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NOTICE TO MEMBERS

Subject: Petition 0597/2010 by Gerhard Holzinger (German), on review of the EU-
budget, in particular as regards support to road infrastructure

1. Summary of petition

The petitioner is of the opinion that - in the context of the present budgetary restriction 
measures - the EU-budget should be reviewed. In particular he calls for support to road 
infrastructure to be re-examined; he maintains that funds are frequently allocated to projects 
which are detrimental to the environment, without contributing the regional development.

2. Admissibility

Declared admissible on 4 October 2010. Information requested from Commission under Rule 
202(6).

3. Commission reply, received on 11 February 2011.

The petitioner asks why, in these times of budgetary restraint, road infrastructure projects still 
go ahead whereas, in his opinion, they should take a lower priority, as he presumes they are 
environmentally detrimental.

The Commission's observations

Road infrastructure projects co-financed by the Structural Funds are selected by the Member 
States themselves. The applicable rules do not provide for review whenever there is a change 
in economic circumstances, as they are by nature long-term investments. In the case of major 
projects, the amount of which exceeds 50 million euros, the co-financing rate is confirmed by 
the Commission. The major projects must be consistent with the EU environmental policy. 
Co-financed programmes are subject to Strategic Environmental Assessments and projects to 
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environmental impact assessments.

Following the previous answers to petitions 1400/2009 and 1528/2009, the Commission 
confirms that co-financed projects must not be detrimental to the environment but on the 
contrary they have to contribute to sustainable regional development. In the case of the road 
projects in question, the plans were still at too early a stage to usefully evaluate compliance 
with the environmental impact assessment directive, and the petitions were accordingly 
closed.

Conclusion

The Commission would argue that the current economic circumstances do not per se
constitute a ground for revision of the choices of projects presented by the Member States for 
EU co-finance. It may even be that the European added value of such projects is actually 
enhanced during times of budget stringency. However, it remains in any case entirely a matter 
of choice for the Member States which projects they propose.


