
bleiben, die paral-lel zu Europa 2020 fortbestehen. 

10. Der Bundesrat unterstreicht den hohen Stellenwert, der Bildung, Qualifizierung, 
Wissenschaft, Forschung, Technologie und Innovation im Rahmen der EU-2020-
Strategie für die Verwirklichung eines intelligenten, nachhaltigen und in-
tegrativen Wachstums beigemessen wird. Dabei sind die vertragsrechtlichen 
Kompetenzen, vor allem im Bildungsbereich, strikt zu beachten. Der Bundesrat 
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weist insbesondere darauf hin, dass Bildung, Wissenschaft und Kultur als Kern-
bereiche der Eigenstaatlichkeit der Länder über ökonomisch motivierte Zielset-
zungen hinausgehen und aus diesen Gründen auch künftig nicht der Wirt-schafts-, 
Sozial- oder Beschäftigungspolitik untergeordnet werden dürfen. Bil-dung 
erschöpft sich nicht darin, die Beschäftigungsfähigkeit zu verbessern, sondern 
muss das Ziel haben, Werte zu vermitteln und die gesamte Persön-lichkeit zur 
Entfaltung zu bringen. 

II.2. Transeuropäische Netze, Energie- und Klimapolitik 

11. Der Bundesrat sieht in der Beseitigung von grenzübergreifenden Engpässen 
strategischer transnationaler Achsen der Verkehrs-, Kommunikations- und 
Energienetze einen Mehrwert von hohem gesellschaftlichen Nutzen, der dem 
neuen Wachstumsansatz der EU entspricht. Um den erforderlichen Moderni-
sierungsschub zu unterstützen, sollte die Union wie bisher eine Politik anbieten, 
die sich vorrangig auf die Erarbeitung von Leitlinien, die Erhöhung der Inter-
operabilität der Netze, die Auswahl von Vorhaben von gemeinsamem Interesse 
und die Erarbeitung von Durchführbarkeitsstudien richtet. Der Ausbau bedarfs-
gerechter, qualitativ hochwertiger Infrastruktur und die Beseitigung kritischer 
Engpässe sollten grundsätzlich vor dem Hintergrund der ökonomischen Wettbe-
werbsfähigkeit der EU wie auch der ausgeglichenen und nachhaltigen Ent-
wicklung erfolgen. Von besonderer Bedeutung sind dabei Knotenpunkte, Ver-
bindungen von höchster strategischer und wirtschaftlicher Bedeutung sowie die 
intelligente Verknüpfung verschiedener Verkehrsträger. Die vorhandenen Fi-
nanzierungsinstrumente in Form von Anleihebürgschaften oder Zinszuschüssen 
sollten gezielt und im Rahmen der vereinbarten Ausgabenobergrenzen auf sol-che 
Vorhaben und Programme ausgerichtet werden, die eine eindeutig positive 
Wirkung für Europa haben. Die EU sollte im Rahmen ihrer finanziellen Unter-
stützung der Verkehrsinfrastruktur auch zur Internalisierung von externen Ef-
fekten beitragen. 

12. Der Bundesrat begrüßt, dass die Kommission bei der Reform des EU-Haushalts 
Umweltschutz, Klimawandel und Verknappung natürlicher Ressourcen als 
langfristige Herausforderungen anerkennt und die politische Bedeutung der Klima-
und Energieziele unterstreicht. Er ist der Auffassung, dass zur Be-wältigung dieser 
Herausforderungen eine Neuausrichtung der Prioritäten inner-halb der 
bestehenden Programme die bessere Alternative zur Schaffung eigener Fonds ist. 
Zu Recht weist die Kommission darauf hin, dass die Mittel so mehre-ren Zielen 
gleichzeitig dienen können. Die einschlägigen EU-Programme und die Fonds aus 
den Bereichen Forschung, Kohäsion, Landwirtschaft und Ent-wicklung des 
ländlichen Raumes müssen entsprechend angepasst werden. Der Bundesrat weist 
in diesem Zusammenhang darauf hin, dass den Maßnahmen zur Anpassung an den 
Klimawandel in Zukunft eine besondere Bedeutung zu-kommt. 
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II.3. Gemeinsame Agrarpolitik 

13. Der Bundesrat begrüßt, dass die Kommission die Landwirtschaft als Teil der EU-
Wirtschaft anerkennt. Die Landwirtschaft kann sowohl bei der Bewältigung der 
neuen Herausforderungen (Klimawandel, Erhalt der Biodiversität, Wasser-
management, Nutzung erneuerbarer Energien etc.) als auch bei den ursprüng-
lichen Zielsetzungen (Versorgungssicherheit, Lebensmittelsicherheit etc.) ihren 
Beitrag für die Erreichung der Ziele der Strategie Europa 2020 und zur Schaf-fung 
und Sicherung von Arbeitsplätzen im ländlichen Raum leisten. Dieser As-pekt 
muss in den kommenden Jahren gestärkt werden. 

14. Um die künftigen Herausforderungen im Spannungsfeld zwischen der wett-
bewerbsfähigen europäischen Erzeugung qualitativ hochwertiger Nahrungs-mittel 
und den gesellschaftlichen Anforderungen an Umwelt, Klima, Wasser-
management und Biodiversität sowie die Erhaltung vitaler ländlicher Räume zu 
bewältigen, benötigt die Gemeinsame Agrarpolitik (GAP) eine wirkungsstarke 1. 
und 2. Säule. Auch im Rahmen eines reformierten Finanzsystems muss eine 
angemessene und verlässliche Finanzierung der GAP sichergestellt sein. Der 
Bundesrat hält es dabei für erforderlich, künftige Zahlungen nach dem Prinzip 
öffentliche Zahlungen für öffentliche Güter zu gestalten sowie stärker und kon-
kreter an gesellschaftlich gewünschten Leistungen auszurichten. 

15. Der Bundesrat weist darauf hin, dass Deutschland 2013 bei den Direkt-zahlungen 
ein reines Regionalmodell mit vollständig entkoppelten Prämien-zahlungen haben 
wird. Es ist zunächst erforderlich, dass auch die anderen Mit-gliedstaaten auf 
diesem Weg zu vollständig entkoppelten Direktzahlungen wei-ter voranschreiten. 
Der Bundesrat ist der Auffassung, dass eine Angleichung der Direktzahlungen 
ausgehend von der derzeitigen Verteilung allenfalls in gerin-gem Umfang anhand 
objektiver Kriterien, die den spezifischen Bedingungen in den einzelnen 
Mitgliedstaaten Rechnung tragen, und verteilt über einen länge-ren Zeitraum 
erfolgen kann. 

16. Der Bundesrat befürwortet die stärkere Ausrichtung der zweiten Säule der Ag-
rarpolitik auf umweltpolitische Ziele und auf die Entwicklung der ländlichen 
Räume, so dass auch innovative Produktionsprozesse und -techniken, Umwelt-
und Klimaschutz, effiziente Wasserbewirtschaftung und Ressourceneffizienz 
sowie Diversifizierung der Wirtschaft im ländlichen Raum und Stärkung der 
Wettbewerbsfähigkeit der Land- und Forstwirtschaft unterstützt werden. Es wird 
begrüßt, dass die ländliche Entwicklung durch eine engere Abstimmung mit den 
Zielen und Instrumenten der EU-Strukturfonds und durch eine bessere Nutzung 
von Synergien weitere Impulse erhalten soll. 
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17. Der Bundesrat unterstützt nachdrücklich das Anliegen der Kommission, bei den 
Anforderungen an Kontrollsysteme nicht nur auf die Effizienz und Effektivität, 
sondern auch auf die Verhältnismäßigkeit zwischen Kontrollaufwand und Kon-
trollnutzen zu achten. Insbesondere bei der Umsetzung der Direktzahlungen 
einschließlich der Cross-Compliance-Regelungen werden Möglichkeiten ge-sehen, 
den hohen Verwaltungs- und Prüfaufwand zu reduzieren, ohne dabei die 
Wirksamkeit der Kontrollen zu beeinträchtigen. Hierbei spielen niedrige Kon-
trollquoten und höhere Toleranzschwellen eine wesentliche Rolle. 

II.4. Kohäsionspolitik 

18. Der Bundesrat ist der Auffassung, dass die Kohäsionspolitik eines der erfolg-
reichsten Instrumente zur solidarischen Unterstützung schwächerer Regionen ist 
und auch zur Schaffung von Wachstum und Wohlstand in ganz Europa beiträgt. 
Der Bundesrat begrüßt, dass die Kommission auch zukünftig eine Kohäsions-
politik in der gesamten Union und damit in allen Regionen für erforderlich hält, 
um den wirtschaftlichen, sozialen und territorialen Zusammenhalt und die har-
monische Entwicklung der Union als Ganzes durch intelligentes, nachhaltiges und 
integratives Wachstum zu fördern. Auch künftig sollte daher ein erhebli-cher Teil 
der EU-Haushaltsmittel für strukturpolitische Förderaktivitäten in den Regionen 
vorgesehen werden. 
In Bekräftigung der bisherigen Beschlüsse1 der Länder hebt der Bundesrat her-vor, 
dass 
- die europäische Kohäsionspolitik eine horizontale Politik zur Unterstützung 

einer nachhaltigen und integrierten Regionalentwicklung bleiben muss und 
ihren Beitrag zur Strategie EUROPA 2020 leistet, 

- die EU mit ihrer Strukturpolitik auch zukünftig ein Angebot für alle Regio-nen 
bereithalten muss, 

- für Regionen, die derzeit im Rahmen des Ziels "Konvergenz" gefördert 
werden, deren BIP/Kopf aber 75 Prozent des Unionsdurchschnitts über-steigt, 
angemessene und gerechte Übergangsregelungen vorgesehen werden müssen; 
die Mittel hierfür sollen im Ziel Konvergenz aufgebracht werden, 

- sich die Struktur der Kohäsionspolitik mit drei grundlegenden Zielen be-währt 
hat und beibehalten werden sollte, 

- dabei die EU-weite Förderung von regionaler Wettbewerbsfähigkeit und Be-
schäftigung im Einklang mit Nachhaltigkeitserfordernissen als integraler Be-
standteil der Kohäsionspolitik sicherzustellen ist, wobei die Förderung von 
Forschung, Innovation und Qualifizierung sowie von Maßnahmen zum Kli-
maschutz eine wichtige Rolle spielt, 

                                               
1 Gemeinsame Bund-Länder-Stellungnahmen zum Vierten Kohäsionsbericht vom Januar 2008 und zum 
Grünbuch der Kommission zum territorialen Zusammenhalt vom Februar 2009, Beschluss der 
Ministerpräsidenten "Eckpunkte zur Zukunft der EU-Kohäsionspolitik nach 2013" vom 16. Dezember 2009 
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- der Europäische Sozialfonds unverzichtbarer Bestandteil einer integrierten 
Kohäsionspolitik bleiben muss, 

- die Förderung der grenzübergreifenden, transnationalen und interregionalen 
Zusammenarbeit verstärkt werden soll, 

- die städtische Dimension im Rahmen der Kohäsionspolitik beibehalten wer-
den muss, 

- die Kohärenz und Komplementarität zwischen der Kohäsionspolitik und der 
europäischen Politik zur Entwicklung des ländlichen Raumes verstärkt wer-
den soll, 

- zur Steigerung der Effizienz und zur Erzielung von Synergieeffekten eine 
bessere Koordinierung der Kohäsionspolitik mit den sektoralen Gemein-
schaftspolitiken erforderlich ist, 

- das Verwaltungs- und Finanzkontrollsystem im Interesse von Subsidiarität und 
Bürokratieabbau konsequent vereinfacht werden soll. 

19. Der Bundesrat verweist darauf, dass detaillierte Positionen zur Zukunft der EU-
Kohäsionspolitik in einer gemeinsamen Bund-Länder-Stellungnahme zum Fünften 
Kohäsionsbericht der Europäischen Kommission übermittelt werden. 

II.5. Weitere EU-Finanzierungsinstrumente 

20. Die Entscheidung über die Zukunft des Europäischen Globalisierungsfonds (EGF) 
erfordert eine vorherige Evaluation. 

21. Der Bundesrat unterstützt die Absicht der Kommission, die europäischen Akti-
onsprogramme zur Förderung der Kultur und der bürgerschaftlichen Begegnung in 
einem großen Programm zusammenzufassen. Das dient der Übersichtlichkeit und 
der Verwaltungsvereinfachung.

22. Der Bundesrat teilt die Einschätzung der Kommission, dass die bestehenden EU-
Programme im Bildungsbereich im Sinne des lebenslangen Lernens erfolg-reich 
dazu beitragen, Qualifikationen, Wissen und Bildung der Teilnehmer zu 
verbessern. Die Mobilitätsprogramme der EU im Bereich der allgemeinen und 
beruflichen Bildung ergänzen die Programme und Maßnahmen in den Mit-
gliedstaaten - auch vor dem Hintergrund drohenden Fachkräftemangels (GMK) -
wirkungsvoll und erzeugen einen hohen europäischen Mehrwert. Vor diesem 
Hintergrund begegnet der Bundesrat der Ankündigung der Kommission, für die 
EU-Bildungsprogramme ein stärker integriertes Konzept auszuarbeiten, um die 
Zielsetzungen von "Jugend in Bewegung" zu fördern, mit großer Zu-rückhaltung. 
Da sich aus Sicht der Länder das Programm für Lebenslanges Ler-nen als 
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Instrument zur Förderung der Mobilität junger Menschen bewährt hat, spricht sich 
der Bundesrat stattdessen dafür aus, dieses Programm auch im Rahmen des 
nächsten mehrjährigen Finanzrahmens in seiner derzeitigen be-währten 
Grundstruktur fortzuführen und nur in einzelnen Programmteilen wei-
terzuentwickeln. Vor diesem Hintergrund wird eine entsprechende finanzielle 
Ausstattung der Programme für alle Bildungsbereiche als notwendig erachtet. 

23. Die gleichen Feststellungen treffen auch für die europäische Forschungsförde-rung 
zu. Vor dem Hintergrund des Ziels, 3 Prozent des BIP der EU für For-schung und 
Entwicklung aufzuwenden, sollen die zentralen Elemente der For-
schungsrahmenprogramme, insbesondere auch das spezifische Programm "Zu-
sammenarbeit", im Interesse der grenzübergreifenden Kooperation der Hoch-
schulen und der Grundlagenforschung in europäischen Verbünden fortgesetzt und 
weiter entwickelt werden. 

24. Der Bundesrat bekennt sich zur nachbarschaftlichen Solidarität im Katastro-
phenschutz. Mit dem Monitoring and Information Centre (MIC) steht ein ge-
eignetes und die Kapazitäten von 27 Mitgliedstaaten koordinierendes Instru-ment 
zur Verfügung. Der Bundesrat bekräftigt seine Position, dass jeder Mit-gliedstaat 
grundsätzlich selbst für den Schutz seiner Bevölkerung verant-wortlich ist. Beim 
weiteren Ausbau eines handlungsfähigen Zivilschutznetzes sollte sich die Union 
daher auf koordinierende Maßnahmen konzentrieren. 

25. Der Europäische Solidaritätsfonds ist Ausdruck des Füreinander-Einstehens der 
Mitgliedstaaten. Er sollte erhalten bleiben und weiterhin bei außergewöhnlich 
schweren Naturkatastrophen zum Einsatz kommen. Eine Änderung der Ver-
gabekriterien ist nicht erforderlich, allerdings sollte geprüft werden, ob und wie 
die Einsatzmöglichkeiten des Europäischen Solidaritätsfonds bei grenz-
überschreitenden Schadensfällen verbessert werden können. Die Verfahren soll-
ten transparenter und konkreter gefasst und die Mittelbereitstellung beschleu-nigt 
werden. 

26. Der Bundesrat ist der Ansicht, dass zur Verwirklichung des Raums der Freiheit, 
der Sicherheit und des Rechts vor allem legislative und koordinierende Maß-
nahmen notwendig sind. Die darüber hinaus erforderlichen Mittel sind zu bün-deln 
und die Aufgaben auf die kostengünstigste Weise durchzuführen. 

27. Der Bundesrat hält Vorbeitrittshilfen grundsätzlich weiter für erforderlich. Sie 
helfen, die Beitrittskandidaten an die Union heranzuführen. Dabei muss die Hö-he 
der Mittel jedoch in einem angemessenen Verhältnis zu Stand und Perspek-tiven 
der Beitrittsvorbereitung stehen. Die Förderung muss insbesondere auf die 
Prioritäten der Beitrittspartnerschaft Bezug nehmen, konkrete Ziele aufweisen und 
eine Leistungsüberwachung beinhalten. 
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II.6. Maßnahmen im Außenbereich 

28. Der Bundesrat ist der Auffassung, dass die vom Vertrag von Lissabon ge-
schaffenen außenpolitischen Strukturen das gemeinsame strategische Handeln und 
den flexiblen Einsatz der außenpolitischen Instrumente der EU erleichtern. Europa 
muss eine angemessene Rolle auf der internationalen Bühne wahr-nehmen und 
seine führende Position in der weltweiten Entwicklungszusammen-arbeit 
beibehalten. Die EU muss über ein effektives Kriseninterventionspoten-tial 
verfügen und die notwendige haushaltspolitische Flexibilität für rasche Nothilfen 
bei Katastrophenfällen haben. Der Bundesrat unterstützt den Ansatz der 
Kommission, dass die europäischen außenpolitischen Ausgaben sich am eu-
ropäischen Mehrwert und den politischen Prioritäten orientieren und alle In-
strumente ergebnisoffen überprüft werden müssen. 

29. Richtig ist auch, dass der finanzielle Beitrag der EU zum internationalen Klima-
schutz deutlich erkennbar sein muss. Der EU-Beitrag kann sich nur im Rahmen 
des haushaltspolitischen Spielraums der EU unter Beachtung der weiteren Prio-
ritäten bewegen. Der Bundesrat ist der Meinung, dass die Mittel effektiv und ef-
fizient eingesetzt werden müssen. 

30. Der Bundesrat unterstützt die Europäische Nachbarschaftspolitik. Die EU ist auch 
in Zukunft gefordert, in ihrer Nachbarschaft politischen Gestaltungswillen zu 
zeigen, um Sicherheit und Wohlstand in Europas Umfeld zu fördern. Die 
Nachbarschaftspolitik muss noch attraktiver, wirksamer und glaubwürdiger ges-
taltet werden. Das Europäische Nachbarschafts- und Partnerschaftsinstrument 
(ENPI) muss mit seiner finanziellen Ausstattung weiter in der Lage bleiben, seine 
Hebelwirkung zu entfalten. Die von der Kommission genannten Prioritä-ten, 
Freihandel, Anpassung an das Binnenmarktrecht, Energie, Migration, Grenzschutz 
und Umweltschutz sowie Ausbau von Kapazitäten und Instituti-onen, werden 
unterstützt. 

III. Erhöhung der Wirksamkeit der Ausgabenpolitik 

31. Der Bundesrat begrüßt die Ankündigung der Kommission, ihre Verwaltungs-
ausgaben auf den Prüfstand zu stellen. Auch die Kommission darf nicht von 
Konsolidierungsanstrengungen und strenger Haushaltsdisziplin ausgenommen 
werden. Allerdings darf eine Verminderung der Verwaltungsausgaben der 
Kommission nicht zur Schaffung neuer Exekutivagenturen oder zu einer Verla-
gerung auf die Mitgliedstaaten führen. 
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32. Der Bundesrat befürwortet, die Erschließung zusätzlicher privater Finanzmittel für 
geeignete Projekte zu prüfen. Hierbei können neue Finanzierungsinstru-mente 
oder in geeigneten Fällen auch projektbezogene Anleihen in Erwägung gezogen 
werden. Die Ausgabe solcher Anleihen sowie die Übernahme von Bürgschaften 
und Garantien kann allerdings ausschließlich Aufgabe der EIB, nationaler
Staatsbanken, privater Banken oder Konsortien unter Einschluss der EIB, nicht 
aber anderer EU-Institutionen sein. Die Ausgabenobergrenzen und das 
Verschuldungsverbot dürfen nicht aufgeweicht werden.

33. Der Bundesrat weist aber darauf hin, dass bei den europäischen Förderpro-
grammen nicht in allen Bereichen die Anreizfunktion von verbilligten Krediten 
ausreicht und dort weiterhin Zuschüsse notwendig sein können. Soweit EU-
Förderprogramme über die europäischen Finanzinstitutionen umgesetzt werden 
sollen, ist sicherzustellen, dass diese nicht nur mit den nationalen, sondern auch 
mit den regionalen Förderinstituten unmittelbar zusammenarbeiten. 

34. Der Bundesrat hält Großprojekte, die nur gemeinschaftlich realisiert werden 
können und in hohem Maße zur globalen Wettbewerbsfähigkeit beitragen, wei-
terhin für erforderlich. Allerdings betrachtet er die Kostenexplosion bei einigen 
Projekten mit großer Sorge. Bessere Planung und besseres Management sind er-
forderlich. Die Beauftragung privater Projektträger, die das Risiko einer Kos-
tenüberschreitung tragen, kann bei entsprechender Kosten-Nutzen-Relation ei-nen 
Beitrag dazu leisten. 

IV. Struktur und Geltungsdauer des Finanzrahmens 

35. Der Vorschlag der Kommission, die ersten drei Rubriken des Mehrjährigen Fi-
nanzrahmens durch Rubriken entsprechend der drei Ziele der EU-2020-Stra-tegie 
zu ersetzen, verkennt ihre enge Interdependenz. Ein bestehender Wir-
kungszusammenhang würde künstlich aufgeteilt. 

36. Der Bundesrat sieht keine Veranlassung, die Zahl der Rubriken auf drei große 
(interne, externe Ausgaben und Verwaltungsausgaben) zu reduzieren. Wenige 
große Rubriken weisen einen hohen Aggregationsgrad und damit einen ent-
sprechenden Informationsverlust auf. Die großen Rubriken müssten durch aus-
sagekräftige Unterkategorien untersetzt werden. Gewinne an Transparenz wür-den 
sich dadurch nicht ergeben. 

37. Aus Sicht des Bundesrates sprechen überzeugende Gründe dafür, dass auch zu-
künftige Finanzrahmen siebenjährige Perioden abbilden sollten. Diese Zeit-spanne 
hat sich für die Strukturfondsprogramme und die anderen Förderpro-gramme der 
EU bewährt und entspräche dem Zeithorizont der derzeitigen Stra-tegie EUROPA 
2020. Eine Verkürzung der Laufzeit des Finanzrahmens würde den Abstimmungs-
und Verwaltungsaufwand unnötig erhöhen und die Pla-nungssicherheit reduzieren. 
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Diesen Nachteil wiegt eine Synchronisierung mit

den Mandatsperioden der Kommission und des Europäischen Parlaments nicht 
auf. Die von der Kommission vorgeschlagene zehnjährige Laufzeit des Finanz-
rahmens mit ausführlicher Halbzeitüberprüfung ("5+5") kann - abhängig von der 
konkreten Ausgestaltung - einer Verkürzung der Laufzeit gleichkommen, da zur 
Halbzeit mit ausführlichen und gegebenenfalls langwierigen Verhandlungen zu 
rechnen wäre. Mit Blick auf die Strukturfondsprogramme käme eine Lauf-zeit 
"5+5" allenfalls dann in Betracht, wenn die inhaltliche Grundstruktur, die 
Verwaltungs- und Kontrollsysteme und der Finanzierungskern genehmigter 
Operationeller Programme für die gesamte Laufzeit rechtssicher gewährleistet 
wären. 

38. Innerhalb des Finanzrahmens sind die Vorteile eines langfristig auf Stabilität 
ausgelegten EU-Haushalts den Vorteilen größerer Flexibilität gegenüberzu-stellen. 
Zusätzliche Ausgaben sind vorrangig durch interne Mittelum-schichtungen zu 
finanzieren. Nicht verbrauchte Mittel sollten auch zukünftig an die Mitgliedstaaten 
erstattet werden. Die Option einer Übertragung nicht ge-nutzter Spielräume des 
Vorjahres oder einer freien Verschiebung von Mitteln auf frühere oder spätere 
Jahre steht dem entgegen. 

39. Der Bundesrat begrüßt, dass die Kommission die auch von ihm seit langem ge-
äußerte Kritik aufgreift und den Verwaltungsaufwand bei der Inanspruchnahme 
der europäischen Programme reduzieren will. Die zum Teil sehr komplizierten 
Verfahrensvorschriften stellen eine hohe Hürde für die Teilnahme an EU-
Programmen dar und sollten daher anwenderfreundlicher ausgestaltet werden. Bei 
der angekündigten Standardisierung der europäischen Durchführungs-
bestimmungen muss darauf geachtet werden, dass den unterschiedlichen Aus-
gangs- und Rahmenbedingungen der einzelnen Politikbereiche Rechnung getra-
gen wird. Die Kommission verweist auf ihren vor kurzem vorgelegten Vor-schlag 
zur Überarbeitung der Haushaltsordnung für den Gesamthaushaltsplan der EU. 
Der Bundesrat hält die erneute grundlegende Umstellung des Systems der 
Strukturfondsförderung nicht für sinnvoll. Er ist der Auffassung, dass der 
Vorschlag für eine Verordnung über die Haushaltsordnung für den Gesamt-
haushaltsplan der EU (Neufassung) insbesondere für die fondsfinanzierten För-
der- und Ausgleichsmaßnahmen einen erheblichen zusätzlichen Verwaltungs-
aufwand mit sich bringt. Dies würde zu Unsicherheiten, erheblichem Mehrauf-
wand sowie Reibungsverlusten und neuen Fehlerquellen führen. Die zusätzlichen 
Kontrollebenen und -stufen verschlechtern das Verhältnis zwischen Ver-
waltungsaufwand und eingesetzten Geldern. Im Einzelnen hat der Bundesrat dazu 
am 24. September 2010 Stellung genommen (BR-Drucksache 347/10 (Be-
schluss)). 
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V. Reform des Einnahmensystems der EU 

40. Der Bundesrat bekräftigt seine Erwartung, dass die Reform des Finanzsystems der 
EU dessen Stärken ausbaut und derzeitige Unzulänglichkeiten beseitigt; hierfür 
werden eine Überprüfung der Einnahmen und Ausgaben des EU-Haushalts sowie 
mehr Gerechtigkeit bei der Verteilung der Finanzierungslasten auf die 
Mitgliedstaaten als erforderlich angesehen. 

41. Der Bundesrat erwartet, dass die Finanzreform zu einer transparenten und ge-
rechten Gestaltung der Einnahmen und Ausgaben der EU führt. Das bedeutet, dass 
die Finanzbeiträge der Mitgliedstaaten an die EU und die Rückflüsse an die 
Mitgliedstaaten aus der EU in einem angemessenen Verhältnis zum relati-ven 
Wohlstand der Mitgliedstaaten stehen müssen. Dementsprechend müssen die 
Beitragslasten an der Wirtschaftsleistung der Mitgliedstaaten ausgerichtet und 
exzessive Haushaltssalden für einzelne Mitgliedstaaten vermieden werden. 

42. Die traditionellen Eigenmittel (insbesondere Zölle) sollten der EU weiterhin 
verbleiben. 

43. Das bestehende Verschuldungsverbot hat sich in vollem Umfang bewährt und ist 
aufrechtzuerhalten. 

44. Der Bundesrat hält einen allgemeinen Korrekturmechanismus für erforderlich, der 
allen durch ihre Nettobeiträge übermäßig belasteten Mitgliedstaaten zugute kommt 
und Sonderregelungen zu Gunsten einzelner Mitgliedstaaten, wie etwa den 
Britenrabatt, möglichst überflüssig macht. Für den Fall, dass es nicht ge-lingt, sich 
über einen derartigen Mechanismus zu einigen, müssen weiterhin Ad-hoc-
Mechanismen zum Ausgleich exzessiver Nettosalden herangezogen werden 
können. 

VI. Direktzuleitung an die Kommission 

45. Der Bundesrat übermittelt diese Stellungnahme direkt an die Kommission. 
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Resolution 
Of the Bundesrat

Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, 
the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee, the 
Committee of the Regions and the national parliaments: the EU 
Budget Review 
COMM (2010) 700 FIN 

In its 878th session on 17th December 2010, the Bundesrat adopted the following 
Resolution pursuant to §§ 3 and 5, Act on Cooperation between the Federation and the 
Federal States in European Union Affairs (EUZBLG): 

I. General comments 

1. The Bundesrat is pleased to see that the Commission has now tabled the 
Communication on the EU budget review, which was originally scheduled for 
2008/2009. The Bundesrat views this as a continuation of the discussion process 
initiated in 2007 and would therefore like to refer back to the Bundesrat’s Opinion 
on the Commission Communication "Reforming the  budget, changing Europe –
Consultation Paper on the EU Budget Review (2008/2009)" of 14th March 2008 
(BR-Official Document 657/07 (Resolution)). However the Bundesrat finds it 
regrettable that the Commission has tabled the Communication on the EU Budget 
Review with a two-year delay, so that it has become available just shortly prior to 
the start of negotiations on the Multi-annual Financial Framework. 

2. The Bundesrat is aware of the great importance of the European Union’s budget as 
a manifestation and instrument of successful European integration and solidarity. 
The EU needs a sound financial basis in order to take action and must be provided 
with appropriate own resources.

3. The Bundesrat is disappointed that in this Communication the Commission has not 
fulfilled the mandate from the December 2005 European Council, calling upon the 
Commission to "... undertake a full, wide ranging review covering all aspects of 
EU spending, including the CAP, and of resources, including the UK rebate, and 
to report in 2008/9...."1 Neither the Communication nor the accompanying 
document are based on a sufficiently comprehensive data set to make this possible. 
In addition there is no prioritization of the various areas of activity enumerated. 

                                               
1 Council of the European Union, Financial Perspective 2007-2013, Doc 15915/05 of 19th December 2005 p. 32
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4. The Communication includes essential proposals on improving the focus on 
results, and enhancing both European added value and the quality of EU budget 
expenditure. In the light of the strains on all public budgets as a consequence of 
the economic and financial crisis, the future financial framework should take 
account of the need for consolidation in national budgets and should be limited to 
the requisite, factually substantiated amounts. Irrespective of the future structure of 
own resources, all public monies are ultimately provided directly or indirectly by 
European taxpayers. 

5 The Bundesrat therefore supports the Federal Government’s negotiating position, 
namely that Member States’ contributions to the EU must be commensurate with 
their economic performance. European funding is not required to tackle all 
European tasks and future challenges. As the public coffers are empty at all levels 
of the political system, the EU must also practice budgetary rigour. EU funding 
must only be provided within the ambit of the EU’s powers and responsibilities. 

6. The Bundesrat supports the Commission’s efforts to concentrate expenditure on 
the EU’s political priorities and in particular on implementation of the Europe 
2020 Strategy. As the EU budget represents a relative small proportion of EU 
GDP (roughly one percent), EU expenditure cannot be the main instrument for 
macroeconomic management and implementation of the Europe 2020 Strategy. 
Coordination of the economic policy of the Member States and regions and 
completion of the legal framework at the EU level – always with due respect for 
Member States’ competences – play a more important role. 

II. Priorities for the future Financial Framework 

7. The Bundesrat draws attention to the fact that fostering intelligent, sustainable and 
integrative growth means acting to achieve mutually reinforcing priorities; specific 
individual aspects cannot simply be allocated to particular expenditure categories 
in the Financial Framework. In contrast, the new growth strategy contained in the 
EU 2020 Strategy is a mainstreaming objective, and all EU activities within the 
existing budgets for various policy areas must make their own specific 
contribution to attaining this goal. Clarity and transparency about expenditure 
should be more of a priority than slavishly reflecting political strategies. 

II.1. Innovation and Education 

8. The Bundesrat welcomes the steps taken by the Commission on the planned 
Flagship Initiative on the Innovation Union and would in this context like to draw 
attention to the Bundesrat Opinion on the Commission Communication "Flagship 
Initiative of the Europe 2020 Strategy – Innovation Union" of 5th November 2010 
(BR-Official Document 616/10 (Resolution)). The Flagship Initiative lays out a 
fundamentally viable policy approach, defines innovation in suitably broad terms, 
turns the spotlight on the major challenges facing our societies and takes key 
technologies into account. The Bundesrat is pleased to note that in the 
Communication it has tabled the Commission also acknowledges the achievements 
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of the Federal states and regions, and of civil society, and recognizes these as 
significant political players.

9. However, the Bundesrat draws attention to the fact that there must not be any 
centralization of innovation policy as a consequence of the Flagship Initiative 
proposed by the Commission. Innovation policy in the context of the Europe 2020 
Strategy involves more than the Flagship Initiative proposed by the Commission. 
EU funding for research and innovation must therefore not be limited to 
implementing the Commission’s Flagship Initiatives.  Innovation policy should 
continue to be the fruit of decentralized decision-making processes. As innovation 
happens in the federal states (Länder) and regions, the structures available there 
should be utilized and their innovative networks should be integrated. The Federal 
states and regions must have sufficient scope to establish their own priorities for 
education and innovation policy, parallel to Europe 2020. 

10. The Bundesrat underscores the great importance accorded to education, 
qualification, science, research, technology and innovation in the EU’s 2020 
Strategy to ensure intelligent, sustainable and integrative growth. In this context, 
the competences stipulated in the Treaties, in particular in the realm of education, 
must be rigorously respected. In particular, the Bundesrat draws attention to the 
fact that education, science and culture as core areas of Federal state sovereignty 
have an importance beyond purely economic considerations and should therefore 
not merely by subsumed into economic, social or employment policy. Education 
means more than simply enhancing one’s employability, but must aim to convey 
values and encourage pupils to develop all aspects of their character. 

II.2. Trans-European Networks, energy and climate policy

11. The Bundesrat considers that overcoming cross-border bottlenecks in strategic 
transnational axes in transport, communication and energy networks constitutes 
added value of significant benefit to society, which dovetails with the EU’s new 
growth strategy. In order to encourage the impetus needed for modernisation, the 
EU should continue to adopt a policy approach that gives precedence to devising 
guidelines, increasing network interoperability, selecting projects of common 
interest and drawing up feasibility studies. Steps to develop high-quality 
infrastructure in line with demand and to overcome critical bottlenecks should be 
based on the principle of fostering the EU’s economic competitiveness and 
promoting balanced and sustainable development. As part of this approach, hubs, 
priority strategic and economic connections and intelligent modal links are of 
particular importance. The existing financing mechanisms in the form of loan 
guarantees or interest-rate subsidies should be utilised in a targeted fashion, 
concentrating, within the framework of the agreed ceilings for expenditure, on 
projects and programmes that will have a clear positive effect for Europe. In the 
context of its financial support for transport infrastructure, the EU should also 
contribute to internalising external effects. 

12. The Bundesrat is pleased to note that in the reform of the EU budget the 
Commission has acknowledged environmental protection, climate change and the 
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increasing scarcity of natural resources as long-term challenges and underscores 
the political importance of climate and energy goals. The Bundesrat considers that 
it would be advisable when tackling these challenges to refocus the priorities 
within existing programmes rather than setting up a separate fund. The 
Commission quite rightly points out that funds could thus be utilised to pursue 
several objectives simultaneously. The relevant EU programmes and funds from 
the policy areas of research, cohesion, agriculture and rural development should be 
adjusted accordingly. In this context, the Bundesrat draws attention to the fact that 
measures to help adjust to climate change will be of particular importance in the 
future. 

II.3. Common Agricultural Policy

13. The Bundesrat is pleased to note that the Commission recognises agriculture as a 
component of the EU’s economy. Agriculture can play a part in attaining the goals 
of the  Europe 2020 Strategy and in creating and securing jobs in rural areas, both 
by responding to new challenges (climate change, preserving biodiversity, water 
management, use of renewable energies etc.) and through pursuing the CAP’S 
original goals (security of supply, food safety etc.). This aspect must play a greater 
role in the future. 

14. The 1st and 2nd pillars of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) must function 
effectively in order to meet the future challenges of dealing with the conflicting 
priorities involved in reconciling competitive European production of high-quality 
food with societal demands pertaining to the environment, climate, water-
management and biodiversity, as well as conserving crucial rural areas. Within the 
context of a reformed financing system, appropriate and reliable funding of the 
CAP must also be guaranteed. In this context the Bundesrat considers that future 
payments must be structured in terms of public funding for public goods, and that 
there must be a greater and more tangible focus on benefits that reflect society’s 
aspirations. 

15. The Bundesrat draws attention to the fact in the sphere of direct payments 
Germany will have a strictly regional model with fully decoupled premium 
payments in 2013. In the first instance the other Member States must continue to 
progress in moving towards fully decoupled direct payments. The Bundesrat takes 
the view that there should only be limited harmonisation of direct payments on the 
basis of the current allocation of such payments. Any such harmonisation should 
draw on objective criteria that take account of the specific circumstances in the 
Member States and should be carried out over a fairly lengthy time period. 

16. In the second pillar of agricultural policy the Bundesrat advocates a more 
pronounced focus on environment policy goals and on rural development, to 
ensure support for innovative production processes and technologies, 
environmental and climate protection, efficient water management and efficient 
use of resources, as well as fostering economic diversification in rural areas and 
making agriculture and forestry more competitive. The Bundesrat welcomes 
efforts to give greater impetus to rural development by ensuring policy dovetails 
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more closely with the goals and instruments of the EU Structural Funds and by 
tapping into synergy effects. 

17. The Bundesrat strongly supports the Commission’s aim of ensuring that the 
emphasis should be not solely on efficiency and effectiveness in considering 
requirements for monitoring systems; instead thought should also be given to the 
proportionality of the effort expended on monitoring and the benefits obtained. In 
particular when putting the direct payments system into practice, including cross-
compliance provisions, there appears to be scope to reduce the enormous cost of 
administration and inspections without rendering monitoring less effective. Low 
monitoring quotas and higher tolerance thresholds play an essential role in this 
context. 

II.4. Cohesion policy 

18. The Bundesrat takes the view that cohesion policy is one of the most successful 
instruments for support, rooted in solidarity, for weaker regions and also 
contributes to creating growth and prosperity across Europe. The Bundesrat 
welcomes the Commission’s emphasis on the continuing need for EU-wide 
cohesion policy, involving all regions, in order to foster economic, social and 
territorial cohesion and encourage harmonious development of the European 
Union as a whole through intelligent, sustainable and integrative growth. In the 
future too a considerable proportion of EU budgetary funds should therefore be 
earmarked to fund structural policy activities in the regions. 
Affirming the previous Resolutions adopted by the federal states1, the Bundesrat 
emphasises that:
- European cohesion policy must remain a horizontal policy to support sustainable 
and integrated regional development and to contribute to the Europe 2020 
Strategy, 
- in the future too the EU’s structural policy must ensure it has something to offer 
to all regions, 
- appropriate and fair transitional provisions must be devised for regions that 
currently receive funding under the "Convergence" Objective but have a per capita 
GDP of over 75 per cent of the European Union average: the funds to cover this 
should be provided from the Convergence Objective, 
- the structure of cohesion policy with three fundamental objectives has proved its 
worth and should be maintained, 
- steps must be taken in this context to ensure that EU-wide support is provided to 
promote regional competitiveness and employment in harmony with the demands 
of sustainability as an integral component of cohesion policy: fostering research, 
innovation and qualification plays an important role in this context, as do climate 
change mitigation measures,

                                               
1 Joint Federation-Länder Opinions on the Fourth Cohesion Report from January 2008 and on the Commission 
Green Paper on Territorial Cohesion of February 2009, Resolution of the Minister-Presidents "The Main Issues in 
the Future of EU Post-2013 Cohesion Policy" of 16th December 2009 
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- the European Social Fund must be maintained as an indispensable component of 
an integrated cohesion policy,
- efforts to foster cross-border, transnational and interregional cooperation should 

be increased, 
- attention must continue to be paid to the urban dimension as part of cohesion 
policy,
- the consistency and complementarity of cohesion policy and European rural 

development policy should be reinforced,
- coordination of cohesion policy and sectoral EU policy is essential to increase 

efficiency and harness synergy effects, 
- in the interest of subsidiarity and reducing bureaucracy, the administrative and 
financial monitoring system should be consistently simplified. 

19. The Bundesrat draws attention to the fact that detailed comments on the future of 
EU cohesion policy will  be transmitted in a joint Federation-Federal states 
Opinion on the European Commission’s Fifth Cohesion Report. 

II.5. Further EU financing instruments

20. An evaluation must be carried out before a decision is taken on the future of the
European Globalisation Fund (EGF). 

21. The Bundesrat supports the Commission’s plans to combine the European Action 
programmes to promote culture and civil society engagement in one broad 
programme. This will enhance clarity and make administration of the programmes
simpler. 

22. The Bundesrat shares the Commission’s view that existing EU programmes on 
education for lifelong learning make a positive contribution to improving 
participants’ qualifications, knowledge and education. The EU’s mobility 
programmes for general and professional education provide an effective 
complement to programmes and measures in the Member States – particularly in 
the context of the threat of a shortfall in skilled workers (GMK) - and generate a 
high degree of European added value.  Against this backdrop, the Bundesrat has 
serious reservations about the Commission’s announcement that i t  intends to 
devise a more integrated concept for the EU’s education programmes with a view 
to promoting the goals of “Youth on the Move". As the Federal states are of the 
opinion that the Lifelong Learning Programme has proved its worth as an 
instrument to promote young people’s mobility, the Bundesrat therefore advocates 
that this programme should be continued with its existing basic structure in the 
context of the next Multi-annual Financial Framework and that changes should 
only be made in individual sections of the programme. In this context the 
Bundesrat takes the view that appropriate funding is needed for the programmes
for all fields of education. 
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23. The same applies to European research funding. In the light of the goal of 
allocating 3 percent of the EU’s GDP to research and development, the central 
elements of the Framework Research Programmes, including in particular the 
specific "Cooperation" programme, should be continued and developed in the 
interest of cross-border cooperation between universities and basic research in 
European clusters. 

24. The Bundesrat affirms its commitment to neighbourly solidarity for civil 
protection. The Monitoring and Information Centre (MIC) is a useful instrument in 
this policy area and coordinates the capacities of the 27 Member States. The 
Bundesrat reaffirms that each Member State bears primary responsibility for 
protecting its own population. The EU should therefore concentrate on 
coordinating measures in further developing a civil protection network that is able 
to take action.

25. The European Solidarity Fund is an expression of the way in which the Member 
States stand by each other. It should be retained and continue to be deployed in 
unusually severe natural catastrophes. There is no need to change the criteria for 
awarding funds from this scheme; however thought should be given to the 
question of whether and how improvements could be made to the ways in which 
the European Solidarity Fund can be deployed to respond to cross-border losses 
and damage. Procedures should be made more transparent and more concrete and 
disbursement of funds should be accelerated. 

26. The Bundesrat takes the view that primarily legislative and coordinating measures 
are required in order to implement the Area of Freedom, Security and Justice. 
Funds required over and above this should be pooled and expenditure should be 
effected in the most cost-effective manner. 

27. The Bundesrat considers that there is still a need for pre-accession aid. This 
funding helps to bring accession candidates closer to the European Union. In this 
context the level of funding must however be proportionate to progress on 
preparation for accession and prospects for accession. Funding must focus in 
particular on the priorities of the accession partner, identify concrete goals and 
include monitoring of achievements. 

II.6. Foreign policy measures

28. The Bundesrat considers that the foreign policy structures created by the Treaty of 
Lisbon facilitate joint strategic action and flexible deployment of the EU’s foreign 
policy instruments. Europe must take on an appropriate role on the international 
stage and maintain its leading position in global development cooperation. The EU 
must have the resources needed to intervene effectively in crises, along with the 
necessary budgetary flexibility to provide emergency aid rapidly in catastrophes. 
The Bundesrat supports the Commission’s approach of taking European added 
value and political priorities as the yardstick in considering European foreign 
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policy tasks and agrees that there should be an open and unbiased review of all 
instruments.

29. The Commission is also correct in noting that the EU’s financial contribution to
international climate protection should be made more visible. The EU’s 
contribution must reflect the EU’s budgetary constraints given the other EU 
priorities to be pursued.  The Bundesrat considers that the funds must be used
effectively and efficiently. 

30. The Bundesrat supports the European Neighbourhood Policy. The EU will be 
called on in the future too to show a determination to shape policy with a view to 
fostering security and prosperity in Europe’s environs. Neighbourhood policy 
must be made still more attractive, effective and credible. The European
Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI) must continue to be funded at 
a level that enables its leverage effect to function. The Bundesrat supports the 
priorities cited by the Commission, namely free trade, alignment with Single 
Market legislation, energy, migration, border protection and environmental 
protection, along with capacity- and institution-building. 

III. Increasing the effectiveness of expenditure policy 

31. The Bundesrat welcomes the Commission’s announcement that i t  will take a 
critical look at its administrative expenditure. The Commission must also be 
included in efforts to consolidate and must practice strict budgetary discipline. 
However a reduction in the Commission’ administrative expenditure must not lead 
to the creation of new executive agencies, nor must it mean that the financing 
burden is shifted to Member States. 

32. The Bundesrat advocates examining means of obtaining additional private funding 
for appropriate projects. In th i s  context new financing instruments or, in 
appropriate cases, project-related loans could be considered. The only bodies 
empowered to grant such loans or furnish sureties and guarantees should be the
EIB, national state banks, private banks or consortia including the EIB, but not 
other EU institutions. The ceilings for expenditure and the prohibition on incurring 
debt must not be watered down.

33. However the Bundesrat draws attention to the fact that the incentive function of 
cheaper loans is not sufficient in all areas covered by European funding 
programmes and that subsidies may continue to be necessary in those spheres. If 
European funding programmes are to be implemented through the European
financial institutions, i t  is important to ensure that the latter cooperate with 
national and regional funding institutions. 

34. The Bundesrat considers that there will continue to be a need for large-scale 
projects that can only be implemented jointly by the EU as a whole and that make 
a significant contribution to global competitiveness. However, the Bundesrat notes 
the explosion of costs in some projects with great concern. Better planning and 
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better management are called for. Involving the private sector in running projects, 
and in bearing the risk of cost overshoots, can contribute to achieving this kind of 
improvement, with the caveat that there must be an appropriate balance between 
costs and benefits.

IV. Structure and duration of the Financial Frameworks 

35. The Commission’s proposal to replace the first three headings of the Multi-annual 
Financial Framework with headings corresponding to the three goals of the EU’s 
2020 Strategy does not do justice to the interdependence of these goals. This 
would create artificial divisions in the existing interrelated and interdependent 
structure. 

36. The Bundesrat sees no reason to reduce the number of headings to three major 
headings (internal, external and administrative expenditure). A system with a 
limited number of broad headings would mean a high degree of aggregation within 
these headings and thus a corresponding loss of information. The broad headings 
would have to be divided into meaningful sub-categories. This would not 
contribute to enhancing transparency.

37. In the Bundesrat’s view there are convincing grounds to continue working with a 
timeframe of seven years for future Financial Frameworks. This time span has 
proven successful for the Structural Funds programmes and the EU’s other 
funding programmes and would correspond to the time frame for the current 
EUROPE 2020 Strategy. Reducing the duration of the Financial Framework would 
unnecessarily increase the effort expended on reaching an agreement and in 
administration, and would make planning more uncertain. This disadvantage 
would outweigh the potential benefits of synchronising the Financial Framework 
with the terms of office of the Commission and the European Parliament. The 
Commission’s proposal for a ten-year timeframe for the Financial Framework with 
an extensive Mid-term Review ("5+5") might – depending on the specific 
arrangements introduced – amount to halving the programme’s duration, as the 
Mid-term Review would be likely to entail extensive and possibly protracted 
negotiations. With reference to the Structural Funds Programmes, a "5+5" 
timeframe would only be possible if legal security could be provided, guaranteeing 
continuity in the substantive underlying structure, the administrative and 
monitoring systems and core financing for approved Operational Programmes for 
the entire duration of the programme.

38. In the Financial Framework the advantages of an EU budget focused on long-term 
stability need to be weighed against the advantages of greater flexibility. 
Additional expenditure should be financed primarily by internal reallocation of 
funds. Monies not spend should continue to be refunded to the Member States. 
This would not be compatible with the option of carry-over of non-utilised 
capacity from the previous year nor with the option to re-allocate funds freely 
from earlier or later budget years. 
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39. The Bundesrat is pleased to note that the Commission has responded to the 
criticism that has long been voiced, also by the Bundesrat, and will endeavour to 
reduce the administrative effort for beneficiaries of European programmes. The 
sometimes highly complicated procedural provisions constitute a significant 
barrier to participation in EU programmes and these provisions should therefore be 
cast in a more user-friendly form. In the planned standardisation of European 
implementing provisions, the different initial conditions and general circumstances 
pertaining to individual policy areas must be duly taken into account. The 
Commission refers to its recently tabled proposal to amend the Financial 
Regulation applicable to the general budget of the EU.  The Bundesrat takes the 
view that fundamentally restructuring the system for Structural Funds support 
once again would not be reasonable. The Bundesrat is of the option that the 
proposal for a Regulation on the Financial Regulation applicable to the general
budget of the EU (recast) would give rise to considerable additional administrative 
costs in particular for fund-financed support and compensatory measures. This 
would cause uncertainty, considerable additional costs and loss of efficiency due 
to tension and friction, and would produce new sources of error. The additional
monitoring levels and steps in monitoring would mean greater administrative 
efforts at higher cost. The Bundesrat commented in detail on this issue on 24th
September 2010 (BR-Official Document 347/10 (Resolution)). 

V. Reform of the EU’s revenue system

40. The Bundesrat affirms that it expects reform of the EU financial system to build on 
the system’s strengths and remove its current shortcomings. With a view to 
attaining that goal, the Bundesrat considers that review of revenue and expenditure 
in the EU budget is essential, along with a more equitable system for sharing the 
funding burden between Member States. 

41. The Bundesrat expects that the financial reform will lead to EU expenditure and 
revenue being structured in a more transparent and equitable fashion. That means 
that the Member States’ financial contributions to the EU and net returns to the
Member States must be proportionate to the relative prosperity of the Member 
States. In keeping with this, the burden of contributions must be determined by the 
economic performance of the Member States and that excessive budgetary
balances for individual Member States must be avoided. 

42. Traditional own resources (particularly customs revenue) must continue to accrue 
to the EU. 

43. The existing prohibition on incurring debt has fully proved its worth and must be 
maintained. 

44. The Bundesrat considers that a general corrective mechanism is needed to benefit 
all Member States that carry a disproportionate burden due to their net 
contributions; insofar as this is possible, this general mechanism should make it 
superfluous to have special provisions to benefit particular states, such as the 
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British rebate. Should it prove impossible to reach agreement on a mechanism of 
this type, ad hoc mechanisms to compensate for excessive net balances would 
have to continue to be utilised. 

VI. Direct transmission to the Commission

45. The Bundesrat will transmit this Opinion directly to the Commission. 
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Ireland

Ms Jutta Haug
Chairperson
Special Committee on the Policy Challenges and Budgetary 
Resources for a sustainable European Union after 2013. (SURE)
European Parliament 
B-1047  Brussels
Belgium

8 February 2011

Dear Chairperson

Re: Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, 
the European Economic and Social Committee, the Committee of the Regions and 
the national parliaments – The EU Budget Review - COM (2010) 700

I refer to your correspondence regarding the establishment of the Special Committee on the 
Policy Challenges and Budgetary Resources for a sustainable European Union after 2013
and inviting the Joint Committee on European Affairs to make a contribution on any of the 
strategic policy communications published by the Commission in the run up to the new 
multiannual financial framework. 

The Joint Oireachtas Committee on European welcomed the initiative of the SURE 
committee and the opportunity to contribute to its work on defining the European 
Parliament’s political priorities for the post-2013 multiannual financial framework (MFF).   

As you may be aware Dáil Éireann dissolved on Wednesday 2 February and a general 
election will be held on 25 February 2011.  In the meantime I have been directed by the 
Joint Committee to forward the enclosed contribution in response to your request on behalf 
of the Chairman and the Committee.

Yours sincerely

______________ 
Siobhan Malone
Clerk to the Joint Committee

An Comhchoiste um Ghnóthaí 
Eorpacha 

Teach Laighean
Baile Átha Cliath 2

Joint Committee on European 
Affairs

Leinster House
Dublin 2

Tel:   + 353 (0) 1 618 3945
Fax   + 353 (0) 1 618 4149

e-mail: eu.committee@oireachtas.ie
web: www.euaffairs.ie
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Joint Committee on European Affairs 

Position on the Multiannual Financial Framework post-2013

Contribution to the European Parliament’s Special Committee on the Policy Challenges 
and budgetary resources for a sustainable EU after 2013 (SURE)

1. The Joint Committee welcomes the initiative of the European Parliament’s Special 
Committee on the Policy Challenges and budgetary resources for a sustainable EU after 
2013 (SURE) and the opportunity to contributing to its work on defining the European 
Parliament’s political priorities for the post-2013 multiannual financial framework 
(MFF). The Joint Committee believes that it is very important that all the institutions of 
the EU seek to involve national parliaments in the EU budgetary planning process as it 
can have a very significant impact on the direction and priorities of the Union, and in 
turn our citizens.

2. The Joint Committee’s contribution is based on its consideration of the Commission’s 
Budget Review – COM (2010) 700 – which was published in October 2010 as well as 
the views provided by the sectoral committees within the Oireachtas. The Committee 
would like to thank those committees who have provided views, in particular the Joint 
Committee on Agriculture, Fisheries and Food. The Committee believes that it is 
important to note that the Commission’s Budget Review is not a formal proposal dealing 
with figures or shares of the EU’s future budget. The formal proposal is not expected to 
be published by the Commission until June 2011. The Committee looks forward to 
considering this proposal and preparing a comprehensive contribution in response. 

3. This contribution seeks to outline the Joint Committee’s views on what should be the 
policy and budgetary priorities for the EU post-2013. After making some general 
observations, the contribution deals particularly with agricultural policy, competitiveness 
and the EU 2020 Strategy, structural and cohesion policies, climate change and energy, 
the area of freedom security and justice, and external relations as well as the issues of 
own resources and rebates. 

General Observations
4. The EU faces a series of major challenges, which include improving the sustainability 

and competitiveness of the EU; demographic and migration changes; security and global 
instability. Many of these challenges are deeply interlinked and require a comprehensive 
policy response at Member State and EU level. The Committee strongly believes that 
decisions taken under the budgetary review must reflect these considerations. 

5. There has been a gradual adjustment of EU expenditure over time. For example, the 
share of the EU Budget absorbed by the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) has 
declined from over 70% in 1985 to a forecast of 32% in 2013. Over the same period, the 
share of the EU budget absorbed by structural and cohesion policy will have increased 
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from over 10% in 1985 to close on 36% by 2013. Other policy areas, such as 
competitiveness, rural development and external actions have seen their share of the 
budget increase. It is clear that the EU budget is not static and has evolved over time to 
respond to the perceived needs of the Union. Therefore, the Committee believes that 
changes to the post-2013 MFF should be gradual in nature so as to provide continuity 
with existing policies while providing for the gradual introduction of new initiatives. It 
should be a question of evolution rather than revolution. 

Agricultural Policy 
6. The Commission’s Budget Review refers to the share of CAP in the overall EU budget 

falling steadily over the years and suggests that “continuing this trend would still leave 
agriculture spending representing a major public investment – one falling on the EU’s 
shoulders, rather than on national budgets”. The Joint Committee is concerned about this 
oblique suggestion that the CAP share of the EU budget might continue to fall. The 
Committee is critical that the CAP is singled out for mention in this regard and would 
suggest that the reference pre-judges the outcome of the discussion which has yet to 
occur. 

7. The Joint Committee strongly believes that a strong and effective CAP should be 
maintained and the level of EU funding retained for the following reasons: 

 The CAP is now a multi-functional policy that is well integrated with other public policy 
areas; 

 The great bulk of expenditure now goes to provide income supports direct to farmers 
rather than through intermediate measures such as intervention purchases; 

 Through cross-compliance and rural development measures, the CAP promotes on-farm 
efficiency, ensures food safety, procures public environmental goods and addresses 
public concerns about animal welfare; 

 Rural development measures also aim to alleviate the economic and social problems of 
rural areas; 

 The cost of CAP is no longer disproportionate in terms of EU GDP or by reference to 
international comparisons; 

 CAP can play a useful role in addressing future energy needs and the major challenge in 
reconciling the twin requirements of substantially reducing greenhouse gas emissions 
while at the same time ensuring a continued ability to provide a secure and sustainable 
food supply. 

8. Overall, it is the Committee’s firm believe that the CAP has now the capacity, 
particularly with further appropriate reform, to make a significant contribution to EU and 
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global food security, to combating climate change and to general economic recovery. 
CAP should be seen as integral part o the EU 2020 Strategy and not a separate policy 
competing for funding. The Committee recalls the conclusions of the European Council 
of 17 June 2010 which stated: “A sustainable, productive and competitive agricultural 
sector will make an important contribution to the new strategy [EU 2020], considering 
the growth and employment potential of rural areas while ensuring fair competition”. 
This potential will only be realised if sufficient resources are provided in the EU budget. 

9. The negotiation of the CAP reform will be part of the wider negotiations on the MFF 
post-2013. All aspects of these negotiations will take place in parallel over a period of 
about two years. However, final decisions on specific reforms to the CAP can properly 
be taken only in light of the resources that are to be provided for the CAP. Therefore, the 
Committee believes that the relevant Presidencies should ensure that the negotiations on 
the new MFF should be sequenced so that final decisions on further changes in the CAP 
will be taken in the full knowledge of the resources that will be available for the CAP. 

10. The Committee is also strongly of the opinion that the First Pillar of the CAP should 
continue to be fully funded at EU level. The viability of the family farm depends on 
direct payments. Without adequate compensation, farmers will reduce production and 
some will go out of business all together. As a result: 

 The EU will continue to lose market share on the domestic and world markets with an 
adverse impact on economic activity and employment; 

 Food security risks and price volatility in the EU will increase; 

 The EU will contribute less to global food security;

 There will be reduced attention to the environment and increasing environmental 
degradation; 

 The economies of rural areas, which are highly dependent on farmers’ purchasing power, 
will be damaged. 

Therefore, the Committee recommends that resources at least sufficient to maintain the 
present value of direct payments should be provided in the new MFF. 

Competitiveness & the EU 2020 Strategy 
11. The EU is facing growing challenges from demographic and international competitive 

pressures. The economic crisis has highlighted the competitiveness differences between 
the EU Member States as well as the huge challenge the Union faces in trying to remain 
competitive in a global market. The Committee therefore strongly supports the EU 2020 
Strategy as a means to contribute to Europe’s economic recovery and strengthening the 
competitiveness of Member States. The EU 2020 Policies will contribute to increasing 
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productivity and growth potential which are essential to the economic recovery and the 
prosperity of the Union’s citizens. It is important that the EU 2020 Strategy is now 
implemented in an energetic way and therefore the Committee believes that the new 
MFF should be designed to support this implementation. 

12. In particular, the Committee believes that the MFF should focus on the area of Research, 
Development and Innovation. An increased share of the EU Budget could be devoted to 
this activity with particular emphasis on technology transfer to enable the rapid transfer 
of research results to firms, providing priority to high-growth potential sector and SMEs. 
In the design of EU Research programmes, the Committee believes that more attention is 
required to stimulate cooperation between the laboratories of Universities and Institute of 
Technologies and firms across the Union. Existing programme activities to promote 
education and training exchanges across the Community, in particular in research 
activities, should be upheld, if not strengthened.

Structural and Cohesion Policies
13. Structural and Cohesion policies have been very successful in achieving their objective 

of bringing about income convergence across Members States and regions. Ireland has 
derived considerable benefit from these policies. They have been evolving as income per 
capita of countries and regions converge with the EU average, with regions moving from 
Objective 1 to Objective 1 in transition and, as in the case of Ireland, moving out of 
Cohesion Fund eligibility.

14. The Committee believes that this transition should continue with a greater concentration 
of funds in the least developed Member States. Structural and Cohesion Funds have the 
greatest long-term benefit when concentrated on public goods such as road, public 
transport, water treatment and the environment. This also improves the effectiveness of 
programme management and budgetary controls. The Committee also supports the 
retention of the relatively small level of funds devoted to territorial cohesion because of 
its cross-border nature.

Climate change and energy
15. At the March 2007 European Council, the Heads of State and Government agreed an 

integrated climate and energy policy with three objectives: increasing security of supply; 
ensuring the competitiveness of European economies and the availability of affordable 
energy; and promoting environmental sustainability and combating climate change. The 
Council also emphasised that the EU is committed to transforming Europe into a highly 
energy-efficient and low greenhouse-gas-emitting economy, including a commitment to 
achieve at least a 20% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions by 2020 compared to 1990. 

16. The Committee believes that EU Budget should be the financial mechanism to support 
EU Member States in meeting these objectives, through assisting investments for the 
development of renewable energy sources and other initiatives that can reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions. The EU Budget, combined with regulation, could contribute 
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to increased energy interconnection across Europe. Research into energy efficiency as 
well alternative technologies for environmentally friendly technology should also be
given greater emphasis in the EU Budget.

Area of Freedom, Security and Justice 
17. The EU Budget already provides funding for actions in the area of Freedom, Security, 

Justice and Citizenship, including management of migration flows and external borders
protection, and consumer protection. The Committee believes that this area should 
continue to be a priority for the EU Budget. The Committee supports the activities 
supported from funding under the European Refugee fund, the European Integration fund 
and the European Returns fund as well as those provided for from EU funding under the 
Prevention and Fight against Crime programme. We see a continuing need for these 
policy areas to be supported by the EU budget. 

External Relations 
18. EU expenditure on its foreign and security policy is modest by comparison with the 

indirect benefits which it brings to the Union’s citizens through contributing to the 
promotion of peace and democracy globally. Meeting the cost of important ESDP 
missions will be a major challenge with the limited resources currently available. The 
Committee is also supportive of the Financial Instrument for the European 
Neighbourhood Policy and the Instrument of Pre-Accession, both of which play a 
significant role in integrating some of the EU’s regional partners into a framework 
providing improved cooperation and stability. Therefore, the Committee believes that 
EU funding in these very important areas, especially as EU foreign policy gains more 
coherence and prominence through the new External Action Service, should be 
strengthened in the new MFF. 

Own Resources 
19. Member States’ contributions to the EU Budget come from a mixture of resources, with 

some 70% from a GNI based contribution, 15% from a VAT-related resource and the 
remaining 15% from Customs Duties. The Committee believes that this method of 
funding has provided a stable source of revenue for the EU Budget. However, it is 
complex and not that simple to administer. The Committee would therefore support a 
more simplified system for funding EU expenditure, which should still be mainly based 
on GNI plus the traditional own resources. A GNI based system is the most equitable as 
it is based on the Member State’s ability to pay and should provide a stable source of 
financing for the EU Budget. It is also transparent and imposes a low administrative 
burden on Member States. 

20. The Committee is strongly opposed to an “EU tax”. It is not clear to the Committee how 
such a tax would be equitable. The Committee is also not in favour of an EU tax rate 
harmonisation. First, the Committee believes that any tax rate harmonisation would be in 
breach of the principle of subsidiarity.  Second, Ireland’s corporate tax rate of 12.5% is 
an integral past of our industrial policy and a key factor in our economic recovery. The 
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Committee is therefore completely against any attempt to introduce corporate tax 
harmonisation within the EU either directly or through technical measures. The 
Committee is also sceptical about many aspects of the proposed EU Common
Consolidated Corporate Tax Base. 

Rebates
21. The Committee considers rebates as unsuited to the long-term funding of the Union. It 

considers that these rebates should be gradually phased out, consistent with the concerns 
of the major net contributors. The Committee sees little merit in alternative approaches 
such as a General Correction Mechanism and hold that the ultimate objective should be 
an end to rebates.

Joint Oireachtas Committee on European Affairs
27 January 2011
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Latvia

                                                                                            
                                                                                                       
                                                                                                          31 January 2011
             Ms.  Jutta HAUG                                                             9/16-
The Chairwomen of the Special Policy Challenge Committee
   

          Dear Colleague,
Thank you for your undated letter regarding the European Parliament’s initiative to start a 
dialogue with national parliaments in the process of preparation for the EU future financial 
perspective. I enclose our Parliamentary report, prepared jointly by representatives of the 
Saeima Committees on European Affairs and Budget and Taxes, assisted by experts of the 
ministries and other committees of the Saeima.
The Saeima of the Republic of Latvia supports the initiative to start a dialogue with national 
Parliaments on the EU financial perspective after 2013 and looks forward to ongoing contacts 
with the European Parliament.
Yours sincerely,

                Imants Liegis
Chairman of the European Affairs Committee

enc. 2 pages
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REGARDING THE DIALOGUE BETWEEN THE EUROPEAN
PARLIAMENT AND NATIONAL PARLIAMENTS IN THE PROCESS OF
PREPARATION FOR THE EU FUTURE FINANCIAL PERSPECTIVE –
VIEW OF THE LATVIAN PARLIAMENT (SAEIMA)
FRAMEWORK, CEILINGS, DURATION AND STRUCTURE OF THE NEXT FINANCIAL 
PERSPECTIVE
The ceilings of the next Financial Perspective should remain at about the same level. We give our 
preference to the bottom-up approach where we, first, decide on the content of the expenditure 
categories not the overall size of the EU budget against the GDP. 

The Own Resources ceilings should not be increased. In any case it is important that this remains 
purely unanimous decision of the Council. 

Latvia approves the current structure of the EU budget and is of the opinion that proposals to create 
any new categories/instruments need to have a clear justification and a thorough assessment. New 
priorities and challenges primarily should be financed by streamlining resources within the agreed 
financial framework.

Latvia prefers to keep the seven year duration for the next EU’s multiannual budget. We believe that 
the current structure of the EU budget allows for enough flexibility to cater for the unforeseen needs. 
If necessary, Latvia could agree to increase the margins within the expenditure categories at the time 
when the decision on the multiannual budget is taken.  

REVENUES OF THE EU BUDGET

The Own resources system should be simplified. The best way to do that is to abolish VAT based 
resource, retaining only GNI resource and Traditional own resources. 
We are not in a position currently to agree or to start any discussions on new own resources.  We are 
extremely concerned about the potential impact introduction of new taxes would have on 
competitiveness of different sectors of economy across the different Member States.  
The correction mechanisms should be abolished as well. 

EU BUDGET EXPENDITURES POST 2013

The two main priorities for Latvia in the upcoming negotiations will be Cohesion policy and the 
Common Agricultural policy.

The Cohesion Policy should be focused on its original / historical aim, i.e. to reduce disparities in the 
level of development among the EU Member States and regions. It is necessary to maintain the same 
level of financial support for the convergence objective of Cohesion policy after 2013.  We need to 
make sure that there is a real economic convergence among the Member States. Only through creating 
an economically homogeneous area will Europe become more competitive and achieve Strategy 2020 
goals.  

Financial distribution of the Cohesion policy has to be more concentrated and therefore Member States 
should be able to choose a limited number of priorities for support; the EU convergence regions 
should have possibility to choose more priorities.

The current architecture of the Cohesion policy should be kept for the next financing period as well; a 
clear linkage between the European Social fund, European Regional Development fund and the 
Cohesion fund has promoted a better coordination of actions and synergy of the Cohesion policy. 

Reform of the Common Agriculture policy has to make a major contribution to establishment of fair 
conditions of competitiveness for all the EU farmers. In this context, it is necessary to abandon any 
references to the historic criteria and introduce new, objective, transparent direct payments distribution 
criteria for all the Member States.
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Common Agriculture policy has to remain a single, common EU policy after 2013 without division in 
national or regional policies and both CAP pillars should be kept. First pillar of Common Agriculture 
policy has to be fully financed from the EU budget resources.
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Sweden

25 January 2011 

Jutta Haug 
European Parliament  
Chair SURE 

Madam Chair, 
Thank you for your letter inviting us to inform you of the positions of the Committee on 
Finance with regard to the budget review. These issues due to be considered by your 
Committee are important. The Committee on Finance at the Riksdag (the Swedish 
Parliament) follows these matters by means of regular information meetings and deliberations 
with government ministers on both the annual and the long-term budgets of the EU. 
Furthermore, the Government consults with the Riksdag in the Committee on European 
Union Affairs prior to each Ecofin decision. 

In the light of the negotiations in the EU regarding both the 2011 budget and the coming long-
term EU budget it should be noted that in relation to budgetary policies in the EU the 
Committee on Finance is inclined to budget restrictiveness and is oriented towards reforming 
and modernising the EU budget. The Committee considered the review of the long-term EU 
budget 2007-2013 in statement 2007/08:FiU14. As may be seen in the attached statement, the 
Committee considered that the principles of subsidiarity, European added value, 
proportionality, sound financial management and restrictiveness should underlie the budget. 
The Committee considered that the ability of the EU budget to adapt to changing conditions 
and demands had been inadequate, and that a thorough-going readjustment of priorities in EU 
budget expenditure was necessary while any changes had to be made without increasing 
aggregate budget spending. The Committee has not considered the Commission 
Communication on the review of of the EU budget (COM(2010)700) in a statement, but in 
December 2010 it held deliberations with EU Minister Birgitta Ohlsson concerning the long-
term EU budget. 

To provide you with a rapid overview you will find attached a summary of this statement on 
the review of the long-term EU budget. In addition, a memorandum is attached setting out the 
positions in the statement. Reservations from opposition parties are also included. The 
complete statement is also attached. Please, notice that the document was decided prior to our 
last election and since then one more party has gained seats in the Riksdag.

The Riksdag has also been following the questions of Agricultural Policy and EU Cohesion 
Policy on the basis of the Communication presented by the Commission in November 2010. 
On 9 December 2010 the Committee on Industry and Trade organised an information meeting 
with the Government in connection with Commission Communication COM(2010)642 
"Conclusions of the fifth report on economic, social and territorial cohesion: the future of 
cohesion policy". On 10 February 2011 the Committee will hold deliberations with the 
Government regarding the same matter. On 17 February 2011 the Committee on Environment 
and Agriculture will hold deliberations with the Government in connection with Commission 
communication COM(2010)672 "The CAP towards 2020: Meeting the food, natural 
resources and territorial challenges of the future". 

The Committee on Finance will continue to follow these matters. I am looking forward to 
continued contact with you and your Committee and will be writing to you again in order to 
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set up a meeting. 

Yours sincerely, 

Anna Kinberg Batra 

Annex
Summary of Statement 2009/10:2007/08:FiU14 Review of the EU-budget

In May 2006 the European Parliament, the Council and the Commission urged the 
Commission to make a complete and comprehensive review of all aspects of the EU's 
expenditure and revenue and present a report on this in 2008–2009. In September 2007, as a 
part of this review, the Commission called for a broad process of consultation intended to 
provide an important starting point for the Commission’s coming report. The consultation 
process will end on 15 April 2008. The Commission wishes to carry out the budget review 
using a long-term perspective, but the review is not intended to contain any budget proposals 
after the close of the current budget period which will last until 2013. 

The Committee on Finance supports the principles and points of departure that the 
Government considers should determine the budget – subsidiarity, European added value, 
proportionality, sound financial administration, and restrictivity. 

The Committee considers that the capacity of the EU budget to adapt to changed 
preconditions and demands has been inadequate. Although the composition of the budget's 
expenditures has changed, they are still noticeably dominated by "traditional" expenditures, 
i.e. agricultural policy and regional policy. Expenditures for areas like competitiveness, R&D, 
and environmental and climate policy have admittedly increased, but from very low levels. 

The Committee considers that a thorough reordering of the priorities of EU budget 
expenditures is needed, and that the changes should be made without an increase in overall 
budget expenditure. 

The Committee advocates a drastic reduction of the EU budget's expenditure on agricultural 
policy and emphasises that the special review of agricultural policy now under way, the 
Health Check, should not entail any restriction on the possibility of reforming agricultural 
policy and reducing its dimensions. 

Regional policy also needs to be reformed both with regard to design and volume. The 
Union's regional policy efforts should be centred on those countries in the EU which have a 
clearly lower level of prosperity than the average. The benefits of regional policy support for 
the EU's richer countries are highly questionable. 

A number of areas need to be given higher priority to meet current and future political and 
economic challenges. There is a need for more focus on competitiveness, R&D, strategic 
investments in infrastructural projects, and exchange programmes in the field of education. 
Legal matters such as serious cross-border crime, trafficking in human beings, drug 
smuggling and terrorism also need increased resources. If the EU wishes to play a leading role 
on a global scale, it must also be ready to work actively to improve democracy and human 
rights. This also requires greater efforts. The Committee on Finance especially wishes to 
emphasise that together with R&D efforts, environmental and climate issues should be given 
higher priority. The Committee considers that there are good reasons for efforts at EU level 
within both these areas. 
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Sound financial administration is one of the basic principles that the upcoming reforms of the 
EU budget should be based on, and the Committee considers it necessary to improve the 
checks to ensure the appropriate and efficient employment of EU funds. The Court of 
Auditors should also be given greater powers to conduct efficiency audits to determine 
whether various programmes of expenditure are appropriately designed to achieve their policy 
objectives. Transparency, simplicity and an explicit division of responsibility should be aimed 
for in the design of both the budget as such and the individual expenditure programmes. 

In the Committee's view, the budget's revenues and expenditures must be viewed in a single 
context. Adjustments and rebates have arisen because the aggregate burden of the budget has 
become unreasonably skewed between Member States, and this in its turn results from the 
expenditures being very unevenly distributed. A reform of the elements making up both 
revenues and expenditures  must therefore be viewed in a coherent perspective. 

The Committee opposes the introduction of an EU tax. The Committee considers that there is 
broad political and popular opposition to transferring the right of taxation to the EU. 

The Committee also considers that the European Parliament should be located in Brussels 
alone.

The Left Party and the Green Party submitted reservations.
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PM 25 January 2011

Statements by the Committee on Finance concerning the 
EU and the economic crisis

Committee on Finance statement 2007/08:FiU14   Review of the EU 
budget 
This statement was approved in the Committee on 27 March 2008. 

General views 
In conjunction with the agreement on the current long-term EU budget, a decision was taken 
to undertake a review of the entire EU budget in 2008/09. For Sweden this budget review was 
an important precondition for approving the long-term EU budget for the period 2007–2013. 
The Committee on Finance notes with satisfaction that as part of this review the Commission 
is now carrying out a broad process of consultation with interested parties at every level –
European, national, regional and local.

Significant changes have taken place, both in the EU and elsewhere. As a result, new 
problems have emerged, but also new opportunities. Greater international competition, the 
growth of cross-border crime, growing migration flows, climate, environmental and energy 
issues, and the need for international initiatives for peace, democracy and combating poverty 
are all areas in which the EU needs to play a prominent role. Meeting these challenges makes 
considerable demands on EU cooperation. The common resources of the EU must be used 
effectively and appropriately.

It is important to bear in mind that the budget is just one of several tools which the EU has at 
its disposal to implement its policies. Many future challenges are of a kind that cannot be 
tackled by budgetary measures. Instead, other forms of cooperation must be applied. These 
may involve political cooperation and a common regulatory framework. The most appropriate 
measures vary, and must be assessed in each individual case. There are thus many urgent 
matters which are not necessarily best resolved by means of the budget.

Like the Government and other committees, the Committee on Finance considers it 
imperative to make good use of this opportunity to carry out a budget review, and that this 
review is thorough-going. Priorities in the budget need to be adjusted in accordance with 
current demands, the budget structure needs to be simplified and modernised, implementation 
needs to be more stringent, and budget control and follow-up need to be toughened up. It is 
therefore very gratifying that the Commission is initiating an unconditional discussion in 
which all aspects of the EU budget can be raised.

The Committee also supports the principles and points of departure which the Government 
considers should guide work on the budget: subsidiarity, European added value, 
proportionality, sound financial management and restrictiveness. In the Committee's view, 
changes in expenditure should be made without any increase in aggregate spending. The 
subsidiarity principle means that the Union should only implement a measure if the targets 
cannot be achieved adequately by means of initiatives at a lower level, or to put it another 
way, when a measure at EU level adds something which the member states cannot accomplish 
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on their own. In the Committee's view, the terms subsidiarity and European added value are 
different ways of expressing the same thing. Before a measure is considered for the EU 
budget at all, it must be carefully considered whether an intervention at EU level is the most 
appropriate way of resolving the issue in question.

Currently a special review of of EU agricultural policy - the "health check" - is under way, 
and special reviews are also being carried out of other important parts of the budget. It is 
absolutely crucial that these special reviews do not lock down certain matters or entail 
restrictions in the changes which may be prompted in the course of this general budget 
review. A free and open debate on the budget which is permitted to explore every aspect of 
the question will be of little use if agricultural policy or other parts of expenditure are 
regarded as out of bounds as a result of recently conducted special reviews.

The ability of the EU budget to deal with changing priorities 
In its consultation document, the Commission gives a retrospective overview of how the 
composition of EU budget expenditure has changed over time. In 1988, agricultural policy 
absorbed 61 per cent of spending, and in 2013 it is estimated that this proportion (excluding 
rural development) will have decreased to 32 per cent. In 1988, the proportion of the budget 
used for cohesion policies, i.e. various forms of regional support, constituted just over 17 per 
cent of spending, while it is estimated that it will have increased to 36 per cent in 2013. 
Funding for other policy areas is estimated to show an increase from 7 per cent to 26 per cent 
of budget expenditure between 1988 and 2013. 

The EU budget has shown a certain degree of flexibility and its composition has changed over 
time. However, the Committee on Finance considers, as do the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
and the Committee on European Union Affairs in their statements, that insufficient flexibility 
has been in evidence. The part of budget expenditure used for "traditional" spending such as 
agricultural policy and various forms of regional support, has hitherto predominated and is 
expected to remain predominant in 2013. The Common Agricultural Policy and EU Cohesion 
Policy together accounted for 78 per cent of spending in 1988 and it is estimated that they will 
account for 68 per cent in 2013. In addition funding for rural development estimated to 
amount to 7 per cent of budgetary expenditure in 2013 is reported in the Commission 
Communication under Other Policy Areas. These funds also have the character of traditional 
expenditure and are intended to help meet the objectives of the Common Agricultural Policy.
The EU budget has been and still is completely dominated by traditional spending on 
agricultural policy and regional support. There has been increased spending in certain new 
areas, but these increases have been from very low levels and in absolute numbers they are 
minimal.

In the opinion of the Committee on Finance, it is evident that the composition of expenditure 
reflects past concerns rather than those of the future. As a result, the ability of the budget to 
meet new challenges cannot be considered satisfactory. It is therefore necessary to 
comprehensively readjust priorities in budgetary spending.

The design of the future EU budget 

Expenditure priorities 
In the Committee's view, the challenges for the future noted by the Commission in its 
Communication give a good description of the future concerns facing the EU. They also show 
with admirable clarity that the present-day budget is not designed to meet them and that a 
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thorough-going reform and readjustment of priorities is absolutely necessary if the resources 
mobilised by the budget are to correspond to these future challenges. The Committee shares 
the view of the Committee on EU Affairs that it is important that policy areas which are given 
high priority also get the resources they require – even if they are new – and that expenditure 
is kept within budget limits. The ability of the EU budget to adapt to new conditions and 
political challenges must therefore be improved, as the Committee has previously noted.

The Committee notes that despite the shifts in expenditure which have taken place in the EU 
budget, it is still dominated by traditional spending, i.e. the Common Agricultural Policy and 
regional policy. It is estimated that these two areas together will represent more than three 
quarters of budget expenditure in 2013. In the Committee's view, a distribution of expenditure 
of this kind corresponds very poorly to the problems facing the Union now and in the future.

There is also good reason to query many of these costs on the basis of the fundamental 
principles which should underlie the EU budget. Direct support to agriculture has taken on the 
form of general income support exclusively addressing the agricultural sector where those 
who produced most according to earlier support schemes continue to receive the greatest 
support. There is reason to ask whether this support generates any European added value at 
all. The Committee on Finance agrees with other committees and thinks that reforms in 
agricultural policy should be guided by deregulation and market-orientation, attention to 
consumer and environmental protection, the phasing out of direct support and the abolition of 
export subsidies. Current agricultural policy contributes to maintaining high prices and 
locking resources into sectors with low productivity, in some cases it has negative effects on 
the environment and it is very expensive. In the opinion of the Committee on Finance, 
spending on the Common Agricultural Policy should be drastically reduced, both in absolute 
terms and as a proportion of EU expenditure.

The other element of traditional EU expenditure – regional policy - must also be reformed in 
terms of both scope and content. The gradual enlargement of the EU, both in 2004 and 2007, 
has given rise to increased differences in prosperity between the Union's member states and 
this is a development which may be expected to continue as future enlargements take place.

There are good reasons for the EU to fund measures whose purpose is to improve economic 
developments in parts of the EU with relatively low levels of prosperity, and such support is 
also imperative on grounds of solidarity. It is, however, difficult to argue that the parts of EU 
cohesion policy targeting member states with relatively high levels of prosperity generate 
enough European added value to justify action at EU level. To the extent that prosperous 
European countries consider it justified to support weak regions in their own country, this 
should be a national matter. The fact that relatively prosperous member states spend large 
sums on redistributing resources among each other via the EU is not an expression of 
solidarity within the Union but rather the result of an endeavour to maximise their own 
revenues from the Union budget. The EU's common resources should be concentrated to areas 
where they are most useful, and regional policy measures in prosperous countries can hardly 
be considered to belong in this category.

It would be advantageous to orient the implementation of EU cohesion policy in relatively 
prosperous countries towards the political and strategic coordination of different regional 
development initiatives. For this reason EU cohesion policy in relatively prosperous member 
states should be conducted by other means than jointly-funded support. This kind of support 
should instead go to countries with the lowest economic standard and therefore the greatest 
need. In the view of the Committee, there is both a great need and great potential for reducing 
EU budget expenditure for various kinds of regional policy measures.
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With regard to areas which should be given priority and allocated increased resources in the 
future, the Committee supports the assessment made by government minister Malmström at 
the hearing of 6 December. In the first place, greater efforts are needed in relation to 
competitiveness, R&D, strategic investments in infrastructural projects, and exchange 
programmes in education. In the second place, greater efforts are needed in regard to legal 
issues relating to serious cross-border crimes such as trafficking in human beings, trafficking 
in drugs and terrorism. In the third place, EU relations to other countries should be given 
priority. If the EU is to play a leading role globally it must also to be prepared to act to 
contribute to democracy and human rights.

Besides the above-mentioned points, the Committee particularly wishes to note certain areas 
which should be given greater priority. In common with the Committee on European Union 
Affairs and the Committee on Industry and Trade, the Committee wishes to emphasise 
environmental and climate issues, and R&D initiatives. In both these areas there is clear 
justification for initiatives at EU level.

Environmental policy is typically cross-border in character and there is a great need for action 
at EU level. It is, however, not self-evident that budgetary measures are the most efficient 
way to conduct environmental policy. Common rules and common legislation with national 
responsibility for implementation may provide a first-hand alternative.

Environmental and climate issues are, however, very broad in character and cannot well be 
dealt with using only measures exclusive to environmental policy. Environmental awareness 
must instead permeate the whole of the budget. This can apply to such things as 
infrastructural planning, the use of information technology or research, and the development 
of efficient energy technology. The Committee on Industry and Trade writes in its statement 
of opinion that the EU should take increased responsibility for general critical issues which 
cannot be resolved by individual countries. Energy, the climate and the environment 
constitute a set of problems of this type. The environment has not previously attracted 
attention in budget planning with the same clarity as growth, and constitutes a very modest 
proportion of the current budget. In the view of the Committee on Industry and Trade the 
interconnected issues of energy, the climate and the environment should be given greater 
priority in future budgets. The Committee on Finance shares this view.

In the area of R&D, the Committee on Finance also thinks that there are compelling reasons 
to increase joint efforts in the EU. Such measures can be expected to give positive cross-
border knock-on effects with respect to both research findings and researchers. Initiatives 
focusing on research are necessary if companies in Europe are to make their mark in the 
global economy. At the same time work on ecologically, socially and financially sustainable 
development demands new knowledge and technology. Individual European countries, 
however, cannot single-handedly fund all the research which the development of society 
requires. For this reason there are great opportunities for the EU to use strategic research 
initiatives to generate European added value which member states are unable to create 
themselves.

To a greater and greater extent, research of the highest scientific calibre requires investments 
in research infrastructure. These investments, however, are frequently of such dimensions that 
individual countries alone are unable to finance them. Cooperation at EU level is for this 
reason an appropriate way to create a research infrastructure which will generate European 
added value further down the line. Infrastructure initiatives furthermore have the positive 
effect that they tend to attract the most eminent researchers, which means that researchers 
from both Europe and the rest of the world will be at these European research facilities. The 
2007–2013 Seventh Framework Programme's budget for research infrastructure corresponds 
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neither to the needs of European research nor to its potential. A suitable starting point for 
future European efforts regarding research infrastructure is the work being done in the 
European Strategic Forum for Research Infrastructure (ESFRI).

The Committee also thinks that the European Research Council will have a very beneficial 
influence on European research. Competition for research funding at a European level makes 
visible the European frontline of research within various areas, while at the same time helping 
to promote a high level of quality in the research being done. The research funded by the 
Council thus provides a benchmark for all European research. To make full use of the 
potential positive effects of the European Research Council on European research, the 
Committee considers that efforts in this area should be increased.

Beside these high-priority areas there are other areas that require urgent attention.

In its statement of opinion, the Committee on Transport and Communications notes that a 
reorientation of the transport system towards more environmentally friendly, energy-saving 
and efficient means of transport is needed to achieve present climate targets, and that this 
must be clearly highlighted among the important challenges facing the EU in coming decades.
Issues in the transport, postal services, telecommunications and IT areas are crucial to the 
development of a sustainable society and to achieving the objectives set out in the updated 
Lisbon Strategy for growth and employment. The Committee on Transport and 
Communications notes that there are good reasons to continue having special programmes in 
the Community budget for these areas in the future. At the same time the Committee wishes 
to draw attention to the fact that initiatives relating to infrastructural projects are primarily a 
national concern and in certain cases a regional or local responsibility, although in certain 
circumstances, particularly in relation to cross-border projects and adaptation to climate 
change, it is justifiable to fund them at EU level.

The Committee on Finance shares the view of the Committee on Transport and 
Communications that in some cases there may be grounds for EU level initiatives in order to 
finance a more sustainable and effective transport system. The Committee would like to 
emphasise, however, that European added value must be in focus for measures at EU level.
For this reason it is of crucial importance that the selection of measures is not determined by 
regional policy aspects or by a desire to distribute funds among the member states.
Infrastructural initiatives are primarily a national undertaking and it is important that clear 
European added value can be demonstrated to justify funding from the EU budget.

In the area of European defence and security policy there are clear advantages to common 
initiatives at EU level. Acting jointly, the EU has far greater potential for making an impact in 
the international arena than if each country acts on its own. It is, however, important to ensure 
that international operations during crises do not overlap UN or NATO operations. Needs in 
this area are greater than currently available resources and they can be expected to increase in 
the future.

The need for humanitarian assistance is considerable and can furthermore be expected to 
become even greater in the future as a consequence of climate change, for instance. The 
Committee on Finance considers that EU initiatives for humanitarian assistance and 
combating poverty in the third world should be increased, and that in particular initiatives to 
combat child poverty should be given high priority. Poverty reduction, however, is not just 
about support in emergency situations but also about creating good conditions for growth and 
development in poor countries. Measures via the budget only form part of policies for 
combating poverty. Besides budget measures the EU also needs to use its trade policies to 
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make things easier for countries in the third world so that protectionist currents do not put 
obstacles in the way of economic development.

Implementation of the EU budget 
Sound economic management is one of the fundamental principles on which future reforms of 
the EU budget should be based. The Committee considers that economic management should 
ensure that funds are used correctly, effectively and appropriately, and that the budget should 
be characterised by a restrictive attitude with regard to expenditure. This is an area where 
much can and should be done.

In recent years the EU has made a comprehensive effort to improve management and control 
of common Union funds. Despite this, for the past thirteen years the Court of Auditors has 
been in a position to present an audit report without objections. For this reason there are 
compelling grounds to continue working for improved internal governance and control of EU 
finances.

The Committee on European Union Affairs emphasises that responsibility in relation to the 
implementation of the budget is of crucial significance. Better governance with clearer 
objectives, a clearer division of responsibilities (including increased delegation), and better 
possibilities for imposing sanctions are three areas of improvement, all of which would give 
the Court of Auditors better conditions for scrutinising the budget and in extension 
considerably increase the proportion of correctly administered funds. The Committee on 
Finance shares this view.

Of course improved control is necessary to ensure that EU funds are used correctly and 
legally, but in the Committee's view, stronger control is not enough. To promote financial 
effectiveness and ensure good results from initiatives funded by the Union budget, more is 
required than merely observing rules, however conscientiously this is done. Measures in the 
budget must also be designed to actually produce the desired results.

The Committee on Finance advocates planning and administering the EU budget in a result-
oriented manner to a higher degree than is currently the case, so that focus is on the effects of 
budgetary measures for Union member states and citizens. For this reason the Court of 
Auditors should be given greater scope for carrying out performance audits and thereby not 
only controlling that funds are used correctly in a legal sense, but also that the expenditure 
systems are appropriately designed.

Changing the role of the Court of Auditors in this direction, however, is associated with a 
number of difficulties. It is only possible to decide if a spending programme has the intended 
effect if the objectives are expressed with clarity and precision. A programme should not have 
too many objectives, and the various objectives must not be contradictory, although this is 
often the case today. It must be clear who is responsible for what in the implementation of the 
budget, not only in a strictly official sense, but also in practical terms. The Committee does 
not consider it a straightforward matter to improve control of the use of common EU funds.
However, it is imperative that an effort is made to improve openness and transparency, 
responsibility and accountability, and control in the implementation of the budget.

The Committee on Transport and Communications writes that both the EU budget and the 
structure of individual EU programmes can be rather impenetrable, and that it is therefore 
imperative to have clear and transparent delimitation and a simple programme structure. The 
Committee on Finance shares this view. Transparency, simplicity and an explicit division of 
responsibilities should be guiding principles in formulating both the budget in itself and 
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individual expenditure programmes. Simplicity, clarity and a clear chain of responsibility in 
turn entail improved preconditions for the implementation of follow-ups and evaluations of 
various kinds, as well as for demanding accountability.

The Committee would like to see a rapid implementation of changes in the budget, if possible 
before the completion of the current programme period, i.e. before the end of 2013. Rapid 
implementation must not, however, be at the expense of the content of the reforms. It is far 
more important that the reforms are of the thorough-going and far-reaching kind advocated by 
the Committee, even if this means that no changes can be implemented before 2014. 

The Committee also wishes to take the opportunity of raising the issue of the location of the 
European Parliament. The Committee is well aware that this matter is regulated by treaty and 
that for this reason the budget review will probably not affect it. Even though the Parliament's 
location will not be reconsidered in conjunction with the budget review for formal reasons, 
the Committee nevertheless considers that the issue is relevant in this context. The budget 
review creates opportunities for a discussion of every aspect of EU expenditure and is 
therefore not restricted by whether or not a matter is regulated in the treaty. In the view of the 
Committee the current order of things, in which Parliament shifts its activities from Brussels 
to Strasbourg eleven times a year, is not fit for purpose. The system entails an ineffective use 
of both financial resources and time, and leads to unnecessary travel with associated 
environmental stress. Perhaps the most serious consequence of the current setup with a 
commuter parliament, however, is that it undermines the confidence of citizens in Parliament 
and by extension in the EU as a whole when it comes to responsible management of Union 
funds and sound economic management. The Committee considers that the European 
Parliament should only be located in Brussels.

EU budget revenues 
In the view of the Committee, the revenue and expenditure aspects of the EU budget must be 
seen in a single context. Various corrections have emerged because the overall budget burden 
for different member states has become unreasonably skewed, as budgetary expenditure is 
very unevenly distributed. Combining the current expenditure structure with a revenue system 
designed using criteria of efficiency and simplicity, e.g. some kind of GNI-based system, 
would in the Committee's view lead to a completely unacceptable distribution of burdens 
between member states. A necessary precondition for changes in the revenue side of the 
budget must therefore be drastic changes in the expenditure side.

In the Committee's view, the argument that expenditure and revenue are determined 
separately and that the net position is thus a residual that lacks importance, or that at least 
ought to lack importance, is unrealistic. In practice, net positions are very important to 
member states.

It is the firm opinion of the Committee on Finance that a reform of the expenditure side of the 
EU budget is a matter of urgency, and that such a reform must precede any changes in the 
revenue side.

The Committee also opposes the introduction of any form of EU tax. In the opinion of the 
Committee, there is broad political and popular resistance to any transfer of the right to levy 
taxes to the EU. The right to levy taxes is and should continue to be a national concern.
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Reservations 

1. Review of the EU budget – Explanatory statement (Lft) 
by Ulla Andersson (Left Party).
Position 
The Left Party wishes to strengthen freedom for national self-determination both within and 
outside the EU. For this reason we wish to reduce EU revenues and expenses in general.
Activities which are currently administered by the EU could be managed both more 
democratically and with greater financial efficiency if they were the responsibility of the 
member states instead.

The Left Party is profoundly critical of the EU’s agricultural policy – not only because it is 
extraordinarily expensive but also because it is inefficient, bureaucratic, encourages cheating 
and is profoundly unjust towards the third world. In addition, it favours the development of 
large-scale industrial agriculture with long-distance animal transports, which are not wanted 
by either farmers or consumers. By far the greatest part of agricultural policy should be 
returned to the member states.

Structural funding and regional policy are also ineffective and bureaucratic. They are 
surrounded by large-scale cheating and financial irregularities, lock regions into dependence 
on grants, and make it more difficult to create real jobs in the public sector since many of the 
temporary projects require public cofunding. As in the case of agricultural policy, structural 
funding and regional policy should be returned to the member states in all essentials.

The EU budget has not responded sufficiently to the need for more environment and climate 
friendly policies. Climate change, biodiversity and healthy ecosystems are the most important 
challenges facing agricultural policy. The impact of agriculture on the marine environment 
and the problems connected with eutrophication have not been raised clearly in either the 
Commission consultation document or in the deliberations of the Committee majority.
Another important challenge, which is not clearly presented in the Commission's description, 
is how the EU can support sustainable agriculture in developing countries. EU fisheries policy 
must take into account the needs of developing countries in a completely different way.

The Committee considers that there are clear advantages to joint initiatives at EU level in 
defence and security policy. The Left Party endeavours on the contrary to foster more robust 
national self-determination both within and outside the EU and for this reason wishes to 
reduce appropriations for military purposes. Our policies entail a foreign and security policy 
based on Sweden once more having a strong voice in the world. Foreign and security policy 
must for this reason be returned to member states.

The Left Party is also strongly opposed to the development of a common European foreign 
affairs administration, as we have considers it to diminish national self-determination. We 
consider that Sweden as a rich country that does not participate in military alliances can also 
play a decisive role in the world in the future by means of an independent foreign and security 
policy. The world is in great need of individual states that stand up for democracy, human 
rights and international law, regardless of where, by whom and with what motives they are 
violated or limited. By participating in the EU joint foreign and security policy Sweden is 
renouncing its ability to to be such a country.

The Left Party is further profoundly critical to the construction of "Fortress Europe". The 
militarisation of the external borders of the EU, carrier responsibility, visa compulsion, and 
the Dublin system all hinder people needing protection from war and persecution from 
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seeking asylum in the EU and force people into the hands of refugee smugglers instead. We 
oppose greater supranational action in the asylum and immigration policy areas and think that 
this will lead to even more restrictive policies and to increased militarisation of the external 
borders of the EU and that it will undermine the right of asylum.

We want to see a Europe based on intergovernmental cooperation and solidarity between 
people and states within and outside Europe. EU foreign policy must be returned to the 
member states, and the military alliances must be phased out and replaced by a common 
security system based on OSCE and in collaboration with the UN.

With regard to EU budget revenues the Left Party advocates charges related to the financial
strength of the member states. Rebates, particularly that of the UK, should be phased out.

2. Review of the EU budget – Explanatory statement (Grn) 
by Mats Pertoft (Grn).
Position 

To a great extent, the majority in the Committee on Finance, that is to say the four centre-
right parties and the Social Democratic Party, have written an opinion on the Commission 
Communication on a budget reform which is comprehensive and takes up "general Swedish" 
views and deliberations concerning the EU budget which the Green Party also supports. There 
are, however, several important issues we would have liked to have considered where we 
have a different view from the majority.

The Green Party considers that climate policy has not been given sufficient resources within 
current budget limits. The proportion of the budget dealing with new challenges is small and 
started at a very low level. It should be added here, however, that significant parts of climate 
and environmental policy should of course be implemented nationally on the basis of the 
different conditions in different countries, and that parts are more appropriately dealt with by 
legislation than as budget items. At the same time it is important that the EU budget does not 
contain elements which counteract an active climate policy, which both the structural funds 
and agricultural policy do.

With regard to areas which are to be prioritised in the future, the Green Party considers that it 
is not enough to enumerate in very broad terms such areas as competitiveness, the fight 
against crime and relations to other countries. Prioritisation and ranking should be both 
clearer and more restrictive. The Green Party considers that the budget must be adapted to 
prioritise future concerns such as climate and environmental policy and give them a larger 
proportion of the EU budget, and that the EU budget should be climate-proofed, i.e. that the 
budget should not fund activities which damage the climate. This means, for instance, fewer 
financial resources for motorways and airports and more money for railways. In railway 
policy specifically there is clear added value for the EU: if people are to be able to replace air 
travel (which destroys the climate,) with rail travel (which is better for the environment) it is 
also necessary for rail networks to be improved across borders improved and that a drastic 
extension of high speed trains within and over national borders is undertaken. We also 
considered it to be a important priority to highlight the social dimension and that these two 
fundamental factors permeate all policy areas in the EU, in order for optimal coordination to 
take place. There must not continue to be watertight barriers between the various policy areas.
The Green Party considers that it is possible to further restrict the EU budget, which we also 
considered to be possible when the current five-year budget was approved by all the other 
Riksdag parties in December 2005. A reformed and more future-oriented budget should be 
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able to improve the Swedish net position considerably.

The Green Party considers that a special working group should be appointed at EU level to 
review the EU budget from the perspective of the climate question, as part of the review now 
under way, and to study the steps necessary to make the EU budget climate-proof. It should 
be in the interest of both Sweden and the EU to attempt to reorient the budget to promote 
developments which will not hasten climate change. Unfortunately large parts of the EU 
budget today are directly destructive for the climate, despite the grandiose objectives set at the 
EU summit of March 2007 such as reducing emissions by 20% by 2020. 

The Green Party considers that trade in agricultural products cannot be viewed in the same 
way as trade in other goods, since agriculture has many more functions just food production.
These broader functions are of great importance to society, and for this reason it must not just 
be market forces which govern how agricultural production is located and developed. We 
consider that there are compelling reasons to maintain and develop agriculture even in 
countries which lack the conditions to be competitive in the world market. For reasons of food 
security, the environment and regional policy there is frequently great value to be gained by 
having a high level of self-sufficiency where basic foods are concerned. In addition, export 
support, which has proved to have a negative effect on agriculture in poorer countries, should 
be removed. The problems which have attracted attention in relation to the climate impact of 
animal production should also be noted and the remaining export grants for animals in the EU 
should be stopped.

The EU fisheries budget should be reviewed. Many of the countries the EU has negotiated 
with over fishing agreements are developing countries. They belong to the group of countries 
with the greatest needs and frequently have problems when it comes managing fishing in a 
responsible manner. As long as it is only a question of coastal fishing the problems are not 
great, but as soon as large industrial fishing vessels arrive there is a great need for research, 
control and implementation programmes, data collection, consultation, training, etc. The EU's 
agreements must contain provisions for helping to develop competence lacked by the country 
in question. Reducing EU access to stocks, however, must not lead to reducing payments to 
the country in question. Currently payment is calculated in relation to the amount of access to 
fish stocks, and the agreements contain a clause which entails that if access to fish stocks 
diminishes then payment will also be reduced. This creates a situation with no incentives at all 
to reduce fishing in order to preserve fish stocks, which is crucial for continued sustainable 
fishing.

The Green Party rejects the transfer in any form of the right to levy taxes at EU level, as does 
the Committee majority. The need to improve Sweden's net position is important, primarily 
by a reduction in charges. We also consider it important to review the budget process. In the 
European debate proposals have been presented that it should first should be decided how 
much each country is to pay net and only then go into detail about how the money should be 
distributed. The current procedure is first to decide how much each country is to pay, and then 
argue about where spending is to be allocated, which means that national ministers are 
tempted to push for bad expenditure just to get political credit for reducing the net charge. It 
would be desirable if the EU or Sweden looked more closely at this part of the budget process 
and made an analysis of what an amended process would entail.
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