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SUGGESTIONS

The Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety calls on the Committee 
on Budgets, as the committee responsible, to incorporate the following suggestions in its 
motion for a resolution:

1. Notes the political agreement on the Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) 2014-
2020 of 27 June 2013, which will allow the continuation of policy financing focusing 
on new priorities to aim at achieving the goals of the 2020 strategy; is convinced that a 
high level of environmental protection in the European Union, health as a precondition 
for economic prosperity, food and feed safety and mechanisms to help protect against 
natural and man-made disasters are of core value to all European citizens;

2. Is fully aware that these policies and financing instruments in the remit of this 
committee are small and do not receive as much attention as other programmes and 
funds; is therefore alerted not to accept any further reduction of funding of 
programmes and budget lines as the impact would not be tolerable; calls especially on 
Member States and regions to perceive the implementation of environmental and 
climate-friendly policies, actions and projects as a chance to foster growth and not as a
burden;

3. Draws attention, in general terms, to the Draft Budget 2014 suggesting EUR 142 
467,6 million in commitment appropriations, representing a decrease of 6% compared 
to the budget 2013; stresses, moreover, that EUR 136 065,8 million are foreseen as 
payment appropriations, a decrease of 5,8% compared to 2013; stresses further that 
only EUR 10 700 million of the payment amount are foreseen to cover obligations 
from the new programs and EUR 70 700 million are dedicated to outstanding payment 
commitments; 

4. Is concerned that, in the event of insufficient payments, the Commission might decide 
to not use commitment appropriations to the full, which would counteract Parliament's 
repeated commitment in the areas of environment, health, food and feed safety; 
concludes, in addition, that the lack of payments will damage the reputation of the 
Union as beneficiaries under the respective programs are left unpaid; 

5. Notes that  the LIFE programme constitutes a share of 0,28% of the whole Draft 
Budget 2014 and accounts for 0,68% of Heading 2 (in commitments); points out that 
the increase of LIFE funding compared to 2013  has to be seen in the context of an 
extended scope of the programme, including all actions related to climate change; 
recognises, in this context, that 'Title 34' has been created solely under the 
responsibility of DG CLIMA;

6. Is supportive to spotlight regions in Europe which have an integrated climate-friendly 
approach on transport, environment, energy and waste; suggests the awarding of a 
prize by the Commission every five years to those regions fulfilling the objectives,
which will honour their efforts;

7. Believes that the Public health programme with a share of 0,04% in commitments in  
the Draft Budget 2014 does not fully reflect the importance of health as a value in 
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itself and as a prerequisite to promoting growth also in relation to cross-border threats
to health;

8. Recalls that Horizon 2020 will contribute to objectives in the remit of this committee 
with research projects in the areas of climate, health and environment; affirms its 
commitment to monitor the alignment of the projects with the corresponding 
objectives and the progress of the implementation; 

9. Considers it noteworthy that the respective shares in Headings 2 and 3 in the Draft 
Budget 2014 or increases and decreases of those respective headings by the 
Commission and the Council during the MFF negotiation procedure have to be 
considered as prestidigitation as, for instance, Chapter 17 04 ' Food and feed safety, 
animal health, animal welfare and Plant health' has been moved from Heading 2 to 3;

10. Underlines the successful implementation of Union programmes or parts thereof by 
Executive Agencies; points out that, in future, not only will the implementation of the 
Health programme be under the responsibility of the Executive Agency for Health and 
Consumers (EAHC) but in addition parts of the new LIFE programme are foreseen to 
be executed by the Executive Agency for Competitiveness and Innovation (EACI); 
stresses, however, that the delegation of responsibilities and the secondment of staff  
from the Commission to Executive Agencies are at the cost of operational 
appropriations of the programmes while at the same time decreasing administrative 
obligations of the Commission; 

11. Stresses that Pilot Projects and Preparatory Actions are valuable tools to initiate new 
activities and policies; reiterates that several ideas of this committee have been 
implemented successfully in the past; will therefore make further use of those 
instruments; encourages the full use of margins available under each heading;

12. Believes that decentralised agencies have to bear their fair share of cost savings as do
other institutions; notes that enhanced cooperation between agencies and continuous 
commitment to increase efficiency has already led to better spending and use of funds; 
is, however, seriously concerned about the approach taken by the Commission on 
decentralised agencies as cuts imposed on them, especially in human resources, are 
unfair and inadequate in comparison to other Union institutions; will not tolerate that 
the increase of staff in certain agencies or in newly set up agencies has to be offset in 
other agencies to come to an overall staff reduction of 2% for all agencies while, for 
instance, the Commission (including Croatia) proposes for itself a decrease of only 
0,1%; is determined to return to a proper case-by-case evaluation of respective needs 
for each agency; 

13. Takes note that the European Centre for Disease Prevention and Control and the 
European Environment Agency have very stable structures and at this point are facing 
no major additional assignments and according to the Commission' approach are 
facing cuts in staff of 2%;

14. Is aware that through the "Reach review" numerous new tasks, for example in the 
areas of increased support to SMEs or the identification of chemicals of very high 
concern, are foreseen to be assigned to the European Chemicals Agency (ECHA); is 
concerned that the Draft Budget 2014 foresees for REACH and CLP activities staff 
cuts of even more than 2 % (equivalent to a reduction of 10 posts); notes further that 
against the Commission's announcement to pay the full subsidy to the agency as a 
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contribution to the European School Type II from Heading 5 has not applied to 
activities under REACH and CLP, leaving the agency alone responsible for the 
payment; considers that this approach is not tolerable as ECHA is not in a position to 
factor-in those costs in the respective fee-regulation;

15. Notes the additional demands put forward to the European Food Safety Authority 
(EFSA) such as environmental risk assessments, responding to the public demand for 
more transparency and the reinsure the independence of the opinions issued; is 
informed that EFSA had planned to internalise certain expertise to guarantee best 
possible independence but had to abandon those plans due to staff decrease of 7 posts 
instead of a tolerable decrease of 4 posts;

16. Stresses that the European Medicines Agency is one of the industry-driven agencies 
which, in the last three years, has not received one additional post for the 
implementation of the Pharmacovigilance legislation resulting in a slow-down of 
handling files; will not accept the Commission's approach in this regard as well as the 
foreseen cut of 2% (equivalent to a reduction of 12 posts) applied to the whole agency 
staff while 5/6 of staff is fee-financed;

17. Is in general not convinced that the externalisation of services aiming at reducing staff 
in establishment plans will be more cost-efficient in the long-run as service contractors 
need supervision and guidance while looking for profit at the same time.


