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Introduction
The EU budget corresponds to around 2 % of total public spending in the European Union, and its
impact on the economy is debated, with many analysts deeming it relatively small in size in
comparison with the wide range of policy areas in which the EU has responsibilities. However, the
EU budget has features that can amplify its impact, starting with the underpinning idea that pooling
resources at EU level can be more efficient and effective in a number of policy areas than individual
expenditure by Member States.
For those interested in knowing more about the EU budget, the European Parliamentary Research
Service (EPRS) has produced a series of publications on ‘How the EU budget is spent’. The aim is to
give a concise overview of the key features of major EU spending programmes and funds for the
2014-2020 period, including: the role of the EU in the policy area, objectives, budgetary figures,
eligible measures, funded projects and assessment of results.
The titles in the series show the variety of activities currently funded from the EU budget, giving a
taste of the role that these measures play for citizens, business and public authorities across the EU
and beyond. The series was launched in 2015 with a publication on the LIFE programme, which
supports projects addressing environment- and climate-related issues. In 2019, seven new titles
have been published, and these include analysis of instruments such as the European Fund for
Strategic Investments (EFSI) and the European Fund for Strategic Development (EFSD) that were
agreed after the start of the 2014-2020 period, to address specific challenges.
Ahead of the European Parliament’s last plenary session of the 2014-2019 parliamentary term, all
the publications in the series are now collected in this compendium to provide a handy overview of
current EU funding instruments. While the series is not exhaustive, it covers instruments accounting
for most of the expenditure side of the EU budget in the 2014-2020 period. The funds and
programmes are presented according to the current structure of the EU’s multi-year financial
planning – the Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) for the years 2014 to 2020 – and the order of
the programmes in official budgetary documents produced by the European Commission.
In addition, an annex sets out and updates the budgetary figures, for all the programmes and funds
covered in the compendium, for the entire 2014-2020 period. The allocations set in the original legal
bases have evolved – slightly or significantly. Depending on the budgetary instruments, these
changes have come for different reasons. For example, while technical adjustments and updates of
Member States’ cohesion policy envelopes are built into the MFF, the unexpected migration and
refugee crisis of 2015-2016 has led to the reinforcement of the resources allocated to the Asylum,
Migration and Integration Fund (AMIF) through the use of the flexibility provisions of the framework.
Against the background of the ongoing negotiations for the post-2020 MFF and the vibrant debate
on the future of EU finances, this compendium offers a simple tool to understand better the starting
point of those discussions.
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Galileo and EGNOS
In a nutshell
Galileo and the European geostationary navigation overlay service (EGNOS) are two satellite
navigation systems under civil control. Galileo is an autonomous global navigation satellite
system consisting of a constellation of satellites and a global network of ground stations.
EGNOS is a regional satellite navigation system that monitors, corrects and improves the
accuracy of open signals emitted by existing global satellite navigation systems (GPS,
Glonass). Galileo and EGNOS are infrastructures owned by the European Union, which were
conceived in close cooperation with the European Space Agency. They guarantee Europe
independent access to a reliable positioning satellite signal, allowing more accuracy than that
offered by other accessible systems.

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 1 – Smart and Inclusive Growth
Subheading 1a – Competitiveness for Growth and Jobs

2014-2020 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €7 071.7 million (0.65 %)

2017 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €897.5 million (0.57 %)
Payments:
€687.5 million (0.51 %)

2018 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €807.9 million (0.50 %)
Payments:
€718.0 million (0.50 %)

Methods of implementation
Direct management (European Commission, European GNSS Agency)
In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 Galileo and EGNOS objectives
 Financial allocation
 Funded measures and centres
 Assessment of Galileo and EGNOS
 Other EU programmes in the same field
 Main references
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
According to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU), 'the Union shall
contribute to the establishment and development of trans-European networks in the
areas of transport, telecommunications and energy infrastructures' (Article 170 TFEU).
The development of European global navigation satellite systems falls in this area of EU
competence.
Regulation (EU) No 1285/2013 (the 'GNSS Regulation') lays down the rules for two
European satellite navigation systems, Galileo and the European geostationary navigation
overlay service (EGNOS), for the period starting on 1 January 2014, together with the
current multiannual financial framework (MFF, for 2014-2020).

Galileo and EGNOS objectives
The aim of European satellite navigation policy is to deliver two satellite navigation
systems developed in the framework of the Galileo and EGNOS programmes. These
programmes cover 'all the activities needed to define, develop, validate, construct,
operate, renew and improve the European satellite navigation systems, namely the
system established under the Galileo programme and the EGNOS system, and to ensure
their security and interoperability' (Article 2).
The system established under the Galileo programme is defined as a civil system under
civil control and as an autonomous global navigation satellite system (GNSS)
infrastructure consisting of a constellation of satellites and a global network of ground
stations. Although Galileo is being designed to function independently of other existing
systems, it will be interoperable with the United States' GPS and Russia's Glonass.
Box 1 – Specific objectives of Galileo
(a) to offer an open service (OS) that is free of charge to the user and provides positioning and
synchronisation information intended mainly for high-volume satellite navigation applications;
(b) to contribute, by means of Galileo open service signals and/or in cooperation with other
satellite navigation systems, to integrity-monitoring services aimed at users of safety-of-life
applications in compliance with international standards;
(c) to offer a commercial service (CS) for the development of applications for professional or
commercial use by means of improved performance and data with greater added value than
those obtained through the open service;
(d) to offer a public regulated service (PRS) restricted to government-authorised users, for
sensitive applications that require a high level of service continuity, free of charge for the Member
States, the Council, the Commission, the EEAS and, where appropriate, duly authorised Union
agencies; this service uses strong, encrypted signals ...; and
(e) to contribute to the search and rescue support service (SAR) of the COSPAS-SARSAT system by
detecting distress signals transmitted by beacons and relaying messages to them.
Source: Regulation (EU) No 1285/2013.

The EGNOS system is a regional satellite navigation system infrastructure that monitors
and corrects open signals emitted by existing global satellite navigation systems, as well
as the open service signals offered by the system established under the Galileo
programme, when they become available. It consists of ground stations and several
transponders installed on geostationary satellites. EGNOS should improve the quality of
signals from existing navigation satellite systems in Member States' territories
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geographically located in Europe (the Azores, the Canary Islands and Madeira are also
included).
The GNSS Regulation sets out the specific objectives of both programmes in terms of the
functions they are to fulfil (see Boxes 1 and 2).
Box 2 – Specific objectives of EGNOS
(a) to offer an open service (OS), which is free of charge to the user, and provides positioning and
synchronisation information intended mainly for high-volume satellite navigation applications in
the area covered by the EGNOS system;
(b) to offer a service for the dissemination of commercial data, namely the EGNOS Data Access
Service (EDAS), to promote the development of applications for professional or commercial use
by means of improved performance and data with greater added value than those obtained
through its open service; and
(c) to offer a safety-of-life service (SoL) service aimed at users for whom safety is essential; this
service, which is provided free of direct user charges, fulfils in particular the requirements of
certain sectors for continuity, availability and accuracy, and includes an integrity message alerting
the user to any failure in, or out-of-tolerance signals from, systems augmented by the EGNOS
system over the coverage area.
Source: Regulation (EU) No 1285/2013.

Financial allocation
The allocation in current prices for the EGNOS and Galileo programmes reserved in the
multiannual financial framework (MFF) for the 2014 to 2020 period is €7 071.73 million,
which corresponds to 0.65 % of the total MFF. The GNSS Regulation specifies four groups
of activities to be supported (see Figure 1).
Figure 1 – The Galileo and EGNOS financial allocation (2014-2020) (€ million)

Source: Regulation (EU) No 1285/2013.

The planning is based on the Galileo programme's timeline which consists of:





a definition phase (ended in 2001);
a development and validation phase (completed by 31 December 2013);
a deployment phase (to be completed by 31 December 2020);
an exploitation phase (launched progressively, the initial operational services
began in 2016).
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The history of the EU's satellite navigation systems is very complex. And so is the question
of its financing. Two major periods can be defined for the purposes of providing a brief
overview of costs incurred: from the origins of the programme to its re-profiling in 2007,
and from 2007 to date.1
Historical period of the project
In 1994, the Commission suggested developing two global navigation satellite systems
(GNSS). They were described as GNSS 1 and GNSS 2. The first, based on existing GPS
signals, became known as the European geostationary navigation overlay system
(EGNOS). The second was given the name Galileo (in 1999) and was expected to become
a self-sufficient system under civil international control. GNSS 1 would become
operational first, while the development of GNSS 2 was planned to follow in three phases:
definition, development and validation, and deployment.
In 2000, the cost of the Galileo project was estimated at €3 250 million, with
€1 100 million needed for the development and validation phase (2001-2005) and
€2 100 million for deployment of the system (2006-2007). An additional €50 million was
planned for incorporating EGNOS into Galileo. The definition and development and
validation phases were supposed to be financed from public sources only. In the same
year, the EU contributed €550 million from the TEN-T budget to development and
validation, and the European Space Agency (ESA) agreed to provide the same amount.
The deployment phase was intended to be supported mainly by the private sector
(€1.5 billion) with a contribution from the public sector (€600 million).
ESA was responsible for the technical part of the programme. The European Commission
had to define framework conditions for financing through a public-private partnership
(PPP), with the Council pushing for large-scale financial support from private sources. In
2002, the Council decided to set up the Galileo Joint Undertaking (GJU) and to entrust it
with two principal tasks: overseeing the implementation of the second phase
(development and validation), and preparing the framework for the final phases of
Galileo under a public-private partnership (PPP), including the conclusion of a concession
contract for a 20-year period.
Serious disagreements during the negotiation of the concession contract caused delays
and finally led to the abandonment of the idea of a PPP. The GJU had ended its activities
by 31 December 2006. The negotiation of contracts to implement the deployment phase
was taken over by the GNSS Supervisory Authority (GSA), which was established in 2004
with the aim of supervising the subsequent phases of the programme.
In 2006, the development and validation phase was prolonged until the beginning of 2009
and its cost updated to a total of €1.5 billion, half of which to be borne by the EU and half
by ESA. With €700 million for implementing EGNOS and €300 million provided for
research (by the EU and ESA) before 2007, the total amount of public money invested in
both GNSS programmes up to that point was at least €2.5 billion. This amount appears in
the document from May 2007, in which the Commission claims that over the previous
10 years, 'the public sector budgets totalled over €2.5 billion'.2 Galileo was still in its
validation phase and EGNOS not yet up and running.
Since the re-profiling
The re-profiling of the Galileo programme in 2007 led to changes in the governance of
the project and to an increase in financial support. The new scenario required €3.4 billion
for the 2007 to 2013 period for Galileo to reach full operational capacity (FOC) and start
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EGNOS exploitation, while only €1 billion had initially been set aside in the 2007-2013
MFF under the previous set-up. Finally, in July 2008, the European Parliament and the
Council adopted a new regulation on the further implementation of the GNSS
programmes that provided them with €3.4 billion from the 2007-2013 MFF.
The regulation introduced significant changes to the funding model, which resulted in
both the Galileo and EGNOS projects being fully covered financially by public funds from
the EU budget. From that point on, it is easier to get an overview of the costs incurred.
With the same regulation, the EU claimed ownership of systems resulting from GNSS
programmes, which makes Galileo the first infrastructure to be owned by the Union.
Operating income was to be collected by the EU, paid into the EU budget and allocated
to the programmes.
In the mid-term evaluation of the GNSS programme for 2007-2013, published in 2011,
the Commission mentions the need for €1.9 billion in additional funding over the 20142019 period, to complete the Galileo infrastructure. The text also specifies the
distribution of €3.4 billion from the 2007-2013 MFF: €560 million for Galileo
development, €417 million to operation of EGNOS, and €2 407 million for Galileo
deployment. The mid-term evaluation expected initial operational capacity (IOC) to be
reached in 2014 to 2015 (it was achieved on 15 December 2016) and delayed the FOC
date until 2019 to 2020.
When the current GNSS Regulation entered into force, the EU had already invested
almost €6 billion in GNSS programmes; and more than €7 billion is currently earmarked
for reaching Galileo's FOC by 31 December 2020, with operating costs on the increase.
Under the current programming period, the European Commission is formally
responsible for both GNSS programmes. While ESA acts as design and procurement agent
on behalf of the Commission, the GSA is ensuring the uptake and security of Galileo. ESA
transferred formal responsibility for oversight of Galileo operations and provision of
services to the GSA, located in Prague, in July 2017.3

Funded measures and centres
The budgetary envelopes for Galileo and EGNOS refer to a relative timeline for both
projects, going from the definition phase to the full exploitation phase. All steps require
complex investment in space and ground infrastructure as well as in service facilities that
are necessary for the GNSS to work.
The Galileo programme is now in its deployment phase, involving the fabrication and
launch of the 30 satellites needed to make the system fully operational. This phase is
expected to be completed by 2020. By that time, Galileo will be providing robust
positioning and timing services with a high level of performance. In December 2016, the
initial operational services were launched with 18 out of a total of 30 satellites in orbit.4
Another four satellites were sent into space on 13 December 2017.
In the past two years, critical ground infrastructure has been built. Two Galileo control
centres (GCC) are situated in Oberpfaffenhofen (Germany) and Fucino (Italy). Both GCCs
are fully interoperable. They are complemented by a worldwide network of sensor
stations providing orbitography and synchronisation measurements; uplink stations that
uplink the navigation data; two telemetry, tracking and command stations controlling the
constellation; and a global data dissemination network connecting all the ground
facilities.5 Other centres are also part of the GNSS infrastructure on the European
continent.
Members' Research Service
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The European GNSS Service Centre (Torrejón de Ardoz, Spain) provides the single
interface for the Galileo Open Service and Commercial Service communities. It began
operations in May 2013. The GSA is responsible for the management of this centre.
The Galileo Security Monitoring Centre is in charge of monitoring the system's security.
Its facilities are located in Saint-Germain-en-Laye (France) with a back-up centre in
Swanwick (United Kingdom). However, the UK centre is expected to be relocated to
Spain.6
The Search and Rescue (SAR)/Galileo Data Service Provider is the entity in charge of the
coordination of operations related to the SAR/Galileo service. This facility is located in
Toulouse (France). The SAR/Galileo service represents the European contribution to the
worldwide cooperative effort on humanitarian search and rescue activities, named
COSPAS-SARSAT. Galileo will provide more precise information about the location and
will help to pick up distress messages in close to real time. At the same time, the system
will send a response signal to the user, informing them that their location has been
detected and that help is on the way. This feature is new and is considered a major
upgrade compared to the existing system, which does not provide user feedback.
The Galileo Reference Centre is responsible for monitoring and assessment of the
performance of Galileo services, completely independently from the Galileo core
infrastructure and its operations. This facility will be located in Noordwijk (the
Netherlands).
In 2016, the Commission decided that the Galileo Integrated Logistics Centre would be
located in Transinne (Belgium).

Assessment of Galileo and EGNOS
The European Court of Auditors (ECA) published a special report on Galileo in 2009.7
However, this paper covers the 2003 to 2006 period and therefore refers to a different
framework that still counted on a large private-sector contribution through a PPP. The
special report pointed out various problems that had led to the failure of the governance
scheme for GNSS programmes in its initial format. A study on Galileo8 commissioned by
the European Parliament and published in 2011 also concerns the project before it was
re-profiled. This study draws general lessons learned from the management and funding
of the project for future large-scale space initiatives.
In the opinion of the ECA, given in the report on the annual accounts of the European
GNSS agency for the financial year 2015,9 the GSA's annual accounts were a fair reflection
of its financial position as at 31 December 2015. According to the ECA, the annual
accounts for the year 2015 were legal and regular in all material respects. However, ECA
observed that the GSA needed clear guidelines on the agencies' budget reporting. ECA
noted a high staff turnover in 2015 with 14 staff members leaving and 26 joining.
According to the GSA, this relatively high turnover resulted from difficulties in attracting
and retaining key staff in a very competitive and technical sector.
In 2017, the ECA issued a short report concerning the closure and liquidation of the
Galileo Joint Undertaking (GJU).10 It ends with a general remark calling on the Commission
to put procedures in place to ensure an efficient and cost-effective process for winding
up bodies of this kind created for a specific purpose and for a limited duration.
The Commission reports annually on the implementation of the Galileo and EGNOS
programmes when presenting its preliminary draft budget, as stipulated in Article 33 of
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the GNSS Regulation. Moreover, reporting is carried out through quarterly progress
reports that are not public. They are intended for the European GNSS Programmes
Committee, assisting the Commission (in line with the provisions of Article 36(6) of the
GNSS Regulation).
The European Commission's draft general budget of the EU for 2017 presented an
overview for the years 2014 to 2015, the first period of the 2014-2020 MFF. Among the
key achievements, the Commission stressed the acceleration of the deployment of the
Galileo satellites, with three successful launches and the deployment of six further
satellites, and a new EGNOS service for safer aircraft landings called LPV-200. It was
declared operational in 2015 and allows lateral and angular vertical guidance without
visual contact with the ground until an aircraft is 200 feet above the runway. Finally, in
2015, the Council and European Parliament adopted the eCall Regulation (EU) No
2015/758, which provides for compatibility of the eCall in-vehicle system with Galileo and
EGNOS. According to this regulation, from 31 March 2018 onward all new passenger cars
and light duty vehicles should be equipped with a 112-based eCall in-vehicle system.
The European Commission's draft general budget of the EU for the financial year 2018
meanwhile reported on the 2014 to 2016 period. In 2016, six Galileo satellites were
launched successfully. In November 2016, for the first time in the history of spaceflight,
four navigation satellites were launched at the same time on an Ariane 5 rocket. On
15 December 2016, Galileo initial services were declared operational. As they are fully
interoperable with GPS, their combined use can already increase positioning accuracy.
Galileo's accurate timing is helping to enable more resilient synchronisation of banking
and financial transactions, telecommunications and energy distribution networks to help
them operate more efficiently. Galileo's Search and Rescue service helps to save lives by
reducing the time it takes to detect emergency distress beacons from up to three hours
to ten minutes. A range of Galileo-enabled products are now on the market. The
Commission also mentions that in 2016, the framework was put in place for Galileo to
reach full operational capability by 2020.
The target date for an interim evaluation of the Galileo and EGNOS programmes was set
by the GNSS Regulation at 30 June 2017, but the Commission report to the European
Parliament and Council on the implementation of the Galileo and EGNOS programmes
and on the performance of the European GNSS Agency was published only on
23 October 2017.11 According to this report, 'as of end 2016, the Galileo and EGNOS
programmes are on track to respect the budget boundaries set by the GNSS Regulation
for the period 2014-2020'. 12

Other EU programmes in the same field
The Copernicus programme is a user-driven programme which provides six operational
services free of charge (atmospheric monitoring, marine environment monitoring, land
monitoring, climate change, emergency management and security) for EU, national, and
regional institutions, as well as for the private sector. The programme builds on the
initiative on global monitoring for environment and security launched in 2001. It is aimed
at filling the gaps in European earth observation capacities.13

Main references
Regulation (EU) No 1285/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of
11 December 2013 on the implementation and exploitation of European satellite navigation
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systems and repealing Council Regulation (EC) No 876/2002 and Regulation (EC) No 683/2008 of
the European Parliament and of the Council.
Commission implementing decision of 18 March 2016 on the adoption of the 2016 Work
programme and the financing for the implementation and exploitation of the European satellite
navigation programmes, C(2016) 1580 final.
Reillon V., Galileo: Overcoming obstacles – History of EU global navigation satellite systems, EPRS,
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Copernicus – The EU's Earth observation
and monitoring programme
In a nutshell
Copernicus is the European Union's Earth observation and monitoring programme.
It has a space component and a ground-based component, and provides users with
data services. It is a user-driven programme under civilian control, building on existing
national and European capacities, and continuing the work of the Global Monitoring
for Environment and Security (GMES) programme. It is based on a partnership
between the EU, the European Space Agency (ESA) and the EU Member States.
EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 1a – Competitiveness for growth and jobs

2014-20 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €4 291.48 million (0.395 %)

2016 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €583.567 million (0.376 %)
Payments:
€580 million (0.403 %)

2017 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €604.83 million) (0.3831 %)
Payments:

€694.17 million (0.5161 %)

Methods of implementation
Direct management (European Commission) and indirect management (e.g. European Space
Agency (ESA); European Organisation for the Exploitation of Meteorological Satellites
(EUMETSAT); European Centre for Medium-Range Weather Forecasts (ECMWF); Mercator
Océan).
In this briefing:
 The EU's role in Earth monitoring:
legal basis
 Objectives of Copernicus
 Funded actions
 Assessment of Copernicus
 Other EU programmes and action in
the same field
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The EU's role in Earth monitoring: legal basis

Article 189 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) states that the
Union 'shall draw up a European space policy' as a way of promoting scientific progress
and industrial competitiveness. In 2014, the European Parliament and the Council
established the Copernicus programme for the 2014-2020 period by means of Regulation
(EU) No 377/2014. Copernicus replaced the previous European Earth monitoring
programme, Global Monitoring for Environment and Security (GMES).1
The Copernicus programme is based on cooperation between the EU, the European Space
Agency (ESA) and the EU Member States. Copernicus has a space component and a nonspace (in-situ) component. It delivers open and free data and a range of services to public
authorities, industry, academia and the general public.
Copernicus constitutes the European contribution to building the Global Earth
Observation System of Systems (GEOSS).

Objectives of Copernicus
According to the Article 4 of the Copernicus Regulation, Copernicus has five general
objectives:






monitoring the Earth to support the protection of the environment and civil
protection and civil security efforts;
achieving socio-economic gains, thereby supporting the Europe 2020 strategy and
its objectives of smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, by promoting the use of
Earth observation in applications and services;
fostering the development of a competitive European space and services industry
and maximising opportunities for European enterprises to develop and provide
innovative Earth observation systems and services;
ensuring autonomous access to environmental knowledge and key technologies
for Earth observation and geoinformation services, thereby enabling Europe to
achieve independent decision-making and action; and
supporting and contributing to European policies and fostering global initiatives,
such as GEOSS.

The Copernicus programme consists of three components: the space component
provides sustainable space-borne observations of the planet; the in-situ component
ensures coordinated access to observations through airborne, seaborne and groundbased installations; and the service component uses the data collected to provide users
with services.

12

Members' Research Service

Page 2 of 8

Copernicus

EPRS
Funded actions

Of the €4.3 billion financial envelope for Copernicus under the 2014-2020 multiannual
financial framework, almost €3.5 billion is allocated to the space component.2 The
remaining 20 % is intended to fund the service and in-situ components. Table 1 shows
appropriations for Copernicus during the 2014-2020 period, by year and component.
Table 1 – Copernicus annual budget 2014-2020 (in € million, commitments)
2014

2015

2016

2017

Actual

2018

2019

2020

Total

Forecast

Services and
in-situ
components

44 721

97 336

122 353

118 306

135 664

192 755

136 356

847 491

Space
component

316 000

483 342

461 214

486 526

506 997

686.315

511 591

3 451 985

Total

360 721

580 678

583 567

604 832

642 661

879 070

647 947

4 299 476

Data source: 2017 Copernicus Work Programme European Commission, 2017.

Space component
The space component is made up of space infrastructure comprising a space segment
(the satellites) and a ground segment (the infrastructure managing the satellites). The
space component is based on a system of Earth observation satellites which provide the
data used by the Copernicus services. Those satellites can be split into two mission
groups: six families of satellites dedicated to Copernicus and known as the 'Sentinels', and
approximately 30 contributing missions from national, European and international
organisations.
The Sentinel satellites developed for the specific needs of the Copernicus programme are
either fully dedicated satellites (Sentinel-1, -2, -3, -5P and -6), or instruments on board
EUMETSAT's weather satellites (Sentinel-4 and -5). The ESA and EUMETSAT coordinate
the delivery of data from more than 30 satellites that form the contributing missions.
In-situ component
The in-situ component consists of environmental measurements collected from groundbased, sea-borne and air-borne monitoring systems, as well as geospatial reference or
ancillary data. The in-situ infrastructure is independent from the space infrastructure.
Many in-situ data sources are owned and operated by institutions and agencies at
national level; for example, national air quality monitoring data collected by national
meteorological services, which EU Member States are required to report to the European
Environment Agency. A growing quantity of in-situ data come from international scientific
research networks and intergovernmental bodies. The European Environment Agency is
leading the work for Copernicus on cataloguing the in-situ requirements of Copernicus
services, and developing frameworks and pilot agreements to ensure access to all the
relevant data.
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Services
The provision of Copernicus services is based on the processing of environmental data
collected from Earth observation satellites and in situ sensors.
The services provided are as follows:








an atmosphere monitoring service, which provides information on European air
quality, and on the chemical composition of the atmosphere on a global scale;
a marine environment monitoring service, which provides information on the
state and dynamics of the physical ocean and marine ecosystems across the globe,
and on European regional marine areas;
a land monitoring service, which provides information on land use and land cover,
the cryosphere, climate change and bio-geophysical variables;
a climate change service, which adds to the EU's climate change knowledge base
to support adaptation and mitigation policies;
an emergency management service, which provides information for emergency
response to different types of disaster, including meteorological hazards,
geophysical hazards, deliberate and accidental man-made disasters and other
humanitarian disasters, as well as for prevention, preparedness, response and
recovery activities;
a security service, which provides information to help meet the civil security
challenges facing the EU, including better crisis prevention, preparedness and
response capacities, border and maritime surveillance, and to support the Union's
external action.

The Copernicus Regulation makes it clear that the focus of the programme should move
from the development of infrastructure, which was the focus of GMES, to the uptake of
services and the development of a downstream sector that would provide additional
commercial services to users, thereby triggering SME development and job creation.
Uptake and downstream sector
The Council, in its conclusions in May 2016, and the European Parliament, in a resolution of
June 2016, noted that while Copernicus would soon be fully operational, uptake of Copernicus
data and services remained a challenge. These concerns were addressed in the Commission's
space strategy for Europe published in October 2016. The Commission has committed itself to
promoting the uptake of Copernicus services and to facilitating Copernicus data and
information dissemination. Moreover, the Commission has stated that it will upgrade the user
consultation process and ensure that the developments are user-driven.
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Figure 1 – Indicative 2014-2020 budget for Copernicus services and in-situ components (in
€ million commitments)

Data source: 2017 Copernicus Work Programme European Commission 2017
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Assessment of Copernicus
The European Commission has evaluated three pre-Copernicus initiatives: the GMES
Initial Operations (GMES GIO) programme for 2011-2013; the 2008-2010 GMES
Preparatory Actions (PAs); and the FP7-funded elements of the GMES Space Component
(GSC) for 2007-2013. The budget for the three elements was: €107 million for GMES GIO;
€10 million for GMES PAs; and €715 million for the FP7 co-financed GMES space
component. On the one hand, the evaluation notes that GMES was established as a
programme with its own architecture and interlinked components, laying the foundations
for the complex structure of Copernicus. On the other, it points out that with limited
financing the programme successfully provided two of the core services (emergency
management and land monitoring) and coordinated access to other space and in-situ
data, while also contributing to the development, construction, launch and operation of
the Sentinel satellites.
However, the evaluation concluded that insufficient funds slowed the rate of
implementation of the four remaining services and limited user uptake. It should be
noted that the first Sentinel's data were only available after the first launch, in April 2014.
The evaluation concluded that the three initiatives provided high levels of 'European
added value'. No single EU country could have created a similar system on its own as
national programmes were much more limited in scope and only fulfilled a limited
number of the functions of GMES, and at lower levels of functionality. GMES offered
higher levels of assured continuity of service, as compared with anything available at
national level.
The encouraging results of the pre-Copernicus initiatives led to the creation of
Copernicus, and the lessons learned included the need to pay more attention to the
development of core services and their uptake by users.
The Commission is in the process of carrying out an ongoing interim evaluation of the
Copernicus programme (2016-2017). The results are not yet available.

Other EU programmes and action in the same field
Copernicus should be seen as a part of the EU's space policy, the other elements being
Galileo and EGNOS (for satellite navigation), and the space research programmes.3
Galileo and EGNOS
Galileo is the European global satellite-based navigation system. It is an autonomous
civilian tool that is compatible and interoperable with non-civilian systems of the United
States' GPS (Global Positioning System) and Russia's GLONASS (Global'naya
Navigatsionnaya Sputnikovaya Sistema). Once fully operational, it will be possible to use
Galileo anywhere on earth. It transmits positioning and timing data from space for use on
the ground to determine a user's location.4
The European Geostationary Navigation Overlay Service (EGNOS) is Europe's regional
satellite-based augmentation system; it is used to improve the performance of global
navigation satellite systems. It has been deployed to provide safety-of-life navigation
services for aviation, maritime and land-based users across most of Europe. EGNOS
improves the accuracy and reliability of GNSS positioning information, while also
providing a crucial integrity message regarding the continuity and availability of a signal.
EGNOS also transmits an extremely accurate universal time signal.
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It is estimated that by 2020, the EU and the European Space Agency will have invested
more than €13 billion in these programmes. Despite delays and additional costs caused
by political, technical and security challenges, Galileo and EGNOS have benefited from
the continuous support of all EU institutions, and they are the first examples of
infrastructure owned by the EU. Currently, the Galileo service has a total of 18 satellites
at its disposal.5
The uptake and exploitation of the services and data provided by EGNOS and Galileo by
end users is a key priority of the space strategy for Europe adopted in October 2016.
Space research
Space research is supported by EU funds under the Horizon 2020 framework programme
for research and innovation. The Horizon 2020 regulation lists four areas of activity for
European space research:
 European competitiveness, 'non-dependence' and innovation in the European
space sector;
 advances in space technologies;
 exploitation of space data; and
 European research in support of international space partnerships.
The budget for space research in the programme is around €1.4 billion (about 1.8 % of
the Horizon 2020 budget). The Horizon 2020 work programme for the 2016 to 2017
period has been structured to address space research challenges by:







prioritising the existing two EU space flagship initiatives – the European Global
Navigation Satellite System (EGNSS) and Earth Observation – reaping the benefits
they can generate in the coming years and ensuring they remain at the cutting
edge of technology in future;
ensuring support for the third programmatic priority of EU space policy: the
protection of space infrastructure, and in particular the setting up of a space
surveillance and tracking system (SST) at European level;
delivering support for EU industry to meet the objectives identified in the
Commission communication on space industrial policy, not least to maintain and
enhance industry's competitiveness and its value chain in the global market;
ensuring that Europe's investments made in space infrastructure are exploited for
the benefit of citizens; as well as supporting European space science; and
enhancing Europe's standing and appeal to international partners in space science
and exploration.

Hurricanes Harvey, Irma and Ophelia
The Commission announced in a statement that, as part of its emergency response in the period
before Hurricane Irma approached the Caribbean, the EU's Copernicus satellite mapping system
was activated to deliver high quality maps for Guadeloupe; Saint Barthélémy and Saint Martin;
Sint Maarten; the British Virgin Islands; and areas of Haiti and the Dominican Republic. The EU
also supported the US authorities during Hurricane Harvey by making its Copernicus satellite
service available. More recently, highly detailed satellite imagery generated using the EU's
Copernicus satellite mapping system was requested by the Irish authorities to monitor the
approach of Hurricane Ophelia. These data help national civil protection teams to assess the
extent of potential damage and to focus relief efforts more effectively.
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Endnotes
In 1998, institutions involved in the development of space activities in Europe made a joint declaration
known as the 'Baveno Manifesto'. The manifesto called for a long-term commitment to the development
of space-based environmental monitoring services. In 2005, the EU decided to develop, jointly with the
ESA, an independent European Earth observation capacity to deliver services in the environmental and
security fields. Building on that initiative, Regulation (EU) No 911/2010 of the European Parliament and of
the Council established the European Earth monitoring programme (GMES).
2
For more on the long-term financing of Copernicus, see V. Reillon, Securing the Copernicus programme:
Why EU earth observation matters, EPRS, European Parliament, April 2017.
1

For more on EU space policy see V. Reillon, European space policy: Historical perspective, specific aspects
and key challenges, EPRS, European Parliament, January 2017.
3

For more on Galileo see V. Reillon, Galileo: Overcoming obstacles. History of EU global navigation satellite
systems, EPRS, European Parliament, April 2017.
5
Satellite launches will continue until the system reaches full operational capability in 2021. The complete
constellation will consist of 30 satellites in orbit (24 operational satellites and six spares).
4
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In a nutshell
Created after the start of the current multiannual financial framework (MFF), the European
Fund for Strategic Investments (EFSI) aims to trigger additional investment worth €500 billion
in crucial sectors of the EU's economy that suffer from market failures and sub-optimal
investment situations. Another major objective is to improve access to finance for European
companies, with a special focus on smaller businesses. The functioning of EFSI relies on a
strategic partnership with the European Investment Bank Group, which can approve and
finance investment operations with a higher-risk profile than its usual portfolio, thanks to the
guarantee provided by the EU budget under EFSI. For the post-2020 period, the European
Commission has proposed an InvestEU Fund that should build on EFSI's results.
EU multiannual financial framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Subheading 1a - Competitiveness for growth and jobs
Financial operations and instruments (01 04)
2015 -2020 total amount programmed (in current prices and as % of total MFF) 1
Commitments: €8 548.50 million (0.79 %)
2018 budget (in current prices and as a % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €2 038.28 million (1.27 %)
Payments:
€1 828.00 million (1.26 %)
2019 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €186.88 million (0.11 %)
Payments:
€1 022.30 million (0.69 %)
Methods of implementation
Indirect management (European Investment Bank Group)
In this briefing:
• EU role in the policy area: legal basis
• Objectives of EFSI
• Funded measures
• Assessment of EFSI
• Other EU action in the same field
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
A persistent investment gap in the European Union (EU) several years after the financial
and economic crisis is one of the various challenges confronting the EU's multiannual
financial framework (MFF) for the years 2014 to 2020 since its beginning. 2 In
November 2014, the European Commission put forward a three-pillar investment plan
for Europe, often referred to as the 'Juncker Plan', to reverse this downward trend and
contribute to long-term economic growth across the Union. The first pillar of the plan,
which was designed to provide the EU budget's contribution to its objectives, is the
European Fund for Strategic Investments (EFSI). Since MFF resources had already been
earmarked for a seven-year period, the idea behind EFSI was to use a limited part of these
resources in a mechanism that aims to leverage significant additional funding from other
private and public investors.
Regulation (EU) 2015/1017 of the European Parliament and of the Council of
25 June 2015 established EFSI, an EU guarantee and an EU guarantee fund.3 This
regulation was amended by Regulation (EU) 2017/2396 of 13 December 2017, to
reinforce EFSI with additional resources and extend its initial investment period until
31 December 2020 for approvals of operations and 31 December 2022 for the relevant
signatures. 4 Following this revision, the fund is now also referred to as 'EFSI 2.0'.
The legal basis for the EFSI Regulation is to be found in Articles 172, 173, 175(3) and
182(1) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU), which respectively
relate to the following Union policies: trans-European networks; industry; economic,
territorial and social cohesion; and research and technological development. EFSI aims to
complement existing EU budgetary instruments, addressing market failures and
sub-optimal investment situations to mobilise financial resources towards strategic
projects. The Fund relies on a strategic partnership with the European Investment Bank
(EIB) Group that implements it and makes a contribution to its financing.

Objectives of EFSI
By providing an EU budget guarantee to the EIB Group, EFSI enables the EIB and its
European Investment Fund (EIF) to approve and finance operations with a higher-risk
profile than their usual portfolio. The overarching objectives of such a mechanism are
twofold:
•

•

Stimulating additional strategic investment across the European Union. The
numerical target, which was initially set at €315 billion of investment in the real
economy by July 2018, has now been raised to €500 billion by end-2020. The
update is due to the 2017 amendment of the EFSI Regulation, which extended
EFSI duration and increased its resources, bringing EU guarantee obligations from
€16 billion to €26 billion and the contribution from the EIB's own resources from
€5 billion to €7.5 billion.
Increasing access to finance for entities with up to 3 000 employees. In this
respect, special attention is devoted to small- and medium-sized enterprises
(SMEs) and small mid-cap companies (fewer than 500 employees).

In addition to being consistent with EU policies and objectives, EFSI-backed financing and
investment operations must support at least one of the general objectives set by Article 9
of the EFSI Regulation: (a) research, development and innovation; (b) development of the
energy sector; (c) development of transport infrastructures, and equipment and
innovative technologies for transport; (d) financial support for entities with up to
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3 000 employees; (e) development and deployment of information and communication
technologies; (f) environment and resource efficiency; and (g) human capital, culture and
health.
In other words, EFSI seeks to focus on various crucial sectors that can provide a significant
contribution to job creation and sustainable growth in the EU, such as strategic
infrastructure, education, research, development and innovation, renewable energy and
resource efficiency, and SMEs.
From an operational standpoint, the concept of additionality, as defined in Article 5(1) of
the EFSI Regulation, is closely linked to the overall objectives of the fund. It means that
EFSI-backed operations should be viable financing and investment activities that could
not have taken place, or not to the same extent, without EFSI. For this reason, EFSI should
typically target viable projects with a higher-risk profile than normal EIB operations and
corresponding to that of EIB special activities. 5
In line with the idea that EFSI should address high investment needs or market failures
that prevent socially and economically viable projects from materialising, EFSI is
market-driven, and its regulation does not establish any sectoral or regional preallocation of the investment portfolio.6

Funded measures
The EU budget does not finance EFSI-backed projects directly, for example through
traditional grants. Instead, it ensures the provisioning of the EU guarantee fund that
covers the risks stemming from the portfolio guarantee that the EU grants to the EIB in
the framework of EFSI. Thanks to the EU guarantee, the EIB Group can expand its
financing and investment portfolio. In turn, the EIB intervention allows other public
and/or private investors to join (process defined as 'crowding in') and further multiply the
overall funding for operations that receive EFSI financing. When putting forward the
2014 proposals for the investment plan for Europe, the European Commission estimated
the 'multiplier effect' of EFSI at 15. 7 The estimate means that the Commission expects
each euro of public resources allocated to EFSI (i.e. EU guarantee obligations and the
contribution from the EIB's own resources) to generate, on average, €15 of total
investment thanks to this multiplier effect.
Provisioning of the EU guarantee fund from the EU budget
Following the 2017 amendment of the EFSI Regulation, the total EU guarantee obligations
granted to the EIB under EFSI amount to €26 billion (up from €16 billion). The EU budget
makes contributions to a guarantee fund, which acts as a liquidity cushion for the
EU budget against potential losses incurred by EFSI in pursuit of its objectives. In other
words, the EIB is paid from this guarantee fund in the event of a call on the EU guarantee.
The objective is to ensure the orderly implementation of the EU budget, avoiding the
negative repercussions (e.g. cuts and budgetary amendments) that, in the absence of a
guarantee fund, potential calls by the EIB would have on the financing of other
programmes and activities supported by the EU budget.
The revised EFSI Regulation sets the target amount of the guarantee fund at 35 % of the
total EU guarantee obligations (i.e. €9.1 billion), based on the risk assessment of the
various products that the EU guarantee supports. 8 The bulk of the financing for the
guarantee fund comes from annual allocations from the EU budget. In the context of the
annual budgetary procedure and in compliance with MFF provisions, the European
Parliament and the Council agree on the gradual payments that are made into the
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guarantee fund to reach the target amount. The progressive provisioning of the
guarantee fund reflects the gradual increase in exposure that the fund bears as EFSI
develops its operations. The European Commission manages the resources available
under the guarantee fund, investing them in the financial markets in line with the
principle of sound financial management and prudential rules.
The contribution from the EU budget is ensured by the use of unallocated MFF margins
and by redeployments from the Connecting Europe Facility and the Horizon 2020
programme for research. Both at the initial set-up and at the extension of EFSI, the
European Parliament succeeded in reducing the redeployments proposed from other EU
programmes and instruments, with a view to minimising the related cuts to the activities
that these can support in their respective policy areas. The result was achieved through
a greater resort to unallocated MFF margins, EFSI-assigned revenues and investment
reflows for the provisioning of the guarantee fund. 9
Examples of internal assigned revenue that stem from EFSI itself and provide additional
financing for the guarantee fund are: revenue from projects benefitting from EFSI
support, interest on the guarantee fund resources invested in the financial markets, and
amounts recovered from projects for which the EU guarantee was called.
Table 1 sets out the schedule of payments to the guarantee fund from the EU budget over
the 2015-2022 period. Covering only the provisioning of the guarantee fund, the amounts
do not include other (much more limited) EFSI-related allocations under the EU budget
(see following subsection).
Table 1 – Payment schedule to the guarantee fund from the EU budget (in € million)

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 Total
Commitments
Payments

1 350 2 104 2 641 2 010
167
153
1 012 2 450 1 800 1 150 1 088

525

400

8 425
8 425

Note: The payment profile of year 2018 and onward is provisional.
The payment amounts presented for 2016 and 2017 do not include assigned revenues.
Source: European Commission, COM(2018) 497, 29 June 2018.

No guarantee calls on the EU budget due to defaulting operations were made until
31 December 2017, i.e. the timeframe covered by the reports on the functioning of the
guarantee fund that the European Commission has produced so far.10
European investment advisory hub and European investment project portal
In addition to provisioning the guarantee fund, EFSI-related contributions from the
EU budget finance the European investment advisory hub (EIAH) and the European
investment project portal (EIPP), which were created by the EFSI Regulation. The
EIB-managed EIAH and the Commission-managed EIPP constitute the second pillar of the
investment plan for Europe, which aims to help the extra investment triggered by EFSI to
meet the needs of the real economy, by offering advisory and technical assistance
services, as well as greater visibility to investment opportunities.
Building on existing expertise, the EIAH was set up within the EIB to act as a single
technical advisory hub for project financing within the EU, helping with investment
project identification, preparation and development. The EIPP provides EU investment
project promoters with visibility for their European projects, with a view to attracting
potential international investors. Both in 2018 and 2019, the EU budget allocated an
overall annual amount of €20 million to the EIAH and the EIPP.
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EFS I-backed financial instruments provided by the EIB Group
The EU guarantee obligations enable the EIB Group to deploy a wide range of financial
instruments supported by EFSI, such as equity-, debt- and guarantee-type products.
Relevant activities include the use of already existing financial instruments supported by
the EU budget (such as InnovFin and those under COSME – see below), at a higher and
faster rate. The diverse needs of sectors, countries and individual projects can be targeted
thanks to the variety of options available.
The various EFSI-backed financial products are available under two investment windows
that reflect EFSI's two overarching objectives (see above). The infrastructure and
investment window (IIW) that stimulates strategic investment in various sectors is
implemented by the EIB, while the EIF is in charge of the SME window (SMEW) to improve
access to finance for SMEs and small mid-cap companies. The IIW itself has some products
that focus on SMEs and small mid-cap companies, and, as of mid-2017, the EIF also
implements three equity investment facilities under the IIW. Following the 2017 revision,
EFSI resources are allocated as follows: the IIW and the SMEW are endowed with
€23 billion and €10.5 billion, respectively (see Figure 1). The expected multiplier effect is
15 for both windows, which brings the total investment target to €500 billion by 2020.
Figure 1 – EFS I structure following its 2017 revision

Source: EIB, 2017 EFSI report to the European Parliament and the Council on 2017 EIB Group financing and investment
operations under EFSI.

A Steering Board governs the implementation of EFSI, with a view to ensuring that its
objectives are met and the EU guarantee is used properly. Its tasks include setting EFSI's
strategic orientation. An Investment Committee is in charge of approving the use of the
EU guarantee for EIB operations under the IIW, and is consulted on SMEW products.
Different categories of potential recipients can apply for EFSI-backed financing, including
private sector entities (such as companies of any kind with a particular focus on SMEs),
public sector entities, banks, national promotional banks or other financial institutions,
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funds or other forms of collective investment vehicles, and investment platforms.
Projects need to meet the objectives set in the EFSI Regulation (see above) to be eligible,
while being bankable and priced in line with the risk taken.
According to the 2017 EFSI report from the EIB to the European Parliament and the
Council, the deployment of new products, which are tailored to EFSI objectives and
provide the EIB with greater risk-taking capacity, enabled EFSI to reach its cruising speed
in 2017. By year-end, and since the 2015 start of EFSI operations, the EIB Group had
approved €51.3 billion of EFSI financing (of which €37.6 billion was signed), which was
projected to trigger a total investment of €256.9 billion. Of the €12 billion approved
under the SMEW, the EIF signed almost €10 billion of EFSI financing with financial
intermediaries. The multiplier effect of the 606 operations approved and signed since the
launch of EFSI was estimated at 13.53 (12.74 for the IIW and 15.2 for the SMEW), which
is slightly lower than the target of 15. The Commission has taken these figures into
account when estimating the multiplier effect of the InvestEU Fund, the proposed
successor to EFSI for the post-2020 period (see below).
In July 2018, the European Commission announced that EFSI had exceeded, by €20 billion,
its initial investment target of €315 billion. The EIB Group provides regular updates on
EFSI-related figures on its website. As of 5 February 2019 (see Figure 2), approved EFSI
financing amounted to €71.4 billion (of which 75 % through the EIB and 25 % through the
EIF), and was projected to trigger a total investment of some €380 billion. Almost three
quarters of the investment relates to operations in three of the sectors supported by EFSI:
smaller companies (32 %); research, development and innovation (23 %); and energy
(18 %).
Figure 2 – EIB Group figures on EFS I as of 5 February 2019

Source: EIB website.

As regards EFSI's geographical coverage, the IIW can support projects within the EU or
cross-border projects involving countries within the scope of the European
Neighbourhood Policy (Article 8 of the EFSI Regulation). The EIB makes the EFSI project
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list available and the EIF provides information on the operations under the SMEW on their
respective websites. Examples of EFSI-backed financing include: a €20 million loan to the
French small firm Amoéba, which, thanks to the discovery of a natural microorganism,
has developed an alternative for industrial water treatment that does not use chlorine
and chemical biocides; a €200 million loan to smaller water utilities in Italy for the
improvement of waterworks, sewage systems and wastewater treatment; €40 million in
financing for the development of a wind park in Bruck an der Leitha (Austria) to produce
renewable energy for 27 000 households; and a loan worth €15 million for Skeleton
Technologies (Estonia), a company that is developing innovative projects on
supercapacitors, powerful devices for storing energy. 11

Assessment of EFSI
EFSI has been closely monitored since its outset, which confirms the interest it has
attracted as a tool that can contribute to reducing the investment gap in the EU. Various
evaluations and assessments, including to address requirements set in the EFSI
Regulation, have been produced to date.
In September 2016, the European Commission accompanied its proposal to extend and
reinforce EFSI with an evaluation report on the first year of operations, which was
followed shortly by the EIB mid-term evaluation (required by the EFSI Regulation) and an
independent evaluation of the investment plan. All these documents, which informed the
debate on the proposed extension, concluded that EFSI was on track on the delivery of
its major objective of triggering significant additional investment in the EU. The uptake of
the SMEW was particularly fast, since this window could rely on the accelerated and
strengthened roll-out of existing EU financial instruments, while new products were being
developed for the IIW. At the same time, attention was drawn to areas where the
functioning of EFSI should be improved, such as its sectoral and geographical coverage
and the need for increased transparency as regards the concept of additionality.
While an opinion of the European Court of Auditors argued that the proposal for an
extension was premature and based on limited evidence, the European Parliament and
the Council eventually agreed to extend and reinforce EFSI, taking account of the initial
promising results showcased by the evaluations. In addition, the revision of the EFSI
Regulation was used to strengthen EFSI's governance, including through an updated
definition of additionality.
In July 2018, the EIB published a new evaluation, produced by its Operations Evaluation
Division and required by the EFSI Regulation. According to the document, EFSI is effective
in tackling structural investment gaps and has successfully mobilised significant financing
in crucial sectors of the EU economy that experience market failures and sub-optimal
investment situations. However, EFSI design is less relevant to responding to cyclical
needs in terms of investment and access to finance. The authors expected EFSI to reach
its initial investment target by July 2018. As regards additionality, the evaluation
concluded that the vast majority of EFSI operations addressed market failures and that
the creation of the EU budget guarantee enabled the EIB Group to finance EFSI operations
without having a potential negative impact on its overall lending capacity and risk profile.
In addition, the document looked into the complementarity and coordination of EFSI with
other EU instruments, pointing to mixed results in this area. For example, combination of
EFSI with traditional grants from European structural and investment funds (ESIF) and the
Connecting Europe Facility (CEF) was still limited.
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In the context of the proposals for the post-2020 MFF, the European Commission has
submitted a new independent evaluation on the functioning of EFSI, the EIAH and the
EIPP to the European Parliament and the Council, as required by the amended
Article 18(6) of the EFSI Regulation. The final report concludes that EFSI has been
effective in mobilising additional investment (including from the private sector) and
contributing to the reduction of the investment gap. In addition, it praises the relevance
of EFSI's sectoral focus and considers that, overall, its governance structure works well.
Among the recommendations for improvement, the evaluation advocates: a clarification
of the concept of sub-optimal investment and of the definition of additionality;
amelioration in the process of estimating the economic impact of EFSI; and fine-tuning of
the targeting of financial instruments.
Taking account of these evaluations, the European Commission concluded that EFSI has
been successful in triggering significant additional investment in the EU and that its
function remains relevant in the post-2020 programming period, given that the
investment is still below pre-crisis levels. 12 For these reasons, the Commission has put
forward a proposal for a 2021-2027 InvestEU programme, a single investment scheme for
internal Union policies that should build on EFSI and streamline the use of financial
instruments supported by the EU budget. 13 The proposed guarantee obligations for the
new InvestEU Fund, part of the overall programme, amount to €38 billion with an
investment target of more than €650 billion over seven years in crucial sectors of the
EU economy. Based on actual experience with EFSI at the end of 2017, the estimated
multiplier effect for the InvestEU Fund is 13.7, slightly lower than the target of 15 initially
set for EFSI (see above).
In January 2019, in its special report 03/2019, the European Court of Auditors (ECA)
concluded that EFSI has been successful in raising finance to support substantial
additional investment in many policy sectors across the EU, enabling the EIB to provide
more higher-risk finance for investments and to attract additional public and private
financing to EFSI-backed projects. However, the ECA observed that some EFSI support
partly replaced funding from other financial instruments supported by the EU budget
such as the Connecting Europe Facility Debt Instrument (see below). In addition, almost
one third of the projects financed under the IIW could have been financed without EFSI,
although under less favourable conditions. Other observations concerned the estimates
of the investment mobilised and of the multiplier effect, as well as an unbalanced
geographical distribution since a significant part of the investment went to a few larger
EU-15 Member States with well-established national promotional banks. 14 On this basis,
the Court made five recommendations, which the European Commission and/or the EIB
have accepted. Areas for action highlighted in the recommendations include:
encouraging complementarity between EU financial instruments and EU budgetary
guarantees; improving the assessment of additionality and the estimate of the
investment mobilised; and increasing the geographical spread of EFSI supported
investment.

Other EU action in the same field
Formally, EFSI does not belong to the category of financial instruments proper, 15 given
that it has a different governance structure, does not entirely fund the financial liability
created for the EU budget (due to the 35 % provisioning rate of the Guarantee Fund), and
its mandate is broader.16 However, EFSI promotes and accelerates the use of financial
instruments through the guarantee that the EU budget grants to the EIB Group.
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Under many of its programmes and funds operating within the EU, the 2014-2020 MFF
supports a broad range of financial instruments, which are either centrally managed at
EU level or under shared management with Member States in the context of the
European structural and investment (ESI) funds.
Centrally-managed financial instruments (at EU level)
The ECA has calculated that the initial 2014-2020 financial envelope for financial
instruments supported by centrally-managed EU programmes and funds amounts to
around €7.4 billion in total. In different policy areas, seven such programmes and funds
finance financial instruments with the following initial allocations: 17
•
•
•

•
•

•
•

The Horizon 2020 framework programme earmarks €2.6 billion for InnovFin,
which offers a wide range of loans, guarantees and equity-type funding suitable
for research and innovation projects.
The Connecting Europe Facility (CEF) can devote up to €2.6 billion to its
risk-sharing and equity instrument, which aims to lower the risk profile of
infrastructure projects and attract investors.
The programme for the competitiveness of enterprises and SMEs (COSME) has
resources worth some €1.4 billion for its two financial instruments, the Loan
Guarantee Facility (LGF) and the Equity Facility for Growth (EFG), which seek to
improve access to finance for SMEs.
Erasmus+ has a €500 million financial envelope for a Master Loan Guarantee
Facility, with a view to allowing students to obtain a Master's Degree in another
programme country regardless of their social background.
The LIFE programme for the environment and climate action allocates
€140 million to the Private Finance for Energy Efficiency Instrument (PF4EE) and
the Natural Capital Financing Facility (NCFF). The latter supports projects that
contribute to promoting biodiversity and climate adaptation.
The Creative Europe programme has €121 million for a Guarantee Facility
addressing SMEs active in the cultural and creative sectors in the EU, Iceland and
Norway.
The EU programme for Employment and Social Innovation (EaSI) finances a
guarantee instrument worth €112 million, which focuses on microfinance and
social entrepreneurship.

The European Commission has entrusted the management of all these financial
instruments to the EIB Group (indirect management).
Financial instruments under shared management
National authorities can deploy a share of the financial resources they are allocated in
the framework of ESI funds for financial instruments under shared management. The
resources used to this effect are projected to almost double as compared to the previous
programming period, with estimated allocations increasing from €11.5 billion in the
2007-2013 MFF to €21.5 billion in the 2014-2020 MFF. Most of the planned contributions
(i.e. €20 billion) to financial instruments under shared management come from the
European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and the Cohesion Fund. The remaining
€1.5 billion is planned to come from the European Social Fund (ESF), the European
Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) and the European Maritime and
Fisheries Fund (EMFF).
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Endnotes
1

Total EU guarantee obligations amount to €26 billion. However, the target ratio for the provisioning of the related
Guarantee Fund is set at 35 % of total EU guarantee obligations. This explains why the total programmed amount
(which includes allocations for the European investment advisory hub (EIAH) and the European investment project
portal (EIPP)) is lower than the total EU guarantee obligations. See the section on funded measures.

2

D'Alfonso A., Delivorias A., Sapała M. and Stuchlik A., Economic and budgetary outlook for the European Union 2017,
EPRS, European Parliament, January 2017.

3

The EFSI Regulation also sets up the European investment advisory hub (EIAH) and the European investment project
portal (EIPP). For more details, please see the section on funded measures.

4

In its special report 03/2019 (point 52), the European Court of Auditors notes that significant time may pass between
the approval of an operation and the signature of the contract that finances it.

5

EIB special activities are operations presenting a specific risk profile, which is higher than the risk generally accepted
by the EIB. They are defined in Article 16 of the EIB Statute and by the credit risk policy guidelines of the EIB.

6

The EFSI Steering Board, which determines the EFSI strategic orientation, can set indicative concentration limits for
the end of the EFSI implementation period, to avoid excessive focus on certain sectors or geographical areas.

7

An investment plan for Europe, COM(2014) 903, European Commission 26 November 2014, p. 8.

8

The ratio was initially set at 50 %. In the context of the EFSI revision, the European Parliament and the Council
accepted the Commission proposal to decrease it to 35 %, based on a 2016 internal evaluation of EFSI.

9

D'Alfonso A., European Fund for Strategic Investments (EFSI): set-up and EU budget contribution, EPRS, European
Parliament, June 2015; and Delivorias A. and Parry M., European Fund for Strategic Investments – EFSI 2.0, EPRS,
European Parliament, February 2018.

10

Report from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council and the European Court of Auditors on the
management of the Guarantee Fund of the European Fund for Strategic Investments in 2015, COM(2016) 353,
31 May 2016; Report from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council and the European Court of
Auditors on the management of the Guarantee Fund of the European Fund for Strategic Investments in 2016,
COM(2017) 326, 16 June 2017; and comprehensive report to the European Parliament and the Council on the use
of the European Fund for Strategic Investments (EFSI) EU guarantee and the functioning of the European Fund for
Strategic Investments (EFSI) Guarantee Fund, COM(2018) 497, 29 June 2018.

11

Other examples are available in: European Investment Bank, EIB operations inside the European Union 2017, 2018.

12

The Financial Times reports that investment in the EU is now back to its 2007 level, while it has increased by more
than 20 % in the USA over the same period. See; Romei V., EU investment rebounds to level before 2008 financial
crash, Financial Times, 9 March 2019.

13

Delivorias A. and Zachariadis I., The InvestEU programme – Continuing EFSI in the next MFF, EPRS, European
Parliament, February 2019.

14

The EIB defines national promotional banks and institutions as 'legal entities carrying out financial, development
and promotional activities on a professional basis which are given a mandate by a Member State at central, regional
or local level'.

15

Neither is EFSI a Fund proper. It is a guarantee instrument.

16

Rubio E., Making better use of public funding: The role of national promotional banks and institutions in the next EU
budget, Jacques Delors Institute, Report No 115, July 2018.

17

Some initial allocations have been modified in the meantime. For example, the guarantee facility financed by
creative Europe received additional €60 million from EFSI in December 2017.
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Horizon 2020
In a nutshell
Horizon 2020 – the Framework Programme for Research and Innovation (2014-2020) – is the
main instrument financing research and innovation in the European Union and the successor to
seven previous Framework Programmes. It is an ambitious, flexible programme, unique in the
world in terms of budget, duration, budgetary stability and scope. Since 2014 it has supported
more than 13 000 projects in more than 130 participating countries and helped to respond to
urgent societal challenges, such as the Ebola crisis.

EU's multiannual financial framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 1 – Smart and Inclusive Growth
Subheading 1a – Competitiveness for growth and jobs

2014-2020 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €79 401.83 million (7.33 %)

2016 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €9 539.43 million (6.14 %)
Payments:
€10 069.14 million (7.37 %)

2017 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €10 345.93 million (6.53 %)
Payments:
€10 196.30 million (7.58 %)

Methods of implementation
Direct management (European Commission) and indirect management (implementing bodies).

In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 The financial allocation of Horizon 2020
 Objectives of the programme
 Funded actions
 Assessment of Horizon 2020
 Other EU programmes and actions in the
same field
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
Title XIX of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) is devoted to
Research and Technological Development and Space. Article 179 declares that 'The Union
shall have the objective of strengthening its scientific and technological bases by
achieving a European research area ... and encouraging it to become more competitive',
while Article 181 is the basis for the coordination of national and European Union policies
to ensure they are consistent.
Article 182 describes the procedure for adopting the legislative acts. The European
Parliament and the Council, using the ordinary legislative procedure and after consulting
the Economic and Social Committee, adopt a multiannual framework programme that
sets out all related activities, establishes the scientific and technological objectives,
indicates the broad lines of the activities and fix the overall amount and the rules for the
Union's financial participation. The Council, for its part, adopts the specific programmes
by means of a special legislative procedure after consulting the European Parliament and
the Economic and Social Committee. The specific programme will describe the specific
objectives and the detailed rules for implementing the framework programme, fix its
duration and provide for the means deemed necessary.
On the basis of this last article, Regulation (EU) No 1291/2013 (Horizon 2020 regulation)
established Horizon 2020 – the Framework Programme for Research and Innovation
(2014-2020), while Council Decision 2013/743/EU established the specific programme.
Finally, in accordance with Article 183, Regulation (EU) No 1290/2013 laid down the rules
for participation and dissemination.

The financial allocation of Horizon 2020
The original envelope for Horizon 2020 proposed by the European Commission (EC) in
2011 was €87 740 million, of which €86 198 million was to be allocated to activities under
Title XIX TFEU and €1 542 million would be an initial allocation to the European Institute
of Innovation and Technology (EIT).1 During the negotiations of the 2014-2020 MFF, this
envelope was modified, so the final decision – reflected in Article 6(1) of Regulation (EU)
No 1291/2013 – set the financial envelope at €77 028.3 million, of which €74 316.9
million was allocated to Title XIX TFEU activities and €2 711.4 million to the EIT. The
specific flexibility to strengthen research included in Article 15 of the MFF Regulation
enabled €200 million to be frontloaded to Horizon 2020 for the 2014 to 2015 period.2
Regulation (EU) No 1017/2015, which established the European Fund for Strategic
Investments (EFSI), amended the Horizon 2020 Regulation and transferred €2 200 million
from its envelope to finance a new EU guarantee fund to cover the European Investment
Bank's risks in EFSI operations. The final financial envelope of Horizon 2020 was thus
reduced to €74 828.3 million (€72 444.3 million for TFEU activities and €2 383 million for
the EIT).3
In the Mid-term review/revision of the multiannual financial framework 2014-2020, and
owing to the strong take-up of the programme, the Commission proposed to reinforce it
by €400 million for the 2017 to 2020 period. The European Parliament and the Council
agreed in a joint statement to lower this amount to €200 million.
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Figure 1 – Financial allocation of Horizon 2020, 2014-2020, in € millions.

Data Source: Regulation (EU) No 1017/2015.

Objectives of the programme
The general objective of Horizon 2020 is to help to build a society and an economy based
on knowledge and innovation, to provide funding for research, development and
innovation, and to contribute towards the target of spending 3 % of EU gross domestic
product (GDP) on research and development, as set out in the Europe 2020 strategy.
Horizon 2020 is the main financing arm of the Europe 2020 strategy and the European
Research Area (ERA).
Box 1 – The European Parliament's position
The EP's priorities for Horizon 2020 are:
 increased participation for small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs) in Horizon 2020, with
a dedicated budget for the SME instrument;
 the Fast Track to Innovation scheme (FTI);
 Horizon 2020's contribution to the European Research Area (ERA) in terms of 'researcher
careers and researcher mobility';
 a guaranteed budget allocation for the 'Spreading excellence and widening participation'
(SEWP) and the 'Science with and for society' (SwafS) programmes, as well as for einfrastructure and for achieving EU climate and energy goals;
 for 85 % of the 'Energy Challenge' budget to be earmarked for non-fossil fuel energy research;
 the transparency and openness of public-private partnerships (PPPs) and the European
Institute of Technology (EIT);
 synergies between Future and Emerging Technologies (FET) and other parts of Horizon 2020.
 open access (OA) to scientific publications and research data;
 gender balance;
 balance between small, medium and large projects; and
 synergies between Horizon 2020 and cohesion policy.
Source: Scrutiny on Horizon 2020 focusing on the European Parliament's priorities, Policy Department for Economic
and Scientific Policy, European Parliament, 2016.

The programme has three main priorities, each with a set of specific objectives. There are
also two independent specific objectives. The whole schema can be seen in Table 1.
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The 'Excellent science' priority aims to help individual researchers and teams work in
subjects at the frontier of science and on new high-risk ideas, improve training, and
exchange
and
career
opportunities for researchers, and Table 1 – Priorities and specific objectives of Horizon 2020
develop
excellent
research
'Excellent science' priority
infrastructures with the objectives
European Research Council (ERC)
of reinforcing the EU science base,
consolidating the ERA and making
Future and emerging technologies (FET)
Europe's research and innovation
Marie Skłodowska-Curie actions
system more competitive globally.
The 'Industrial leadership' priority
aims to support the development
of
new
technologies
and
innovations that will enable the
companies of the future, facilitate
access to venture capital, and help
innovative small and mediumsized enterprises (SMEs) become
world-leading enterprises.
The 'Societal challenges' priority
targets the policy priorities and
societal challenges of the Europe
2020 strategy. It supports
research and innovation in those
areas that will become critical in
the near future or will strongly
affect the lives of EU's citizens.

Research infrastructures

'Industrial leadership' priority
Leadership in enabling and industrial technologies
Access to risk finance
Innovation in SMEs
'Societal challenges' priority
Health, demographic change and well-being;
Food security, sustainable agriculture and forestry, marine, maritime and inland
water research, and the bio economy.
Secure, clean and efficient energy
Smart, green and integrated transport
Climate action, environment, resource efficiency and raw materials
Europe in a changing world – Inclusive, innovative and reflective societies
Secure societies – Protecting freedom and security of Europe and its citizens.
Other specific objectives

Spreading excellence and widening participation
The Joint Research Centre (JRC),
which
is
the
European
Science with and for society
Commission's
science
and
Other activities
knowledge service, and the
Non-nuclear direct actions of the Joint Research Centre (JRC)
European Institute of Innovation
and Technology (EIT) meanwhile
European Institute of Innovation and Technology (EIT)
also contribute to the general
Source: Regulation (EU) 1291/2013.
objective and the priorities, the
first by providing independent scientific and technical advice to support EU policy and the
second by completing the 'knowledge triangle' of higher education, research and
innovation by means of knowledge and innovation communities (KICs).

Funded actions
Horizon 2020 allocates the available funds through three consecutive work programmes,
the first for the years 2014 to 2015, the second for 2016 to 2017 and the third for 2018
to 2020. It has allocated €28 535.7 million to date and supported 13 643 different projects
in 44 coordinating countries and more than 130 participating countries. More than 70 %
of the funding goes to the 'Excellent science' and the 'Societal challenges' pillars.4
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Box 2 – Examples of projects supported by Horizon 2020
The iMETland project aims to produce a device to treat urban wastewater from small
communities without using any energy and without producing contaminated residuals. The
project integrates microbial electrochemical technologies (METs) with biofilters and uses a
combination of electricity-producing bacteria and a new electro-conductive material to obtain
clean water that can be used for irrigation with almost no waste products. The scientists are
experimenting with different bacteria and different materials and they estimate that depuration
rates will be 10 times higher than when using conventional techniques. The project is coordinated
by Fundación Imdea Agua of Spain and other participating countries are Argentina, Belgium,
Denmark, Mexico and the United Kingdom (UK). Its total cost will be €3 461 622 with an EU
contribution of €2 924 810 and it is scheduled to run from September 2015 to August 2018.
Children Born of War – Past, Present and Future is a project conducted by young researchers and
supported by a scheme under the Marie Skłodowska-Curie programme that aims to promote a
new generation of researchers. It studies the lives of children born during wars and their mothers.
The project will study systematically the experiences of children born in several 20th century
conflicts to improve understanding of their situation and propose policies to help them. The
University of Birmingham (UK) is coordinating the project and the other participants include
universities and research centres in Czech Republic, Germany, France, Latvia, Lithuania, the
Netherlands, Austria and Poland. The total cost will be €3 729 290, financed entirely by Horizon
2020. The project timeframe is from March 2015 to February 2019.
AtlantOS (Optimising and Enhancing the Integrated Atlantic Ocean Observing Systems) is a project
that will coordinate all existing Atlantic Ocean observing activities in order to achieve an
integrated and efficient observing system for the Atlantic. It will fill existing observing gaps and
will ensure that data are readily accessible and useable, with a particular view to increasing the
competitiveness of SMEs in the marine sector. It will also contribute to GOOS, the Global Ocean
Observing System. The project is coordinated by the Helmholtz Centre for Ocean Research of Kiel
(Germany) and there are 62 participant institutions from Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Denmark, Spain,
the Faroe Islands, France, Croatia, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, South
Africa, the United Kingdom (UK) and the United States (USA). Horizon 2020 finances the total cost
of the project, equal to €20 652 921. It started in April 2015 and will run until June 2019.
SponGES is a project that will study the ecosystem of sponge grounds – one of the most diverse
and vulnerable marine ecosystems of the deep-sea – in the North Atlantic in order to preserve
and use them in a sustainable way. Sponge grounds have until now received very little research
and conservation attention, so the project will map and describe the North Atlantic deep-sea
sponge grounds and their evolution. It will also study the potential of sponge grounds for
biotechnology and develop a plan for their conservation and management. The University of
Bergen in Norway is coordinating the project and universities, marine institutes and other
research institutions from Canada, Spain, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal, Sweden, the
UK and the USA are also participating. The total cost of the project is €10 225 865 and the EU
contribution is €9 994 302. The project is scheduled to run from March 2013 to February 2020.

Assessment of Horizon 2020
Horizon 2020 is the successor to seven previous Framework Programmes (FPs) for
research and technological development. It is the first FP to have a name, which signals a
break with the previous FPs in several senses: it aims to support all actors and activities
of the innovation process by merging various previous programmes, while streamlining
the overall structure and simplifying the application process. An overview of the various
evaluations of developments and the results of the first two and a half years follows.
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European Commission interim evaluation
In May 2017 the European Commission published a very comprehensive interim
evaluation, covering the first three years of the programme. While it is still too early to
have a complete picture of the results, the Commission evaluated Horizon 2020 according
to five criteria: relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, coherence and EU value added.
Effectiveness is in turn measured in terms of scientific impact, innovation and economic
impact and societal impact. The conclusions are the following:
Relevance
Horizon 2020's objectives, such as that of securing a 3% share of the EU's GDP for research
and development, remain valid and the programme is very attractive to stakeholders, as
shown by the increased number of applications compared with the 7th Framework
Programme (FP7). It also responds with great flexibility to emerging needs (such as the
Ebola and migration emergencies), technology advances and new political priorities.
Efficiency
New management modes, the simplification and harmonised implementation of the rules
and lower administrative costs combine to make the programme more efficient than its
predecessor. However, there is significant oversubscription (only 11.6% of proposals win
funding) resulting in the rejection of many high-quality projects, which could have been
avoided with an additional €62.4 billion. There is room for improvement in the evaluation
feedback and international cooperation could be strengthened.
Effectiveness
 Scientific impact. Horizon 2020 supports about 340 000 researchers, boosting national
and pan-European research infrastructures, producing high-quality scientific
knowledge, and forming more scientific collaboration networks; but progress in
spreading excellence and making publications and data openly accessible is slow.
 Innovation and economic impact. Compared with previous programmes, there is
higher private sector and SME involvement. Other benefits include the creation of
networks, access to risk finance for firms, especially SMEs, the generation of high
quality, commercially valuable patents, and other intellectual property rights. By
supporting prototypes, testing activities and clinical trials there are more market
innovations. Every euro invested under Horizon 2020 brings an estimated increase in
GDP of €6 to €8.5 (€400 to €600 billion by 2030). The challenge is to address barriers
to innovation that hinder full market uptake.
 Societal impacts. Most Horizon 2020 projects are expected to have cross-cutting
societal impacts and progress on the 'Societal challenges' pillar is in line with
objectives. However, expenditure on sustainable development and climate action is
below the targets and there is a need to be clearer on the contribution of research and
innovation to solving societal challenges with regard to stakeholders.
Coherence
The internal coherence of Horizon 2020 is greater than in FP7, thanks in part to its threepillar structure. Its coherence with international obligations is also strong. However,
synergies between Horizon 2020 and other EU instruments, such as the Structural Funds,
and between Horizon 2020 and national policies could be improved.
EU value added
The additionality of Horizon 2020 is clear, compared with national and regional support;
it makes the EU a more attractive place for research and innovation thanks to the
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continental scale of competitions. The creation of transnational, multidisciplinary
networks and the pooling of capacities, meanwhile, make it easier to act at global level.
European Parliament studies
An external analysis carried out for the Policy Department for Economic and Scientific
Policy at the request of Parliament's Committee on Industry, Research and Energy (ITRE)
focuses on the implementation of Parliament's key priorities in Horizon 2020 and
concludes that they are generally well addressed, but identifies some bottlenecks and
makes a list of recommendations to overcome them.
Another external study, this time completed for the Policy Department for Budgetary
Affairs and requested by the Parliament's Committee on Budgets (BUDG) evaluates the
first two years of the programme and finds that oversubscription, underfinancing and a
rising budget backlog are the main risks of the programme. As the programme has a high
EU added value, it recommends considering the possibility of additional funding.
A European implementation assessment (EIA) conducted by the Ex-Post Impact
Assessment Unit of the European Parliamentary Research Service (EPRS) includes
external analyses that evaluate the three main priorities of Horizon 2020 (Excellent
science, Industrial leadership and Societal challenges) from two different perspectives: a
research and industry perspective and an economic and financial perspective. Its
conclusions are that even if the programme has been fairly successful as regards its
priorities, some challenges remain vis-à-vis concentration of funding, gender equality,
oversubscription and evaluation.
Assessment of the European Court of Auditors (ECA)
The ECA's 2015 annual report focuses on performance management systems for Horizon
2020 and the link between Europe 2020 and Horizon 2020. On the positive side, the
auditors find that there are real improvements on previous FPs, on account in particular
of the simpler funding rules and reduced red tape, but they criticise inter alia the fact that
the type of participant targeted (SMEs and new entrants) is more likely to make errors in
its cost calculations and that the main measuring indicators of Horizon 2020 are not
especially useful in assessing the contribution of the programme to Europe 2020.
The auditors also consider that the Commission should do more to map the three
overlapping sets of political priorities for Horizon 2020: the Europe 2020 strategy, the
2014 to 2020 MFF and the Commission priorities for 2015 to 2019. Finally, they see a lack
of complementarity between national and European research programmes in some
countries (such as Bulgaria and Portugal) and some weaknesses (such as unambitious
targets or the absence of baselines) in the performance indicators. These weaknesses
limit the Commission's ability to monitor and report on the performance of Horizon 2020.

Other EU programmes and actions in the same field
EGNOS (the European Geostationary Navigation Overlay Service) and Galileo (the
European Union's Global Satellite Navigation System (GNSS)) are the two European
satellite navigation systems; both are under civilian control. Together they have a
financial envelope of €7.0 billion for 2014 to 2020.5
Copernicus, the European Earth Observation Programme, finances the development of
free, open and accessible information services based on satellite earth observation and
ground-based, airborne and seaborne measurement systems. It has a financial envelope
of €4.3 billion for 2014 to 2020.6

Members' Research Service

Page 7 of 8

35

EPRS

Horizon 2020

ITER, the International Thermonuclear Experimental Reactor is an international research
project on the feasibility of fusion energy. The EU contributes about a half of its costs,
while the other partner countries (China, India, Japan, South Korea, Russia and the USA)
cover the rest. The EU budget financial envelope for 2014 to 2020 is €3 billion.
COSME is the EU programme for the Competitiveness of Enterprises and Small and
Medium-Sized Enterprises. Managed by the European Commission and the Executive
Agency for Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises (EASME), its financial envelope for 2014
to 2020 is €2.3 billion.7

Main references
Council Decision (2013/743/EU) of 3 December 2013 establishing the specific programme
implementing Horizon 2020 – the Framework Programme for Research and Innovation (20142020) and repealing Decisions 2006/971/EC, 2006/972/EC, 2006/973/EC, 2006/974/EC and
2006/975/EC.
Regulation (EU) No 1291/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 December
2013 establishing Horizon 2020 – the Framework Programme for Research and Innovation (20142020) and repealing Decision No 1982/2006/EC.
Reillon V., Horizon 2020 budget and implementation – A guide to the structure of the programme,
in-depth analysis, EPRS, European Parliament, November 2015.

Endnotes
1

The proposal planned a second allocation of €1 652 million for the EIT after the first revision of the programme. This
amount was to be provided on a pro-rata basis, from the amount for the specific objective 'Leadership in enabling
and industrial technologies' and from the amount for the priority on societal challenges.

2

See the Joint Declaration on Article 15 for the distribution of the total amount.

3

For an in-depth analysis of the budget structure of Horizon 2020 and its implementation see Vincent Reillon (2015).

4

EU Open Data Portal, CORDIS – EU research projects under Horizon 2020 (2014-2020). Data downloaded
18 August 2017.

5

On both programmes, see Vincent Reillon, Galileo: overcoming obstacles, history of EU global navigation satellite
systems, EPRS, European Parliament, April 2017.

6

See Vincent Reillon, Securing the Copernicus programme, why EU earth observation matters, EPRS, European
Parliament, April 2017.

7

See Martin Svášek, Competitiveness of Enterprises and SMEs (COSME), EPRS, European Parliament, June 2016.
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Competitiveness of Enterprises and
SMEs (COSME)
In a nutshell
COSME is a programme of the European Union which supports enterprises (in facilitating
access to finance, supporting internationalisation, creating an environment favourable to
competitiveness, encouraging entrepreneurship) in order to help them grow and create jobs.

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 1a (Competitiveness for growth and jobs)
Enterprise and Industry

2014-2020 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €2 298.24 million (0.21 %)

2015 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €295.26 million (0.18 %)
Payments:
€320.67 million (0.23 %)

2016 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €295.30 million (0.19 %)
Payments:
€262.30 million (0.18 %)

Methods of implementation
Direct management (European Commission, Executive Agency for Small and Medium-sized
Enterprises) and indirect management (European Investment Fund).

In this briefing:
 The EU's role in the policy area: legal basis
 COSME objectives
 Funded measures
 Assessment
 Other EU measures in the area
 Main references
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The EU's role in the policy area: legal basis
Articles 173 and 195 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU)
stipulate that the Union and the Member States shall ensure the necessary conditions
for the competitiveness of the industry and tourism sectors, among others. Particular
emphasis is placed on the development of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs).
However, in the areas of industry and tourism, the EU only has competence to support,
coordinate or supplement actions of the Member States (Article 6 TFEU).
So much attention is focused on SMEs because the overwhelming majority (99.8% in
2012)1 of entities active in the EU-28's non-financial business economy are micro-, small
and medium-sized enterprises.2 They are the key provider of jobs in the private sector.
No less than two thirds (67.1%) of the EU's non-financial business economy workforce
was active in an SME in 2012. Furthermore, SMEs have been increasingly present in EU
policies thanks to the Lisbon strategy, which called for the creation of a friendly
environment for starting up and developing innovative businesses, especially SMEs.
In June 2008, the European Commission published a communication, Think Small First –
A Small Business Act for Europe (SBA), in which it urged the EU to make a breakthrough
in its policy on SMEs. The SBA spelled out ten principles aimed at honing the potential of
SMEs and thereby making the EU 'a world-class environment for SMEs'. In February
2011, the SBA was reviewed in light of recently emerged needs of SMEs and their
increased difficulty in accessing financing and markets.3
Since its inception, the EU's ten-year growth strategy, Europe 2020, has addressed SMEs
through several flagship initiatives. Additionally, for the 2014-2020 programming
period, Regulation (EU) No 1287/2013 established a Programme for the
Competitiveness of Enterprises and Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (COSME).
Under the previous programming period, from 2007 to 2013, certain COSME initiatives
had been included in the Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme
(CIP).4

COSME objectives
The general objectives mentioned in the COSME Regulation are: strengthening the
competitiveness and sustainability of the Union's enterprises, particularly SMEs;
encouraging entrepreneurial culture; and promoting the creation and growth of SMEs.
More specifically, COSME is to: 1) improve access to finance for SMEs in the form of
equity and debt; 2) improve access to markets, particularly inside the Union but also at
global level; 3) improve framework conditions for the competitiveness and
sustainability of Union enterprises, particularly SMEs, including in the tourism sector;
and 4) promote entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial culture.

Funded measures
In total, some €2.3 billion is available for COSME in the 2014-2020 Multiannual Financial
Framework (MFF). The Commission's annual work programmes specify concrete actions
and allocate amounts for all the specific objectives. Key actions such as the financial
instruments, the Enterprise Europe Network and Erasmus for Young Entrepreneurs will
receive support throughout the COSME programming period. According to Article 5 of
the COSME Regulation, 'not less than 60% shall be allocated to financial instruments',
which means that in practical terms they are the most significant part of the
programme.
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The Commission entrusted the Executive Agency for Small and Medium-sized
Enterprises (EASME) with the implementation of actions under the four COSME specific
objectives and delegated the indirect management of financial instruments to the
European Investment Fund.
The programme is accessible not only to entities from the EU Member States but also
from European Free Trade Association (EFTA) countries which are members of the
European Economic Area (EEA), to acceding countries, candidate countries and
potential candidates and to countries falling within the scope of the European
neighbourhood policies. An updated list of third countries participating in COSME is
accessible on the Commission website.
Access to finance for SMEs
Two financial instruments fall under this first specific objective of COSME: the Loan
Guarantee Facility (LGF) and the Equity Facility for Growth (EFG). They build on the
SME Guarantee (SMEG) and the High Growth and Innovative SME Facility (GIF), both
part of the CIP. The use of innovative instruments is meant to leverage additional
investment from other public and/or private sources.
Practical information on how to apply for loans and venture capital supported by the EU
can be found on the web portal access2finance.eu.
Loan Guarantee Facility (LGF)
Through the LGF, the European Investment Fund offers guarantees and counterguarantees, including securitisation of SME debt-finance portfolios, to selected financial
intermediaries (such as guarantee institutions, banks, and leasing companies, among
others) to help them provide more loans and leases to SMEs.
By sharing the risk, COSME guarantees allow financial intermediaries to expand the
range of SMEs they can finance, thus facilitating
Loan guarantee
access to debt finance for many SMEs which might
A legally binding agreement under which
have difficulties accessing the traditional banking
the guarantor agrees to pay any or all of
system.
the amount due on a loan instrument in
All types of SMEs (regardless of sector or size) are the event of non-payment by the
eligible for financing under the LGF for loans up to borrower.
an amount of €150 000. Above this threshold, Loan guarantees are a very important
financial intermediaries have to verify that the SME means of helping small businesses to
is not eligible for financing under Horizon 2020, obtain loans from banks.
especially under its SME & Small Mid-caps Debt Source: IATE.
Financing Window. This part of Horizon 2020
contains a financial instrument similar to LGF: the InnovFin SME/MidCap Guarantee
Facility, which is open only to research-based and innovative SMEs and small mid-cap
firms.5
As regards LGF, some 32 agreements with partners from 17 countries had already been
concluded by the end of April 2016.
To meet the exceptionally high market demand for the LGF since the start of COSME, it
was enhanced by means of a guarantee provided under the European Fund for Strategic
Investments (EFSI) (the 'EFSI SME Window'). This additional financing is the result of an
amendment to the COSME Delegation Agreement signed in July 2015. Between 2015
and 2019, the LGF's overall enhancement is forecast to reach up to €500 million,
thereby enabling the mobilisation of up to €10 billion in funding for SMEs.6
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The EFSI SME Window supports COSME activities and reinforces the implementation of
the COSME LGF. It has permitted the European Investment Fund (EIF) to sign more
transactions with financial intermediaries earlier than would have been possible under
the COSME budget alone. According to initial estimates, the EIF could sign additional
transactions of up to €150 million in 2015, enabling the mobilisation of up to €3 billion
of funding for SMEs.
The way the SMEG worked can be illustrated by the example of a Slovene entrepreneur
in the construction sector. The EU-guaranteed loan of €119 000 he got from the Slovene
Enterprise Fund enabled him to buy a new lift, expand his company's product range and
hence his business. He employed two additional staff, and in just one year the
company's revenue increased by 28%.7
SMEs wishing to apply for financing from the LGF need to approach a financial
intermediary in their own country, from the list of intermediaries which have concluded
a contract with the EIF for this purpose.
Equity Facility for Growth (EFG)
Through the EFG, the EIF invests in selected funds (acting as EIF's financial
intermediaries), which provide venture capital and mezzanine financing to expanding or
growing SMEs, in particular to those operating across borders. The fund managers
operate on a commercial basis to ensure that investments are focused on SMEs with the
greatest potential for growth.
It is expected that some 500 firms will receive equity
financing through the EFG, and that overall
investment under it will reach almost €4 billion. It is
also anticipated that further finance will be
attracted through co-investments from other public
and private sources ('leverage effect'). These
estimates are based on previous experience with
Source: IATE.
GIF, which has, according to the Commission,
mobilised more than €2.3 billion in equity investments since 2007.
Venture capital
Capital invested in a project in which
there is a substantial element of risk
and, in particular, money invested in a
new venture or an expanding business in
exchange for shares in the business.

Demands for this type of investment must be introduced through a national financial
intermediary – an EIF contractual partner in the country eligible for COSME.
Mezzanine financing
Mezzanine financing is basically debt
capital that gives the lender the right to
convert it to ownership or equity
interest in the company if the loan is not
paid back in time and in full. It is
generally subordinated to debt provided
by senior lenders such as banks and
venture capital companies.
Mezzanine financing is advantageous
because it is treated like equity on a
company's balance sheet and may make
it easier to obtain standard bank
financing.
Source: IATE.
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The EFG is suitable for SMEs that need capital for
growth. The EIF website provides examples of how it
can be used, one such example being a Swedish
company from the lighting systems sector. The
company had developed a special technology
offering strong potential. With funding from the
Chalmers Innovation Seed Fund and the EFG, the
company was able to expand to new areas: research
into light quality and its impact on productivity in
the forestry industry.
Access to markets
Access to markets – the second specific objective of
COSME – helps SMEs to extend the scope of their
activity, making full use of the potential held by the
EU's internal market. It supports measures such as:
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provision of information and awareness-raising in relation to EU programmes, law and
standards; provision of information on existing barriers to market entry and business
opportunities; and measures that aim to foster companies' internationalisation. The
2016 work programme has a budget of more than €52 million. Within it, the biggest
share (€45 million) belongs to the Enterprise Europe Network (created in 2008 by
merging two previous networks), which helps SMEs make the most of business
opportunities in the EU and beyond. The network's 600 member organisations, among
them chambers of commerce and industry, technology centres, universities and
development agencies, offer SMEs a range of free services, including practical answers
to specific questions in their language, and contacts with prospective business partners
across all Member States. The network serves as a link between the Commission and
the SME community in the implementation of the 'Think Small First' principle and the
Small Business Act.
The second specific objective of COSME also covers actions that help provide European
SMEs with useful information or contacts in other countries, performed, among others,
by the EU-Japan Centre for Industrial Cooperation and the China, Latin America and
south-east Asia helpdesks, which offer advice on issues related to intellectual property.
Framework conditions
This third specific COSME objective is horizontal; it aims at improving the framework
conditions for the competitiveness and sustainability of Union enterprises, particularly
SMEs. Relevant Commission support includes specific actions to improve the framework
conditions for enterprises through a reduction in and avoidance of unnecessary
administrative and regulatory burdens. One such example is the systematic application
of the SME test which analyses the possible effects of EU legislative proposals on SMEs
at Union and Member State level.
The work programmes focus on industry modernisation, cross-EU partnership,
intensification of cluster- and business-network collaboration, implementation of the
SBA and the SME Performance Review (an empirical tool monitoring SME performance
and guiding policy-making). Other actions such as diversifying and increasing the
tourism offer as well as increasing Europe's visibility as a tourist destination, relate to
tourism as a sector which holds significant growth potential and employs many SMEs.
Entrepreneurship
Through its fourth specific objective, COSME seeks to promote entrepreneurship and
entrepreneurial culture and to pay particular attention to potential, new, young and
female entrepreneurs as well as to other specific target groups. The annual work
programmes support different measures, such as promoting entrepreneurship among
women, delivering education (training, skills and attitudes) on entrepreneurship, and
running an entrepreneurship barometer. An important example of action is Erasmus for
Young Entrepreneurs, which is to be supported throughout the entire programming
period.
Erasmus for Young Entrepreneurs is a cross-border exchange mobility scheme aimed at
facilitating the exchange of entrepreneurial and management experience between
entrepreneurs from the participating countries. The scheme allows newly established or
potential entrepreneurs to spend up to six months with an experienced entrepreneur
running an SME in another country.
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The above-mentioned programme follows on from a 2009-2011 preparatory action;
between 2012 and 2013, it ran under the CIP and had a total budget of €24.5 million. As
of January 2014, it came under COSME and was allocated a total budget of €55.3 million
for the 2014-2020 period. The programme enjoys increasing popularity: since 2014,
more than 3 600 relationships between a host entrepreneur and a new entrepreneur
have been established, which means more than 7 000 entrepreneurs from all over the
EU and from some other eligible countries have taken part since its launch in 2012. The
Commission aims to achieve up to 10 000 exchanges by 2020.8

Assessment of COSME
The COSME Regulation provides for monitoring the implementation and management
of COSME. To this end, the Commission draws up annual monitoring reports, and has to
produce an interim evaluation report by 2018 at the latest, and a final evaluation report
on the longer-term impact and sustainability of the effects of the measures.
As regards the CIP, COSME's predecessor, the final evaluation report rated it as
successful, including the elements that are now financed under COSME. The report said
that the financial instruments had achieved their objectives. It considered the GIF
facility and the SMEG loan and micro-credit windows as relevant to the needs of
European SMEs, helping them access the finance they need to get started and to grow.
The report also highlighted the leverage effect of these instruments.
Furthermore, the report voiced appreciation for the Enterprise Europe Network, saying
it was fulfilling its main objectives of promoting innovation, business cooperation and
cross-border trading. A high level of client satisfaction with the network's services was
also mentioned.9
In 2011, the Commission launched a public consultation on a possible successor to the
CIP, which consisted of gathering opinions and feedback (via an online survey, a public
conference and meetings with stakeholders and Member State representatives). The
financial instruments (both risk capital and guarantees instruments) were seen as highly
relevant and having an impressive leverage effect.
During the consultation, the Commission was asked to maintain diverse financial
instruments so as to address different needs and market realities. To this end, it was
requested not to limit the support to the financial instruments then existing, but also to
consider other options such as mezzanine funds or business angels' support. The
business support services provided by the Enterprise Europe Network were widely
recognised and the main recurring message was that they needed to continue and to be
reinforced with new actions such as support for the internationalisation of SMEs.
The SMEG audit, published by the European Court of Auditors (ECA) 10 in 2011,
contained many elements of relevance to COSME. The ECA audited SMEG for the
effectiveness of its design and planning, the management of its operations and the
achievement of its objectives. The Court advised the Commission to set more specific
quantifiable targets in order to make it easier to monitor the achievement of the SMEG
objectives. Progress towards achieving these targets should be measured during the
lifetime of the instrument, allowing remedial action to be taken as necessary.11 In the
same document, the Commission accepted this recommendation, saying that it would
take it into account for any successor to the SMEG.
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At present, Annex I of the COSME Regulation is dedicated specifically to 'Indicators for
general and specific objectives and targets'. For example, the specific objective 'Access
to finance for SMEs in the form of equity and debt' may be evaluated according to
criteria such as 'Number of firms benefiting from debt financing' or 'Leverage ratio'. For
this purpose, a baseline figure and a target are set for 2020, allowing continuous
monitoring of performance.
The long-term target for the guarantee scheme under COSME requires that by 2020, the
funds mobilised through it should increase from €14.3 billion to €21.5 billion and the
number of companies benefitting from it rise from 220 000 to 330 000. The targets for
COSME in terms of leverage ratio are 1:20-1:30 for the debt instrument and 1:4-1:6 for
the equity instrument, which means that €1 from the EU budget should result in €20-30
in debt financing or €4-6 in equity investments over the lifetime of COSME. The
expected results are based on the experience with the CIP.12 For example, under the
CIP, the SMEG mobilised a total of €13.4 billion in financing that reached 219 000 firms
(as of 31 December 2012).

Other EU measures in the area
Micro-, small and medium-sized enterprises can access loans and venture capital from
other sources of EU financing besides COSME.
Horizon 2020 offers two possibilities: 1) the InnovFin Programme: loans and guarantees
to innovative businesses; financing of research and development (R&D) projects and
equity for businesses in the early or start-up phase; and 2) the SME instrument: funding
and coaching support to innovative SMEs that are beyond the start-up phase with
regard to concept and feasibility; demonstration; market replication and R&D; and
commercialisation.
Creative Europe provides loans to small and medium-sized enterprises in the cultural
and creative sectors.
Programme for Employment and Social Innovation (EaSI) offers microloans of up to
€25 000 to micro-enterprises and to vulnerable persons who wish to set up or develop a
micro-company, and investments to social enterprises of up to €500 000.
European Structural and Investment Funds (ESI funds) can provide loans, guarantees,
equity financing or business grants.
The European Fund for Strategic Investments (EFSI), part of the 'Juncker Plan', is backed
by a guarantee from the EU budget. EFSI aims to foster job creation and growth across
the EU by triggering investments worth an estimated €315 billion over three years.

Main references
Regulation (EU) No 1287/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 December
2013 establishing a Programme for the Competitiveness of Enterprises and small and mediumsized enterprises (COSME) (2014-2020) and repealing Decision No 1639/2006/EC.
2014 Work Programme, financing decision and support measures, C(2014) 4993 final.
2015 Work Programme, financing decision and support measures, C(2015) 3767 final.
2016 Work Programme, financing decision and support measures, C(2016) 63 final.
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Final Evaluation of the Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (CIP),
December 2011.
CIP implementation, evaluation and performance reports, found on European Commission
website.
European Court of Auditors, 'The audit of the SME Guarantee facility', Special Report No 4/2011,
2011.
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The European Commission defines micro-, small and medium-sized enterprises in EU Recommendation 2003/361.

3

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52011DC0078&from=EN.

4
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Policy Department A, European Parliament, April 2012, and Lajarthe, F., Porrino, F., 'Financial instruments in
COSME and Horizon 2020. Workshop proceedings, Policy Department A, European Parliament, June 2012.

5

Under InnovFin, 'small mid-cap' refers to firms with no more than 3 000 employees.

6

European Fund for Strategic Investments adds firepower to COSME funding for SMEs, European Commission press
release, 22.7.2015.
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'With CIP funding, the sky's the limit', Finance for Europe's entrepreneurs, European Commission – European
Investment Fund, Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union, 2012.
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Final Evaluation of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme, final report, April 2011, p. 143.
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European Court of Auditors, 'The audit of the SME Guarantee facility', Special Report No 4/2011, 2011.
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Financial Instruments.
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Erasmus+
In a nutshell
Erasmus+ is the European Union's education, training, youth and sport programme
for the years 2014-2020. It promotes the learning mobility of individuals,
cooperation for innovation and the exchange of best practice, and policy reform.
The programme includes an international dimension and therefore also supports the
EU's external action.
EU Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 1a – Smart and Inclusive Growth – Competitiveness for Growth and Jobs

2014-2020 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €14 774.52 million (1.36 %)

2015 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €1 608.15 million (0.99 %)
Payments:
€1 386.94 million (0.98 %)

2016 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €1 734 million (1.12 %)
Payments:
€1 805.1 million (1.25 %)

Methods of implementation
Indirect management: the European Commission delegates implementation to national
agencies.
Direct management: the Commission's Education, Audiovisual and Culture Executive Agency
(EACEA) is responsible for the implementation of certain measures.
In this briefing:
 The EU's role in the policy area: legal
basis
 The programme's objectives
 Measures funded
 An assessment of Erasmus+
 Other EU programmes and action in the
same field
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The EU's role in the policy area: legal basis
The Treaty on the Functioning of the EU (TFEU) in its Article 165 empowers the Union to
'contribute to the development of quality education' and to 'the promotion of European
sporting issues'. Moreover, according to Article 166 TFEU the Union shall support and
supplement actions of the Member States in implementing a vocational training policy.
The Erasmus+ programme was adopted in December 2014 (Regulation (EU)
No 1288/2013) as part of the 2014-2020 Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF)
package, repealing Decisions 1719/2006/EC, 1720/2006/EC and 1298/2008/EC. Erasmus+
thus replaced the Lifelong Learning Programme,1 the Youth in Action programme and
four international higher education programmes, Erasmus Mundus, ALFA III, Tempus and
Edulink.
Participating countries fall into two categories: programme countries and partner
countries. In addition to EU Member States,2 the programme countries currently include
Norway, Iceland, Liechtenstein, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey.
These countries were required to meet certain conditions and set up national agencies3
to manage the programme. Other countries from around the world can become partner
countries, with limited access to the programme, on the basis of bilateral agreements.
The international dimension of Erasmus+ means that additional EU funding is available
from the Development Cooperation Instrument (DCI), the European Neighbourhood
Instrument (ENI), the Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA) and the Partnership
Instrument for cooperation with third countries (PI). The European Development Fund
(EDF) assigns a part of its appropriations to Erasmus+ in accordance with EDF procedures.
The allocation of these funds to specific projects is governed by the provisions of the
Erasmus+ Regulation.

The programme's objectives
Whereas education is the responsibility of Member States, Erasmus+ offers some support
in strengthening contacts between educational systems and stakeholders. The
programme's priorities are in line with those of Europe 2020, the strategic framework for
European cooperation in education and training (ET2020) and the EU Youth Strategy. For
instance, Erasmus+ subsidises staff mobility and policy development projects to improve
the quality of early childhood education and care and to reduce the number of early
school leavers, in a bid to boost the attainment of basic skills. Other measures in
Erasmus+ support the modernisation of higher education establishments by opening
them up to internationalisation. This is intended to make higher education institutions
more competitive and to help them attract more young people to seek a higher education
qualification. One of the better known priorities is learning mobility, targeting 20 % of
higher education students. This is supported further by the introduction of a loan for
master's students who want to study abroad.
Another objective of individual mobility is to enhance the employability of young people.
Other actions with the same aim encourage links between educational and training
institutions and businesses. These are intended to foster innovation and make
qualifications more relevant by supporting curriculum development and providing
traineeships and apprenticeships.
The provision of life skills and guidance, particularly for those with fewer opportunities,
is supported to help young people engage in society and with the labour market. This is
framed within a life-long learning perspective. Moreover, Erasmus+ encourages
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volunteering and the development of European transparency and recognition tools for
the validation of formal learning (schools, university), non-formal learning (evening
classes, courses run by clubs, youth organisations) and informal learning (voluntary
work).
The Jean Monnet sub-programme subsidises activities in the field of European studies, in
this way Erasmus+ upholds European values and European integration.
A new action, with a focus on grassroots sport, supports transnational projects that
encourage integrity, good governance and dual careers for athletes. It also supports
voluntary activities that endorse equal opportunities, social inclusion and health
awareness.

Measures funded
Erasmus+ falls under European Union budget heading 1 (Smart and Inclusive Growth),
sub-heading 1a (Competitiveness for growth and jobs). Diagram 1 shows the budget
share dedicated to Erasmus+ in 2016 in both absolute and relative terms, compared with
the total budget for the sub-heading. While the Council agreed to the Commission's
proposal for the Erasmus+ draft budget, the European Parliament proposed increases
that exceeded the Commission's initial position. This made it possible for Parliament to
secure an increase in the commitment appropriations, which were approved at
€1 734 million.

Diagram 1 – Erasmus+ as share of sub-heading 1a:
Competitiveness for growth and jobs

Unlike the rest of the subheading, the
payment appropriations for Erasmus+ are
higher
than
the
commitment
appropriations. In its resolution on the
Council position on the draft general
budget, the European Parliament agreed
that payment appropriations for Erasmus+
needed to be reinforced considering the
amended commitment appropriations and
the fact that the programme is
Source: European Commission.
characterised by a fast disbursement
profile and a high degree of urgency. The
opinion of the European Parliament's Committee on Culture and Education (CULT
Committee) welcomed the increases proposed in the Commission's draft general budget
for the programme in view of the pledge to increase student mobility from 10 % to 20 %
by the end of the decade.
The Commission has already published its annual work programme for 2017, though
figures are provisional pending the adoption of the EU's annual budget. The annual
appropriations for Erasmus+ are agreed every year jointly by the European Parliament
and the Council and cannot exceed the limits of the multiannual financial framework.
77.5 % is dedicated to education and training, 10 % to youth, 3.5 % to the Student Loan
Guarantee Facility, 1.9 % to Jean Monnet, 1.8 % to sport, 3.4 % as operating grants to
national agencies and 1.9 % to cover administrative expenditure. Within the allocation to
education and training the proportions are as follows: 43 % to higher education, 22 % to
vocational education and training, 15 % to school education and 5 % to adult learning.

Members' Research Service

Page 3 of 11

47

Erasmus+

EPRS
Table 1 – Erasmus+ 2016: available appropriations
Erasmus+ budget

Heading 1

Budget
lines

Internal
assigned
revenues

Total

15 02 01 01

1 457 738 273

40 230 816

113 001 600

53 109 314

1 664 080 003

Youth

15 02 01 02

173 300 000

4 766 520

13 170 100

20 614 262

211 850 882

Jean Monnet

15 02 02

37 074 900

1 023 267

3 200 792

-

41 298 959

Sport

15 02 03

30 000 000

828 000

3 311 966

-

34 139 966

1 698 113 173

46 848 603

132 684 458

73 723 576

1 951 369 810

Development
Cooperation
Instrument

21 02 20

105 000 000

2 898 000

3 780 500

-

111 678 500

European
Neighbourhood
Instrument

22 04 20

95 410 000

2 633 316

3 435 300

-

101 478 616

Partnership
Instrument

19 05 20

14 730 000

406 548

530 300

-

15 666 848

22 02 04 02

32 035 349

894 176

1 153 400

-

34 072 925

247 175 349

6 822 040

8 899 500

-

262 896 889

15 000 000

-

-

-

15 000 000

1 951 369 810

53 670 643

141 583 958

73 723 576

2 229 266 699

Instrument for
pre-accession 2
Total (H4)
Other

EFTA/EEA

Education &
Training

Total (H1)

Heading 4

EU-28

External
assigned
revenues
(other
countries)

European
Development
Fund

Total

04 20 65

Source: European Commission. Amendment of the 2016 Annual work programme for the implementation of Erasmus+.

Erasmus+ is organised primarily around three Key Actions.4 The first Key Action – Learning
mobility of individuals – supports mobility projects in education, training and youth.
Mobility projects are run by organisations that make it possible for individuals to spend a
fixed period of time abroad. Mobility is extended beyond EU borders with the
participation of partner countries.
In the area of education and training, student mobility can be for both studying and
traineeships. Likewise, staff mobility covers both periods of teaching and training. Young
people and youth workers are covered by projects under 'Youth'. Projects last up to 24
months and are adjudicated by the national agency in the country in which the applicant
organisation is established. Points are attributed for the relevance, quality and impact of
the project being proposed. The size of the grant awarded depends on the mobility
periods, past performance and the total national budget allocation. Table 2 shows the
distribution of the budget for mobility by sector. In addition, €517 million have been
earmarked for the Student Loan Guarantee Facility for the period 2014-2020.5 The
European Investment Fund manages the facility at EU level by making agreements with
the financial intermediaries who offer the loans. The EU acts as part-guarantor against
possible student default.
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Table 2 – Learning mobility of individuals – students and staff, 2016
Actions

2016 Budget
allocation

Number of
grants /
contracts

Average value of
grants / contracts

Maximum
rate of cofinancing of
eligible costs

Mobility of higher education students and
staff

600 423 252

3 700

162 277

80 %

Mobility of VET learners and staff

283 994 102

3 380

84 100

80 %

Mobility of school education staff

43 375 650

2 818

15 392

80 %

6 857 630

296

23 172

80 %

Mobility of adult education staff
Mobility of higher education students and
staff with partner countries

119 989 818

Erasmus+
Facility

54 319 000

Students

Loan

Guarantee

Erasmus Mundus Joint Master Degrees

57 160 000

80 %

27

2 117 037

100 %

Source: European Commission: Amendment of the 2016 Erasmus+ annual work programme for the implementation
of Erasmus+

At least 63 % of the budget dedicated to education and training, and youth is earmarked
for 'Learning mobility of individuals'. The target is for more than 4 million individuals to
experience mobility between 2014 and 2020, including approximately 2 million higher
education students, 650 000 vocational education and training (VET) students and
800 000 lecturers, teachers, trainers, education staff and youth workers. More than
500 000 young people are expected to take part in a voluntary or youth exchange scheme,
more than 200 000 to receive a master's loan and more than 25 000 students to take up
joint master's degrees.
The second Key Action – Cooperation for innovation and the exchange of good practices
– supports five types of initiative; in the first instance, projects to develop Strategic
Partnerships. These usually involve at least three organisations working in the fields of
education, training or youth, from programme or partner countries, and can include
organisations from other relevant sectors. These partnerships are intended to develop,
transfer or implement innovative practice, bring about an exchange of experiences, and
encourage opportunities for peer learning.
There is also a possibility to build Partnerships between the world of work and education
and training institutions. These are of two types. Those between enterprises and higher
education institutions are called Knowledge Alliances. They are transnational and
structured to boost innovation, creativity and application as participating institutions
jointly develop new approaches to teaching, learning, entrepreneurial skills and
knowledge. In 2015, a total of 10 projects were approved for a duration of two to three
years. The grants ranged from €563 000 to €1 million. In 2016, 20 projects were
approved, the grants ranged from €426 000 to €1 million. One example is a project with
the title HubLinked Partnership: Strengthening Europe's Software Innovation Capacity. It
aims to disseminate know-how found in regions that are strong on ICT to other regions
within the EU. The HubLinked Partnership includes 11 participants.
On the other hand, Sector Skills Alliances seek to address identified skills gaps, create
new work-based pedagogical approaches in vocational education, and implement the
Union's tools for transparency and recognition. These alliances bring together public or
private VET providers, public entities and public or private enterprises. In 2015, the
eligible sectors were textiles/clothing/leather, commerce, advanced manufacturing,
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information and communication technologies, eco-innovation, and the cultural and
creative sectors. Forty-eight proposals were submitted of which six were chosen. All the
Sector Skills Alliances have three-year contracts with maximum grants ranging from
€554 000 to just under €1 million. One example is the alliance formed to set European
standards for qualifications and skills in the e-commerce sector (ALL-ECOM), with the
participation of four countries (AT, ES, NL, PT). The aim is to map out qualifications in the
field, develop open education resources such as a new training curriculum and an online
recognition tool, coordinate with the National Qualifications Framework (NQF) and the
European Qualifications Framework (EQF) and involve key stakeholders in the sector. In
2016, 11 projects were selected with grants ranging from €500 000 to around €1 million.
Capacity building in higher education follows on from the Alfa, Edu-link and Tempus
programmes. In 2015,6 calls for projects were focused on youth and fostered regional
integration and cooperation to improve the quality of youth work and help youth
organisations to grow. The intention was to link non-formal learning and volunteering
more closely with formal education, the labour market and young people's active
involvement in society, as well as to improve contacts and cooperation between
programme and partner countries at grass-roots level. In 2016, projects support
modernisation and internationalisation in the fields of higher education and youth in
cooperation with partner countries. Table 3 below gives an indication of budget
allocations, the number of grants or contracts, their average value and the maximum rate
of co-financing for these four actions for 2016.
Table 3 – 2016 Cooperation for innovation and the exchange of good practices
Actions

2016 Budget
allocation

Number of
grants/
contracts

Average value of
grants/ contracts

Maximum
rate of cofinancing of
eligible costs

Strategic partnerships in education and
training

346 937 790

1 577

220 000

80 %

Knowledge Alliances

15 000 000

18

833 333

80 %

Sector Skills Alliances

18 000 000

18

1 000 000

80 %

Capacity building in the field of higher
education

126 971 354

148

857 915

90 %

Source: European Commission: Amendment of the 2016 Erasmus+ annual work programme for the implementation
of Erasmus+.

The EU also arranges for policy dialogue with strategic partner countries in the areas of
education, training and youth, and provides for external development actions with the
involvement of youth organisations and voluntary work. International capacity building
meanwhile focuses on giving neighbouring countries, and enlargement countries in
particular, support to modernise and internationalise their higher education systems.
Projects involving higher education institutions or organisations must support priorities
established by the EU's external policy and need to show that they are innovative and will
bring in sustainable structural reforms. These projects are funded under EU budget
heading 4 (Global Europe). The action is also extended to Russia, South Africa, Asia and
Latin America.
Key Action 2 also supports IT platforms, namely the European Youth Portal, EPALE for
adult education, the School Education Gateway, and eTwinning for schools. eTwinning,
for instance, encourages project-based pedagogy and collaboration among schools,
involving teachers and students. Support is given to both coordination at central level and
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participation at national level. The 2016 budget contributes towards the maintenance
and enhancement of these IT platforms.
Cooperation for innovation and the exchange of good practices receives at least 28 % of
the budget allotted to education, training, and youth. National agencies are in charge of
managing all stages of the projects.7
The third Key Action focuses on Policy development and also supports five types of
measure. In the first instance, the European Commission collaborates with a number of
agencies in the collection and analysis of evidence to provide a basis for policy making
under Knowledge in the fields of education, training and youth. Country-based
information is collected by national experts, including the Eurydice network of national
units or by using the consultancy services of academic networks such as the European
Expert Network on Economics of Education (EENEE). Thematic data collection and
analysis is carried out by bodies such as the Centre for Research in Education and Lifelong
Learning (CRELL) in the Commission's Joint Research Centre (JRC). CRELL, for instance,
monitors the implementation of Europe 2020 and Education and Training 2020. Some
studies are also carried out by Eurostat, the EU's statistical office, and CEDEFOP, the EU
centre for vocational training. At the same time, the ET2020 Working Groups of the Open
Method of Coordination provide Member States with opportunities to learn from each
other and exchange experiences of implementing the country specific recommendations.
In this case, Erasmus+ subsidises the participation of internationally-renowned experts.
Another line of action involves initiatives for policy innovation. This entails policy
experimentation and forward-looking cooperation projects both of which seek to
improve policy by developing innovative approaches that are tested, refined and
eventually mainstreamed. In 2015, under 'Youth', there was a focus on innovative
approaches to addressing teacher shortages, reducing disparities in learning outcomes in
the field of education and training, and using e-participation to strengthen young people's
engagement, especially in democratic life. The priorities for 2016 include promoting
fundamental values, validating informal and non-formal learning, and tackling and
preventing marginalisation and violent radicalisation among young people. The budget
for policy experimentation in 2016 covers seven grants with a maximum rate of cofinancing of 75 % for a total of €12 million. Calls are managed by the Education,
Audiovisual and Culture Executive Agency (EACEA) and various calls for initiatives were
still open at the time of writing.
Stakeholder dialogue as well as policy and programme promotion draw attention to and
follow the implementation of Europe 2020, the strategic framework for European
cooperation in education and training (ET2020), the European Youth Strategy and the
external dimension of European education and training policies. Activities include
dialogue and cooperation developed in a number of fora such as the Education, Training
and Youth Forum and the European Youth Forum. They also envisage the dissemination
of the results of Erasmus+ during an annual conference and other conferences, as well as
multilingualism information and awareness raising activities such as events for the
European Day of Languages, Juvenes Translatores, the European Master's in Translation
Network and the Translating Europe Forum.
European policy tools facilitate transparency and the recognition of skills and
qualifications, the transfer of credits, quality assurance, skills management and guidance.
For example, in 2016, 34 grants totalling €1.3 million have been awarded to national
teams to encourage progress in applying the European Credit system for Vocational
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Education and Training (ECVET) in their countries with a co-financing rate of 90 %.
Activities related to the European Qualifications Framework meanwhile include feasibility
and impact assessment studies and peer learning activities. Erasmus+ also supports
networks such as the Europass National Centres, the Euroguidance Network and the
SALTO Youth Resource Centres, as well as dedicated tools in higher education and VET.8
The Jean Monnet Activities support excellence in European integration studies in higher
education establishments internationally9 by supporting research, teaching and debates
between academics and policy makers. Support is also given to a number of Centres of
Excellence, by means of grants and a label. The 2016 budget allocation for these actions
is €12 million. The sub-programme also supports six named institutions10 with a budget
allocation of €29.3 million in 2016. For 2017, commitment appropriations stand at
€36.2 million and payment appropriations are at €29.3 million pending approval by the
budgetary authority.11
Actions in favour of the European dimension in sport are a novelty under Erasmus+. They
became possible following the Lisbon Treaty and the Council Resolution on the European
Union Work Plan for Sport (2014-2017). The aim is to tackle threats to the integrity of
sport, such as intolerance and discrimination and to promote good governance, dual
careers for athletes, voluntary activities, social inclusion, equal opportunities and healthenhancing physical activities. These are achieved by supporting collaborative
partnerships,12 non-profit making events with the participation of several programme
countries, and the European Week of Sport. The selection of projects is centralised and
managed by the EACEA owing to the size of the budget dedicated to sport. Following
criticism that larger organisations are better able to attract funding, the Commission has
increased its focus on grassroots sports by introducing changes such as a reduction in
average grants so as to cater better for the needs of smaller grassroots sports
organisations. Erasmus+ also encourages data collection and dissemination, dialogue
with relevant European stakeholders and the exchange of best practice to support policy
makers. €34 million have been earmarked for sport in the 2016 budget.

Assessment of Erasmus+
The European Commission has published its roadmap for an interim evaluation of the
implementation of Erasmus+ to be concluded by 2017. In the meantime, in 2016 the
European Parliamentary Research Service undertook a European Implementation
Assessment looking at both centralised and decentralised implementation, while an EP
Policy Department study focused specifically on decentralised implementation. These
two studies were carried out in support of an implementation report that the European
Parliament's Committee on Culture and Education (CULT) is undertaking (Rapporteur
Milan Zver, EPP, Slovenia). Both studies note that the programme is balanced in its
objectives but that the lack of funds and the small number of projects that are successful
in securing a grant could diminish interest in the programme. Application procedures are
still cumbersome, making clearer role definition, guidelines and more efficient IT tools
necessary. While national education and training agencies would like to see more
harmonisation and streamlining, some youth and sector-based organisations feel that the
process has already gone too far. Furthermore while Erasmus+ now allows for the
adoption of big projects, this seems to work to the detriment of smaller projects
particularly in the fields of youth and adult education. Erasmus+ may also be hampering
students who want to undertake mobility autonomously as higher education institutions
seem to prefer student mobility through the programme.
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In the past, the EP Committee on Culture and Education expressed concern over the
Erasmus+ programme owing to a shortfall of payments in 2014 amounting to
€202 million. This could have threatened the programme's credibility. In practice, grants
to students would have been disrupted had the budget been spent before the year's end.
The situation stemmed from a deficit in payments in the EU budget, which at the end of
2013 stood at €26 billion. This was the result of an excessive difference in successive years
between commitment and payment appropriations. In the adoption of the EU budget for
2015, Parliament pushed to reduce this gap between commitments and payments and
secured €16 million more for Erasmus+.
A study on the impact of Erasmus, carried out in 2014, looked at the effects of learning
mobility on students, staff and higher institutions. 'Learning Mobility' became
Key Action 1 in Erasmus+. The study notes that Erasmus alumni make huge gains in soft
skills that significantly enhance their employability and the progression of their career
paths 10 years on. On the other hand, the lack of financial resources to compensate for
additional costs and unwillingness to leave one's immediate surroundings were cited as
the two main barriers to participation. The study identified staff mobility as bringing even
greater benefits to the home institution by increasing opportunities for research
collaboration with partner institutions and improving awareness of good practices and
skills. Mobility had a clear impact on the internationalisation of higher education
institutions, yet staff claimed that their mobility experience did not receive sufficient
recognition while support structures were not as advanced as those for student mobility.
The 2015 report on the 2014 annual accounts of the Education, Audiovisual and Culture
Executive Agency (EACEA) by the Court of Auditors, attested to the reliability, legality and
regularity of the agency's accounts though it commented on the relatively high level of
carry-over from the previous year. The report also commended the increased
simplification thanks to a wider use of e-forms, simplified contracting procedures, a
refinement in the lump sum calculation, greater use of remote expert briefings and
project evaluations and the availability of a financial information kit for beneficiaries.
Audit certificates had also been drawn up to simplify financial reporting and were to be
deployed gradually. Another report, the third external interim evaluation of the EACEA
concluded in 2016 claimed that the decentralisation of the programme's management
was cost-effective and moderately efficient. Internal reorganisation improved the
management of the programme and most of the negative feedback received related to
unsuccessful applications. The evaluation recommended better monitoring of the
agency's evaluation, selection and feedback procedures, by means of automatic data
collection using the agency's IT tools so that data on the centralised and decentralised
actions could be combined for programme-level analysis.

Other EU programmes and action in the same field
As already indicated in the introduction, the objectives of Erasmus+ are closely aligned
with those of the Europe 2020 Strategy, the strategic framework for European
cooperation in education and training (ET2020)13, the renewed framework for
cooperation in the youth field (2010-2018) and the EU work plan for sport (2014-2017)
that together focus all action taken at EU level in these fields. The European Commission
has developed synergies with a number of partners and networks to pursue its aims in
education and training, youth and sport. For instance, the work carried out by Erasmus+
to support the ongoing development of European tools that facilitate the transparency
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and recognition of skills and qualifications is complemented by the Bologna Process,
which created the European Higher Education Area.
Likewise, the European Commission collaborates with other international organisations
whose expertise and analytical capacity are highly valued within the European Union.
Cooperation with the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)
focuses on country analysis and expertise, skill strategies, large scale comparative surveys
and international studies. Collaboration with the Council of Europe focuses on the areas
of language learning, civic education, Roma and youth. The EU also works with the
International Council for Open and Distance Education (ICDE) on the Global On-line
Higher Education Report (Global OHER).
Working alongside Erasmus+, the European Social Fund (ESF) finances initiatives to boost
performance in education and training at all levels and in all sectors to help people,
especially those from migrant or disadvantaged backgrounds, complete their education
and master the skills necessary to enter the labour market. This includes projects in
communities, schools and universities. Together with the Youth Employment Initiative,
which offers support in regions where youth unemployment exceeds 25 %, the ESF tops
up national spending on The Youth Guarantee. This scheme offers unemployed young
people under the age of 25 a job, traineeship, apprenticeship or the possibility to
continue studying within four months of leaving formal education.
Horizon 2020, the EU's research and innovation programme, supports research projects
that are pertinent to education under the 'Social Sciences and Humanities' area. The
2016-2017 work programme will cover the relationship between education and skills, as
well as tackling inequalities in education. The 2014-2015 work programme, meanwhile,
focused on issues such as lifelong learning for young adults, the transition from school to
work, education as an element of cultural diplomacy, education and the transmission of
cultural heritage, and ICT and learning. Horizon 2020 also supports the mobility of
researchers, ranging from PhD candidates to highly experienced academics, through the
Marie Skłodowska-Curie Actions (MSCA).
Using the concept of mobility for learning, the European Parliament initiated14 Erasmus
for Young Entrepreneurs as a pilot project in 2007. The project's successful track record
led to it becoming an established action under the COSME programme. The aim is to help
new entrepreneurs gain experience and develop their skills in the management of small
or medium-sized businesses by spending some time in another business abroad. This
programme falls under the remit of the European Commission's Directorate-General for
Internal Market, Industry, Entrepreneurship and SMEs. It is managed by the Executive
Agency for Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (EASME).

References
Erasmus+ programme guide version 2 (2016): 07/01/16
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Endnotes
1

The 2007-2013 Lifelong Learning Programme consisted of four sectorial programmes (Comenius for schools,
Erasmus for higher education, Leonardo da Vinci for vocational education and training and Grundtvig for adult
education), and one transversal programme, the Jean Monnet programme.

2

Whether the UK will participate in Erasmus+ after it withdraws from the EU and how it will do so depends on the
general terms of its withdrawal. Two models are currently available in the agreements with Norway and Switzerland.
Another option could however be created. See http://www.eua.be/Libraries/publications-homepage-list/after-thebrexit-referendum-possible-outcomes-for-horizon-2020-and-erasmus

3

National agencies are present in each programme country and are appointed by national authorities. These agencies
manage the programme's decentralised measures, such as those under Key Action 2 and learners' mobility under
Key Action 1. The Education, Audiovisual and Culture Executive Agency (EACEA), located in Brussels, manages
centralised measures, such as large scale European voluntary service events under Key Action 1.

4

Information about the Key Actions can be found in the Erasmus+ programme guide and the 2017 annual work
programme.

5

General Budget of the European Union for the Financial Year 2015, Official Journal of the European Union L69,
Vol.58, 13.3.2015, p. 1717.

6

'Putting the Erasmus+ Programme at the Service of EU Policy Priorities', 2015 annual work programme for the
implementation of Erasmus+ : the Union Programme for Education, Training, Youth and Sport, C(2014)6856, of
30 September 2014, p. 51.

7

Chapter V, Article 18(3) of Regulation (EU) No 1288/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of
11 December 2013 establishing 'Erasmus+': the Union programme for education, training, youth and sport and
repealing Decisions No 1719/2006/EC, No 1720/2006/EC and No 1298/2008/EC.

8

An example of a dedicated tool in Higher Education is the Bologna Secretariat and one in Vocational Education and
Training (VET) is the Comprehensive policy frameworks for continuing VET.

9

The Jean Monnet Center for International and Regional Economic Law and Justice NYU is an international example
and the Jean Monnet Centre of Excellence "The EU and its citizens", Freie Universitat Berlin is a European example
of programmes on European Integration supported by the Jean Monnet Activities. The Jean Monnet Community
facilitates networking in the field; calls are managed by the EACEA.

10

The European University Institute of Florence; the College of Europe (Bruges and Natolin campuses); the European
Institute of Public Administration (EIAP), Maastricht; the Academy of European Law, Trier; the European Agency for
Development in Special Needs Education, Odense; and the International Centre for European Training (CIFE), Nice.

11

2017 annual work programme for the implementation of Erasmus+, p. 114.

12

A partner search tool supports the development of this collaboration.

13

'Putting the Erasmus+ Programme at the Service of EU Policy Priorities', 2015 annual work programme for the
implementation of 'Erasmus+': the Union Programme for Education, Training, Youth and Sport, C(2014)6856, of
30 September 2014, p. 17.

14

Draft Amendments 0581 and 4801 of the 2007 Budgetary procedure, Doc No: 4:(H1), 27.9.2006, Committee on
Budgets Rapporteurs: James Elles – Section III (Commission); Louis Grech – Other Sections, Parliament 1st reading,
Amendments submitted to the meeting of the Committee on Budgets of 3, 4 and 5 October 2006.
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Briefing
How the EU budget is spent
October 2016

Employment and social innovation
programme (EaSI)
In a nutshell

EaSI is an umbrella programme that brings together three previous EU programmes managed
separately: Progress, Eures and the Progress Microfinance Facility. Progress helps to finance
good analytical data about social policies and their dissemination, in order to base EU policies
on evidence. Eures focuses on employment and encourages professional mobility. The
Microfinance Facility provides help to social enterprises, namely by providing vulnerable
groups with a financial contribution to let them start their own company.

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 1a (Competitiveness for growth and jobs)
Employment and social affairs

2014-2020 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €919.47 million (0.08 %)

2015 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €124.64 million (0.08 %)
Payments:
€89.77 million (0.06 %)

2016 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €127.10 million (0.08 %)
Payments:
€90.30 million (0.06 %)

Methods of implementation
Direct management (European Commission); indirect management (European Investment Fund)
In this briefing:
 The EU's role in the policy area: legal basis
 Objectives of the programme
 Funded actions
 Assessment
 Other EU programmes in the area
 Main references
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The EU's role in the policy area: legal basis
The shared responsibility of the European Union (EU) and the Member States in the field
of employment and social affairs is enshrined in the Treaty on the Functioning of the
European Union (TFEU).1 According to the TFEU, the EU (European Commission)
coordinates and monitors national policies, promotes the sharing of best practices as
regards employment, poverty and social exclusion and pensions, proposes laws and
monitors their implementation in areas like rights at work and coordination of social
security schemes.
General objectives related to employment and social affairs are also included in both
recent overarching EU strategies, the Lisbon strategy (2000-2010) and Europe 2020
(2010-2020). The EU programme for employment and social innovation (EaSI) is
established to contribute to the implementation of Europe 2020. It was created by
Regulation (EU) No 1296/2013 on an EU programme for employment and social
innovation (EaSI) and amending Decision No 283/2010/EU establishing a European
Progress Microfinance Facility for employment and social inclusion.
The regulation creating EaSI points out that the programme should pay special attention
to the following thematic parts of Europe 2020 ('flagship initiatives'): the European
Platform against Poverty and Social Exclusion, an Agenda for New Skills and Jobs, Youth
on the Move, as well as the Youth Employment Package.

Objectives of the programme
EaSI creates an umbrella that incorporates and extends the coverage of three existing
programmes, the Programme for Employment and Social Solidarity (Progress), European
Employment Services (Eures) and the Progress Microfinance Facility, which represent
three complementary axes. EaSI supports:


Union policies and law, to promote evidence-based policy-making, social
innovation and social progress, in partnership with the social partners, civil
society organisations and public and private bodies (Progress);



Voluntary geographical mobility for workers on a fair basis, and contributing to a
high level of quality and sustainable employment information exchanges and
dissemination and other forms of cooperation, such as cross-border partnerships
(Eures);



Access to, and the availability of, financing for vulnerable persons, support for the
development of the social investment market, and facilitating access to finance
for social enterprises (Microfinance and Social Entrepreneurship axis of EaSI –
MF/SE).

According to the regulation, the overall budget of more than €919 million for 2014-2020
should be divided between the three axes of the programme as follows: 61 % to Progress,
18 % to Eures and 21 % to MF/SE.
EaSI aims to improve the policy-making process in the fields of employment, social
protection and social inclusion and working conditions, as well as to make a direct impact
in the areas of labour mobility and microfinance/social entrepreneurship.
Concerning participation, the regulation establishes that the Progress and MF/SE axes are
open to EU countries, EFTA/EEA countries and EU candidate and potential candidate
countries, in line with the framework agreements concluded with them. The Eures axis is
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open to national, regional and local authorities, employment services, social partner
organisations and other interested parties from EU Member States, EEA countries and
Switzerland.
In practice, Iceland participates in all EaSI axes; Norway is participating in Progress and
Eures (but not in the MF/SE axis); while Liechtenstein is not participating in any EaSI
activity. Switzerland participates at its own expense in most Eures activities only. Third
countries, not listed above, are not eligible to respond to calls for proposals launched
under EaSI, but may be allowed to participate in conferences, meetings and seminars.

Funded actions
Every axis of EaSI specifies actions that can be funded by the programme. They must
comply with general priorities and specific objectives. The indicative breakdown of the
overall allocation between thematic sections is given in the regulation (see percentages
in Figure 1).
Annual EaSI work programmes list concrete measures to be supported financially. They
contain an overview of funding priorities and calls for proposal with an indicative
schedule.
Grants are attributed through individual calls for proposals which are published by the
Commission on a dedicated website. In order to provide the supported projects with
Figure 1 – Forecast of operational expenditure by axis and thematic sections for the seven years
(Initial allocations approved for 2014-2020 as at January 2014)

Source: Work Programme. Funding priorities for 2016. European Union Programme for Employment and Social Innovation (EaSI), 2015.

more visibility, the Commission prepares a summary publication with examples of good
practices in the areas of employment, social affairs and inclusion. These are part of the
monitoring of EaSI. Since 2014, one report per year is available.
Progress
Progress was initially established by the Decision No 1672/2006/EC as the Community
Programme for Employment and Social Solidarity for the 2007-2013 period. It had to
provide financial support for the implementation of EU objectives in the field of
employment and social affairs. Three out of the five original main fields of activity have
been included in the successor EaSI/Progress for 2014-2020: employment, in particular
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the fight against youth unemployment; social protection and inclusion, and the reduction
and prevention of poverty; and working conditions.
Progress aims at a wide range of possible beneficiaries ranging from national, regional
and local authorities, employment services and non-governmental organisations to
higher education institutions, national statistical offices and the media. It is open to public
and private bodies, actors and institutions, with the aim to:


Develop and disseminate high-quality comparative analytical knowledge;



Facilitate effective and inclusive information-sharing, mutual learning and
dialogue;



Provide financial support to test social and labour market policy innovations;



Provide organisations with financial support to increase their capacity to develop,
promote and support the implementation of EU instruments and policies.

Progress may co-finance analytical activities such as gathering of data and statistics,
surveys, studies, qualitative and quantitative evaluations, etc. It can also contribute
financially to mutual-learning, awareness and dissemination activities and provide
support for other activities which relate to and contribute to the objectives of the
Progress axis at EU level as well as at the level of national administrations. As a general
rule, co-financing cannot exceed 80 % of the total eligible expenditure.
Activating and guiding the engagement of seniors through social media (Ages 2.0)
This experimental project aimed to determine how new technologies, particularly the internet
and social networks, can help to foster communication and social inclusion of the elderly, and to
evaluate the effects of information and communication technologies on their health and wellbeing. The elderly were followed by specialised social workers, and their progress in social
relations, computer literacy and health was monitored.
The project, funded in 2012-2015 by the EaSI/Progress, took place in home-care centres in the
United Kingdom and Italy. It tested on elderly people in both countries a methodology developed
by a research group at the University of Exeter. Ages 2.0 falls into the field of social protection
and social inclusion, and its results may contribute to policy making at national, regional or local
levels.

Eures
Eures is the acronym for European Employment Services, which has existed since 1993.
It was created by the Commission Decision on the implementing of Council Regulation
(EEC) No 1612/68. Last modified by Regulation (EU) 2016/589, it is a cooperation network
between the Commission and public employment services of the EEA member states,
Switzerland and other partner organisations.
Eures is the second axis of EaSI, and supports the following thematic sections:
transparency of job vacancies, applications and any related information for applicants
and employers; and development of services for the recruitment and cross-border
partnerships.
Specific objectives focus on the transparency of information about job vacancies and
applications and relative standard interoperability forms as well as on the extension of
Eures services to various phases of placement, ranging from pre-recruitment preparation
to post-placement assistance. Eures may support actions to promote voluntary mobility
of individuals in the EU and to remove mobility obstacles.
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Financing can reach up to 95 % of the total eligible expenditure. Eligible organisations
must respond to a call for tender or to a call for proposals.
Your first Eures Job (YfEJ)
YfEJ is a mobility scheme that, since 2011, has helped young people to find a job, traineeship or
apprenticeship in another Member State. The scheme also supports employers looking to find
workforce in another EU country for their bottleneck vacancies (when it is difficult to find a
candidate with a suitable job profile in the employer's country). All candidates must be 18 to 30
years old, nationals of any of the EU-28 countries, Norway or Iceland, and resident in any of these
countries.
The main objectives of YfEJ are to foster the exercise of workers’ freedom of movement, to
address labour market mismatches and imbalances and to reduce intra-EU labour mobility
obstacles (e.g. knowledge of languages, recognition of qualifications or the costs of moving
abroad). Following a positive mid-term evaluation of the preparatory action (2014), the scheme
is being continued under EaSI (Eures Axis) as a Targeted Mobility Scheme, with an annual budget
of between €6 million and €9 million.
Under YfEJ project VS/2012/0067, the German Federal Employment Agency (Bundesagentur für
Arbeit) provided support – information, recruitment, matching, placement and funding – for both
young jobseekers and businesses interested in recruiting skilled young people from outside
Germany. During the 18-month programme, 361 young people were supported through the
payment of travel expenses, travel and relocation expenses as well as through preparatory
language training. In addition, 32 SMEs benefited from financial support for a total of 46
integration programmes.

Microfinance Facility/Social Entrepreneurship (MF/SE)
The European Progress Microfinance Facility for employment and social inclusion was
established in March 2010 by Decision No 283/2010/EU, with two main objectives: to
increase access to microfinance for persons who wanted to start their own microenterprise2 but were in a difficult position for getting access to financial products
available on the market; and to support micro-enterprises, especially in the social
economy. The facility was also actively promoting equal opportunities for women and
men.
A mid-term evaluation of the Progress Microfinance Facility was published by the
Commission in 2013 and discussed in the European Parliament in December 2015. The EP
adopted a resolution on Implementation of the European Progress Microfinance Facility
on 15 December 2015. Until April 2016, Progress Microfinance ran alongside the new
Microfinance and Social Entrepreneurship axis of EaSI (MF/SE) which started on 1 January
2014.
In an updated setting, MF/SE aims at supporting microfinance3 for vulnerable groups and
micro-enterprises, and social entrepreneurship. It follows three specific objectives:


Increase access to, and the availability of, microfinance for vulnerable groups who
want to set up or develop their business or micro-enterprise;



Build up the institutional capacity of microcredit4 providers;



Support the development of social enterprises, in particular by facilitating access
to finance.

The MF/SE axis is open to public and private bodies providing microfinance for persons
and micro-enterprises or to bodies providing financing for social enterprises. In practice,
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the European Investment Fund (EIF) signs contracts with financial intermediaries in
individual Member States in order to provide them with additional guarantees, and
encourage them to offer more loans to the target audience. Social enterprises looking to
obtain access to finance must contact a financial intermediary in their country.
Microcredit providers are invited to endorse (banks) or sign up to (non-bank microcredit
providers) the European Code of Good Conduct for Microcredit Provision as a common
standards document. In order to overcome any technical difficulties, they can benefit
from EaSI Technical Assistance, which is implemented as a part of the fi-compass
platform.

Assessment
In some respects, it is too early to assess EaSI. Many projects financed under this
programme were initiated via calls for proposals launched under the previous
programming period and finalised only several years later, as is the case with the projects
presented above to illustrate different uses of EaSI financing.
Concerning financial instruments, the time span needed for evaluation is even longer.
That is the reason why reports available today relate to the Progress Microfinance Facility
rather than to the MF/SE of EaSI. A special report of the European Court of Auditors
covers the use of financial instruments in the 2007-2013 programming period.
The European Commission's ex-post evaluation of Progress 2007-2013 contains a set of
recommendations for the following programming period in this area. Among them, more
systematic thematic dissemination of results, better knowledge management of the
results of the programme, a stronger focus on identifying transferable lessons, and better
organised sharing and learning activities are worth mentioning.
The EaSI programme is subject to regular monitoring on a bi-annual basis. An initial
performance monitoring report was issued in 2015, the next is expected in 2017. In the
first year of EaSI, only around €52 million was actually committed out of €119.5 million
planned for that year. The remaining means will be committed in the coming years of the
programming period. The report expected that 97 % of the expenditure planned in 2014
would actually be used.
Together with an external contractor, the Commission defined a logical framework 5 for
the EaSI programme and established the system to measure EaSI performance, including
qualitative and quantitative key performance indicators. The performance report follows
the structure of the key performance indicators. Some of these indicators recall the
recommendations of the Progress 2007-2013 evaluation report.
The first EaSI performance monitoring report contains the results of two surveys. One
survey focused on overall opinions of EaSI stakeholders (including EU and national policy
and decision-makers, civil society, independent experts and other relevant groups)
regarding the operation of the programme and usefulness of its outputs. The questions
of the second survey were sent to participants in EaSI-supported events. The survey
aimed to assess the value of these events and the usability of their results.
Overall, 50 % of planned funds under Progress in 2014 were actually committed. The
employment policy area committed the highest amount of planned funding (71 %) which
resulted in a bigger share than planned in the EaSI Regulation, compared to the other two
general objectives.
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Under the Eures axis, the biggest share of commitments (55 %) is linked to the Eures job
mobility portal. Germany, the United Kingdom and Finland have offered the highest
number of vacancies through it, while the highest number of jobseekers were registered
in Italy, Spain and Croatia. In total, more than 146 000 CVs were uploaded by 5 March
2015, as were more than 1 million job offers.
As activities under the MF/SE axis of EaSI did not start in 2014, the report reviews the
contribution of the European Progress Microfinance Facility in 2014 in terms of predefined key performance indicators.

Other EU programmes in the area
In the area of employment, social affairs and social inclusion, the European Commission
also provides funding through other programmes.
The European Social Fund (ESF), with financing of €10 billion a year, focuses on improving
adaptability of workers, access to employment and vocational training. It encourages
employment of people from disadvantaged groups. The ESF provides funding through
concrete projects at local, regional and national level.
The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) helps people who have lost their jobs
after the closure of a large company which is seen as a consequence of globalisation. The
EGF's annual budget is about €150 million.
The Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived (FEAD) supports EU countries' actions
to provide material assistance to the most deprived. These actions must be accompanied
by social inclusion measures. For 2014-2020, over €3.8 billion is available.

Main references
Regulation (EU) No 1296/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 December
2013 on a European Union programme for employment and social innovation (EaSI) and
amending Decision No 283/2010/EU establishing a European Progress Microfinance Facility for
employment and social inclusion.
Performance Monitoring Report of the European Union Programme for Employment and Social
Innovation (EaSI) 2014, European Commission, June 2015.
EaSI annual work programme 2016. European Commission, December 2015.
Ex-post evaluation of the Programme for employment and social solidarity Progress 2007-2013
and recommendations for the successor programmes to Progress 2014-2020. Synthesis report,
European Commission, 2014.
Report 'Implementation of the European Progress Microfinance Facility – 2013', COM(2014) 639,
European Commission, 20 October 2014.
'Implementing the EU budget through financial instruments – lessons to be learnt from the 20072013 programme period', Special report No 19/2016, European Court of Auditors, 2016.

Endnotes
1

Title I on categories and areas of Union competence, Title IX on employment and Title X on social policy.

2

Micro-enterprise means an enterprise, including a self-employed person, that employs fewer than 10 people and
whose annual turnover or annual balance sheet total does not exceed €2 million.

3

Microfinance includes guarantees, microcredit, equity and quasi-equity extended to persons and micro-enterprises
that experience difficulties accessing credit.

4

Microcredit means a loan of up to €25 000.

5

See the Performance Monitoring Report of the EaSI (2014), p. 12.
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Briefing
How the EU budget is spent
December 2018

Customs 2020 and Fiscalis 2020
(2014-2020)
In a nutshell
The Customs 2020 programme was established by Regulation No 1294/2013 and is aimed at
supporting the functioning of the customs union. The Fiscalis 2020 programme was established
by Regulation No 1286/2013 and is aimed at improving the operation of the taxation systems
in the internal market and supporting cooperation between the EU Member States.

EU Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading
Heading 1 – Smart and inclusive growth

2014-2020 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: Customs 2020: €522.94 million (0.0481 %);
Fiscalis 2020: €223.44 million (0.0205 %)

2017 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: Customs 2020: €81.90 m (0.0519 %);
Payments:
Customs 2020: €65 m (0.0483 %);

Fiscalis 2020: €31.81 m (0.0201 %)
Fiscalis 2020: €31 m (0.0231 %)

2018 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: Customs 2020: €78.86 m (0.0545 %);
Payments:
Customs 2020: €72 m (0.0497 %);

Fiscalis 2020: €31.89 m (0.022 %)
Fiscalis 2020: €31 m (0.0214 %)

Methods of implementation
D i r e c t m a n a g e m e n t (European Commission)

In this briefing:
• EU role in the policy area: legal basis
• Objectives of the programmes
• Funded actions
• Assessment of the programmes/actions
• Other EU programmes and actions in the
same field
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Author: Rafał Mańko
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
Legal basis for the customs union and customs cooperation
The EU Member States' customs union is provided for in Title II of the Treaty on the
Functioning of the EU (TFEU) as part of the free movement of goods. Article 28 TFEU
stipulates that the EU comprises a customs union which covers all trade in goods. The
customs union involves the following elements:
• prohibition of export and import customs duties between EU Member States
(Article 30 TFEU);
• prohibition of any charges having equivalent effect to customs duties, including
charges of a fiscal nature, between the EU Member States, both on imports and
exports (Article 30 TFEU);
• adoption of a Common Customs Tariff for trade with non-EU countries, fixed by the
Council of the EU on a proposal from the European Commission (Article 31 TFEU),
without any participation of the European Parliament (not even consultation).
Article 32 TFEU provides guidelines for the Commission when implementing the customs union.
Accordingly, it should promote trade between Member States and third countries, boost the
competitive capacity of EU undertakings and ensure a supply of raw materials and semi-finished
goods to the EU. It should furthermore strive to avoid serious disturbances in the economies of
the Member States and to ensure rational development of production and an 'expansion of
consumption' within the EU.

Article 33 TFEU envisages the possibility to adopt legislation through the ordinary
legislative procedure in order to promote customs cooperation between Member States
and between them and the Commission.
There are two fundamental pieces of secondary legislation concerning EU customs law.
The first is Council Regulation No 2658/87 on the tariff and statistical nomenclature and
on the Common Customs Tariff. Annex I thereto includes the combined nomenclature,
which contains codes classifying all possible goods that may be imported into the EU, and
the Common Customs Tariff, which provides the tariff – the customs duty – for each type
of goods entering the EU, expressed as a percentage of their value. The second piece of
secondary legislation is the Union Customs Code (Regulation No 952/2013). Having
replaced the earlier Community Customs Code on 1 May 2016, it is the framework
regulation on the rules and procedures for customs throughout the EU.
'Goods' refer to all types of material objects, including raw materials, agricultural products and
finished or unfinished industrial products that enter of leave the customs territory of the EU.

Legal basis for the EU's role in taxation
Matters related to taxation are dealt with in Title VII TFEU, (Common rules on
competition, taxation and approximation of laws). Chapter 2 therein is specifically
devoted to tax provisions. Article 110 TFEU prohibits any form of (direct or indirect)
discriminatory taxation that would lead to any kind of excess in comparison to similar
domestic products. Article 111 TFEU provides that where products are exported to the
territory of any Member State, any repayment of internal taxation may not exceed the
internal taxation imposed on them, whether directly or indirectly. Under Article 112
TFEU, in the case of charges other than indirect taxation (e.g. VAT or excise duties),
remissions and repayments in respect of exports to other Member States may not be
granted and countervailing charges in respect of imports from Member States may not
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be imposed unless the measures contemplated have been previously approved for a
limited period by the Council on a proposal from the Commission.
Article 113 TFEU contains a competence norm allowing the Council to adopt provisions
for the harmonisation of legislation on turnover taxes (such as VAT), excise duties and
other forms of indirect taxation to the extent that such harmonisation is necessary to
ensure the establishment and the functioning of the internal market and to avoid
distortion of competition. A special legislative procedure applies, with the Parliament
(and the European Economic and Social Committee) only consulted. Furthermore, within
Chapter 3 (Approximation of laws), Article 115 TFEU contains a special rule providing for
the approximation of fiscal provisions. This rule derogates from the general rule on
approximation, laid out in Article 114 TFEU, in that it provides for a special legislative
procedure instead of the ordinary one.
A turnover tax is an indirect tax imposed on transactions, e.g. sale of goods or provision of
services, usually expressed as a percentage of the value of the transaction. Being a special type
of turnover tax, VAT is a general consumption tax that is included in the price of goods and
services paid by the final consumer. Excise duties are special taxes charged on certain types of
goods, such as alcohol, tobacco and petrol.
These taxes are 'indirect' because, in contrast to 'direct' taxes, they are not charged on an
individual's or company's income or assets, but on the goods and services they purchase.

On the basis of the competence norm contained in (what is now) Article 113 TFEU, the
Council has enacted legislation harmonising VAT (the VAT Directive, 2006/112/EC), excise
duties on alcohol (Directive 92/83/EEC), excise duties on tobacco (Directive 2011/64/EU),
and taxes on energy, including electricity (Directive 2003/96/EC). Furthermore, acting
jointly on the basis of the competence norms enshrined in Articles 113 and 115 TFEU, the
Council has also adopted Directive 2010/24/EU concerning mutual assistance for the
recovery of claims relating to taxes, duties and other measures.
Predecessors of the Customs 2020 and Fiscalis 2020 programmes
Both Customs 2020 and Fiscalis 2020 continue a series of earlier EU action programmes
in the fields of customs and taxation. In the case of taxation, these date back to the 1993
programme on Community action on the vocational training of indirect taxation officials
(the Matthaeus-Tax programme), which was later replaced by the Fiscalis programme
(Decision No 888/98/EC). After having been extended over the 2003-2007 period by
Decision No 2235/2002/EC, the original Fiscalis programme was succeeded by Fiscalis
2013, the direct predecessor of Fiscalis 2020. In the case of customs, these programmes
date back to the early 1990s, starting with the Matthaeus programme (Council Decision
91/341/EEC), which later evolved into the Customs 2000, Customs 2002, Customs 2007
and Customs 2013 programmes.
In 2011, the Commission proposed to create a single successor programme, Fiscus, for the 20142020 period. However, as neither the Parliament nor the Council agreed with this proposal, two
separate programmes were put in place.

Legal basis for the Customs 2020 programme
Establishing regulation and implementing decisions
Regulation (EU) No 1294/2013 (the Customs 2020 Regulation) provides the legal basis for
the operation of the Customs 2020 programme over the 2014-2020 period. Detailed rules
on the functioning of the programme are set out in an annual Commission implementing
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decision, the latest one dating from February 2018 and laying down an annual work
programme for 2018.
Article in the EU budget
Within the EU budget for 2018, the Customs 2020 programme is accounted for in Article
14 02 01 – Supporting the functioning and modernisation of the customs union. This
article is part of Chapter 14 02 – Customs, which in turn is part of Title 14 – Taxation and
Customs Union. The specific figures are as follows:
Appropriations 2018
Commitments
Payments
€78.86 m
€72 m

Appropriations 2017
Commitments
Payments
€81.90 m
€65 m

Outturn 2016
Commitments
Payments
€73.41 m
€64.62 m

The Commission implementing decisions provide a more specific breakdown of the sums
allocated to Customs 2020 for 2017 and 2018:
Area of funding

2017

Grants (implemented under direct management)

2018
€5.35 m

€8.15 m

Procurement (implemented under direct management)

€76.38 m

€71.61 m

Reimbursement of external experts

€170 000

€250 000

Source: Commission implementing decisions for 2017 and 2018.
Legal basis for the Fiscalis 2020 programme
Establishing regulation
Regulation (EU) No 1286/2013 provides the legal basis for the operation of Fiscalis 2020
over the 2014-2020 period. The 2018 annual work programme for Fiscalis 2020 is laid out
in a Commission decision.
Article in the EU budget
Within the EU budget for 2018, the Fiscalis 2020 programme is accounted for in Article
14 03 01 – Improving the proper functioning of the taxation systems. This article is part
of Chapter 14 03 – Taxation, and is also part of the EU budget's Title 14. The specific
figures are as follows:
Appropriations 2018
Commitments
Payments
€31.88 m
€31 m

Appropriations 2017
Commitments
Payments
€31.81 m
€31 m

Outturn 2017
Commitments
Payments
€32.44 m
€31.75 m

The Commission implementing decisions provide a more specific breakdown of the sums
allocated to Fiscalis 2020 for 2017 and 2018:
Area of funding
Grants (implemented under direct management)
Procurement (implemented under direct management)
Reimbursement of external experts

2017

2018

€4.85 m

€5.63

€26.89 m

€26.34

€70 000

€70 000

Source: Commission implementing decisions for 2017 and 2018.

Objectives of the programmes
Customs 2020
The general objective of Customs 2020 is to support the functioning and modernisation
of the customs union in order to strengthen the internal market through cooperation
between the participating countries, their customs authorities and their officials.
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The specific objectives of Customs 2020 include:
• supporting customs authorities in protecting the financial and economic interests of
the EU and its Member States, including the fight against fraud and the protection of
intellectual-property rights;
• increasing the level of safety and security;
• protecting citizens and the environment;
• improving the administrative capacity of the customs authorities;
• strengthening the competitiveness of European businesses.
Methods of achieving the specific objectives
The specific objectives of Customs 2020 are achieved in particular by:
•
•
•
•
•

computerisation;
ensuring modern and harmonised approaches to customs procedures and controls;
facilitating legitimate trade;
reducing compliance costs and administrative burdens;
enhancing the functioning of the customs authorities.

Indicators
According to the Customs 2020 Regulation, when evaluating the achievement of the
programme's specific objectives, the Commission should focus on the following eight
indicators of the programme's performance:
• feedback from participants in programme actions and from users of the programme
index. The latter measures the perception of Customs 2020 stakeholders regarding
the impact that programme actions have had on networking and cooperation, among
other things;
• number of guidelines and recommendations issued following actions under Customs
2020 related to modern and harmonised approaches to customs procedures;
• Common communication network for the European information systems indicator,
which measures the availability of the common network, it being indispensable for the
running of the customs-related European information systems (EISs);
• Union law and policy application and implementation index, which measures
progress on the preparation, application and implementation of EU law and policy in
the field of customs inter alia on the basis of the number of actions under the Customs
2020 programme and the number of recommendations issued following these actions;
• European information system availability indicator, which measures the availability
of the Union components of IT customs applications;
• the best practices and guideline index, which measures the evolution in the
identification, development, sharing and application of best working practices and
administrative procedures, inter alia on the basis of the number of actions under the
programme that are organised in each area, the number of guidelines and the best
practices shared;
• the learning index, which measures progress resulting from programme actions aimed
at reinforcing the skills and competences of customs officials, on the basis of: the
number of officials trained by using common training material of the Union and the
number of times programme e-learning modules have been downloaded;
• the cooperation with third parties indicator, which measures how the programme
supports authorities other than Member States' customs authorities, by measuring the
number of programme actions supporting this objective.
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Operational objectives
The operational objectives of Customs 2020 include:
• supporting the preparation, coherent application and effective implementation of
Union law and policy in the field of customs;
• development, improvement and operation of customs EISs; and support for them;
• identification, development, sharing and application of best working practices and
administrative procedures, in particular as regards benchmarking activities;
• reinforcing the skills and competences of customs officials;
• improvement of cooperation between customs authorities and international
organisations, third countries, other governmental authorities, including Union and
national market surveillance authorities, as well as economic operators and
organisations representing economic operators.
Establishment of the Commission Customs Policy Expert Group
On 7 June 2018, the Commission adopted a decision establishing the Commission
Customs Policy Expert Group. The new group replaces the informal Customs Policy Group
(CPG), which was set up in 1962 and advised the Commission with regard to policy
development, coordination and implementation of the customs union. The tasks of the
newly formed group will include:
• to provide strategic advice to the Commission on customs policy matters and how the
operation of the customs union can be enhanced;
• to provide the Commission with advice on the effective and efficient operation of the
customs union, including advice on operational policy implementation;
• to share experience, best practice and information on emerging risks and operational,
financing and compliance challenges;
• to provide strategic advice to the Commission in relation to the activities under the
Customs 2020 and Fiscalis 2020 and following programmes;
• to provide advice on revenue collection related matters which fall under the
responsibility of customs;
• bring about an exchange of experience and good practice on customs-related matters.
The group will consist of national customs authorities, as defined in the Union Customs
Code. Members will nominate their representatives at the level of director-general/head
of department or at an equivalent level. The group will be chaired by the Director-General
of DG TAXUD.
Fiscalis 2020
The overall objective of Fiscalis 2020 is to improve the proper functioning of the taxation
systems in the internal market, by enhancing cooperation between participating
countries, their tax authorities and their officials.
The specific objective of Fiscalis 2020 is to support the fight against tax fraud, tax evasion
and aggressive tax planning and the implementation of EU law in the field of taxation.
This is accomplished by:
• ensuring the exchange of information;
• supporting administrative cooperation;
• enhancing the administrative capacity of participating countries with a view to helping
reduce the administrative burden on tax authorities and the compliance costs for
taxpayers.
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Measuring the achievement of objectives
The achievement of the Fiscalis 2020 objectives is measured on the basis of:
• the availability of, and full access to, the common communication network for the
European information systems;
• feedback from participating countries regarding the results of programme actions.
Operational objectives and priorities
The operational objectives and priorities of Fiscalis 2020 are:
•
•
•
•
•

implementation, improvement, operation and support for the taxation EISs;
supporting administrative cooperation activities;
reinforcing the skills and competence of tax officials;
enhancing the understanding and implementation of Union law in the field of taxation;
supporting the improvement of administrative procedures and the sharing of good
administrative practices.

The above-listed objectives and priorities are to be pursued with a particular emphasis on
supporting the fight against tax fraud, tax evasion and aggressive tax planning.

Funded actions
Customs 2020
Participating countries
According to Article 3(2) of Regulation No 1294/2013, participation in Customs 2020 is
open to the following three categories of non-EU countries:
• acceding countries;
• candidate countries and potential candidates benefiting from a pre-accession strategy;
• partner countries covered by the European Neighbourhood Policy.
Participation of acceding, candidate and potential candidate countries takes place in accordance
with the general rules for the participation of those countries in Union programmes, established
in the respective framework agreements, Council association decisions or similar arrangements.

European Neighbourhood Policy partner countries may participate in Customs 2020,
provided their relevant legislation and administrative methods are sufficiently
approximated to those of the Union.
The following countries have been participating in Customs 2020: Albania (since 2014), Bosnia
and Herzegovina (since 2015), FYR Macedonia (since 2014), Montenegro (since 2014), Serbia
(since 2014) and Turkey (since 2014).

Types of funded actions
Customs 2020 provides for the funding of three types of actions:
• joint actions – aimed at bringing officials from the participating countries together in
seminars, workshops, project groups, working visits, monitoring activities by
Commission officials, expert teams, capacity building, etc.; the programme covers the
costs related to organising these activities and participating in them;
• EISs – development of the IT tools that are needed for the functioning of the customs
union; the programme covers the cost of acquisition, development, installation,
maintenance and day-to-day operation of the EIS components;
• human competency building – the programme covers the development cost of the
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common training materials, including electronic training modules, and the
organisation of training events.
Actions financed through grants in 2018
In 2018, the Customs 2020 programme has focused on the following priority actions:
• implementing the Union Customs Code (UCC), and development and deployment of
the related electronic customs systems;
• facilitating legitimate trade and increasing the effectiveness and efficiency of customs
controls, including cooperation with other enforcement agencies and bodies involved
in the process;
• replying to the increasing demand for customs to ensure that goods harmful for
security, health, safety and the environment are duly controlled when crossing the
external borders of the EU, taking into account new constraints further to the growing
success of e-commerce;
• implementing the EU Strategy and Action Plan for customs risk management;
• collaborating with third countries and international organisations;
• implementing the Customs Union Performance (CUP);
• implementing a human competency building framework for customs.
Actions financed through public procurement in 2018
The overall budgetary allocation reserved for procurement contracts within the Customs
2020 programme in 2018 amounts to €71.67 m. The Commission expects to sign about
55 specific contracts under existing or new multiannual framework contracts.
In 2018, as in the previous year, the Commission has undertaken IT-related capacitybuilding activities through contracts assigned on the basis of public procurement
procedures. These have focused on the development, maintenance, operation, and
quality control of Union components of existing and new EIS, with a view to ensuring the
interconnection of customs authorities. Development efforts have focused on the
following IT tools:
Item

2017

2018

Network tools (common communication network, common
system interface, uniform user management and digital
signature)

€12.15 m

€11.55 m

Development of customs system

€23.45 m

€22.3 m

€30.7 m

€29.19 m

€5.5 m

€5.23 m

Support for customs systems
Quality control for customs system:

Public procurement was also used for financing expert and training activities:
Item
Common customs training
Studies, scientific and communication support

2017
€1.75 m
€2.83 m

2018
€1.8 m
€1.6 m

Fiscalis 2020
Priority areas for 2018
The 2018 annual work programme includes implementing activities in the following
priority areas:
• tax transparency to fight tax evasion and avoidance, and to establish a fair and efficient
corporate tax system in the EU;

72

Members' Research Service

Page 8 of 12

EPRS

Customs 2020 and Fiscalis 2020

• implementation of administrative cooperation tools, such as automatic exchange of
information;
• the international dimension of fraud and improved collaboration with third countries;
• overall reform of the VAT system;
• e-commerce;
• excise-related procedures and systems;
• cooperation between customs and tax authorities and with law-enforcement bodies;
• risk management and compliance;
• growth-friendly tax systems and administrative capacity-building for tax
administrations;
• tax disincentives to the exercise by EU citizens of their right to free movement within
the internal market, and solving cross-border tax obstacles and double-taxation or
non-taxation issues;
• reform and implementation of EU law;
• development and maintenance of EISs.
Actions financed through grants in 2018
In order to promote these priority areas, grant financing was provided for activities
related to:
•
•
•
•
•

improving the EISs for taxation;
supporting administrative cooperation;
reinforcing the skills and competence of tax officials;
enhancing the understanding and implementation of Union law in the field of taxation;
supporting the improvement of administrative procedures and the sharing of good
administrative practices.

More specifically, these activities take the form of seminars and workshops, project
groups, bilateral or multilateral controls and other activities provided for in Union law on
administrative cooperation, working visits as well as public administration capacitybuilding and supporting actions.
Furthermore, in 2018 an expert team was awarded a grant (€530 000) to promote IT collaboration
on tax matters between the Member States and improve the main IT collaboration tools, such as
the Taxation strategic overview, the IT collaboration framework, the CBA methodology and the
IT collaboration architecture.

Actions financed through public procurement in 2018
The total indicative amount of the procurement planned for 2018 amounts to
€23.14 million, broken down as follows:
Item
Network (CCN/CSI, including CCN2) development
Development of taxation systems
Support for taxation systems
Quality control for taxation systems

2017
€4.04 m
€4.32 m
€10.99 m
€3.00 m

2018
€4.18 m
€4.47 m
€11.38 m
€3.11 m

Assessment of programmes
Customs 2020
Commission evaluation of Customs 2013
Customs 2013 – the direct predecessor of Customs 2020 – was evaluated by the
Commission in a February 2015 report, on the basis of an evaluation study prepared by
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an external contractor. The evaluation concluded that Customs 2013 'made a significant
contribution towards enhanced safety and security, the protection of the EU's financial
interest and the facilitation of trade'.
Commission progress report for 2015
On 29 March 2017, the Commission published its Customs 2020 programme progress
report for 2015. In concluding its analysis, the Commission stated that there had been:
• an increased demand for programme support, visible from the general increase in the
number of activities and events organised and in participation levels;
• a high level of results – even higher than the previous year – reported by the action
managers as having been achieved through the joint actions;
• a very positive assessment of the results achieved through the joint actions, with
national customs officials who participated in these actions saying that their
expectations were met and that the programme activities matched their stated
objectives and were professionally useful;
• a high level of networking among programme participants;
• the EISs had been regularly upgraded and improved, and were resistant to the
increased volume of data traffic;
• a successful beginning of the roll out of the Customs competency framework (CFW)
into national administrations;
• increased online collaboration (PICS) among national and European customs officials.
Commission progress report 2016
On 11 April 2018, the Commission adopted its progress report on Customs 2020 covering
the year 2016. The Commission’s key findings are as follows:
• strong demand for programme support, as seen in the stable levels of the number of
activities, organised events and participation levels (similar to 2015 figures);
• high level of achievement of results of the joint actions reported by the action
managers;
• very positive assessment of the achieved results of the joint actions, their usefulness
and met expectations by national customs officials who participated in them;
• networking among programme participants remains high;
• some 55 % of customs officials in Europe are aware of the Customs 2020 programme,
which represents a rise in awareness of 4 % compared to the 2014 poll;
• European information systems are regularly upgraded and improved, and resistant to
the increased volume of data traffic;
• successful introduction of the expert teams tool, with three new expert teams were
launched during the year;
• significant increase in new training modules and trained customs officials.
Fiscalis 2020
Commission evaluation of Fiscalis 2013
Following its evaluation of Fiscalis 2013, the direct predecessor of Fiscalis 2020, the
Commission published its findings in a report in December 2014 (on the basis of an
evaluation study prepared by an external contractor). The Commission concluded that it
is 'likely that Fiscalis 2013 made a contribution to [the] better functioning of the internal
market', and 'considered [it] plausible' that the programme helped reduce and prevent
tax fraud and tax evasion. The Commission focused on the successful implementation of
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a number of IT tools under Fiscalis 2013 and formulated recommendations for the
successor programme.
European Court of Auditors evaluation of Fiscalis 2013
After carrying out a performance audit on Fiscalis 2013, in 2015 the European Court of
Auditors (ECA) published its findings in a report. The ECA examined the mid-term and
final evaluations of Fiscalis 2013, as well as the output of certain Fiscalis project groups,
and interviewed Member States' officers in charge of Fiscalis. The ECA pointed out the
Commission's failure to lay down indicators for the programme's performance, despite
its duty to do so in the decision for setting up Fiscalis 2013 and despite the Commission's
own self-recommendation in its mid-term review. As a result, the ECA was unable to
quantify the effectiveness of Fiscalis 2013. It only relied on qualitative evidence reported
in the evaluations or by practitioners in the Member States visited, which were 'largely
positive'. Finally, ECA also noted that national tax authorities were 'satisfied with their
participation' in the Fiscalis 2013 working groups, and considered that these had
'contributed to the dissemination of good administrative practice and increased the
knowledge of EU tax law among tax officers'. The ECA found in particular the
recommendations developed by Fiscalis Project Group 29 on the abuse of the VAT rules
upon importation to be 'sound and used them as the basis of [the ECA's] control model
for customs procedure 42'.
Commission progress report for 2015
In March 2017, the Commission published a progress report on the Fiscalis 2020
programme for 2015. In its conclusions, the report highlighted the following key
achievements:
• increased demand for programme support – both in terms of the number of activities,
events and participation levels, and, as concerns IT, in terms of the development of
new systems;
• successful introduction of a new type of joint actions in the form of presences in
administrative offices/participation in administrative enquiries (PAOE), with
49 operational actions in 2015;
• a high level of the joint actions' results, as reported by the action managers; the fact
that this level is higher than the previous year indicates that business owners value the
programme for achieving its policy objectives and that the joint actions are progressing
in line with expectations;
• a very positive assessment of the joint actions' results and their usefulness, with
feedback that these actions have met the expectations of the national tax officials who
participated in them. All this shows that the programme participants find that the
programme activities match their stated objectives and are professionally useful to
them;
• increased networking among programme participants;
• the EISs are regularly upgraded and improved, and are resistant to an increased
volume of data traffic;
• successful implementation of the mini-one-stop-shop IT system; the Commission
notes that during the system's first year of operation, more than 12 000 businesses
from across the EU registered on it;
• increased use of online collaboration (PICS) by national and European tax officials.
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Commission progress report for 2016
On 11 April 2018, the Commission published its progress report for 2016. Its main findings
include:
• strong demand for programme support. This can be seen in the high levels of numbers
of proposals, organised events and participation levels. These levels are high and
similar to 2015 numbers;
• high level of achievement of results of the joint actions;
• very positive assessment of the achieved results of the joint actions;
• networking among programme participants remains high;
• rising awareness about the programme and its potential among the target audience,
with 59 % of all tax officials in Europe aware of the Fiscalis 2020 programme, which
represents a rise in awareness of 5 % compared to the 2014 poll;
• the European information systems are regularly upgraded and improved, and resistant
to an increased volume of data traffic;
• successful introduction of the expert teams’ tool;
• significant increase in new training modules and trained tax officials, with a total of
4 421 officials having been trained using the eLearning courses in 2016.

Other EU programmes and action in the same field
A closely linked area of EU action in the field is the fight against fraud. Currently, the main
programme in this area is Hercule III, managed by the European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF).
The origins of the programme date back to 2004, when its predecessor, Hercule I, started
with a budget of €11.8 million for the 2004-2006 period. It was succeeded by Hercule II,
with a budget of €98.5 million for the 2007-2013 period. The current programme, Hercule
III, entered into force on 21 March 2014, and has a budget of €104.9 million for the 20142020 period. Other similar programmes include the Anti-Fraud Information System (AFIS)
and Pericles, aimed at protecting euro banknotes and coins against counterfeiting and
related fraud.
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Briefing
How the EU budget is spent
April 2019

Fight against fraud: Pericles 2020,
Hercule III and AFIS
In a nutshell
Pericles 2020 is an exchange, assistance and training programme for the protection of the euro
against counterfeiting. Hercule III is a programme aimed at supporting action to combat
irregularities, fraud and corruption affecting the EU budget. AFIS is a collection of applications
for the exchange of anti-fraud information between OLAF and national administrations.

EU Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading
Heading 1 – Smart and inclusive growth

2014-2020 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Pericles 2020: €7.34 million (0.000675 %); Hercule III: €104.92 million (0.00965 %)

2019 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: Pericles 2020: €1.07 million (0.0006 %); Hercule III: €15.89 million (0.0096 %);
AFIS: €7.20 million (0.0043 %)
Payments:
Pericles 2020: €0.98 million (0.0007 %); Hercules III: €16.07 million (0.011 %);
AFIS: €7.16 million (0.005 %)

2018 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: Pericles 2020: €1.06 million (0.0007 %); Hercule III 2020: €15.35 million
(0.0096 %); AFIS: €7.66 million (0.0049 %)
Payments:
Pericles 2020: €0.95 million (0.0007 %); Hercules III 2020: €13.26 million
(0.0096 %); AFIS: €7.35 million (0.0053 %)

Methods of implementation
Direct management (European Commission – OLAF)
In this briefing:
• EU role in the policy area: legal basis
• Objectives of the programmes
• Funded actions
• Assessment of the programmes
• Other EU programmes and actions in the
same field
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
Treaty mandate for the fight against fraud
The EU anti-fraud programme is based on Article 325 of the Treaty on the Functioning of
the European Union (TFEU) which provides for a shared obligation of the Member States
and the EU to protect the Union's financial interests and to counter fraud, corruption and
any other illegal activities affecting them. That article includes the principles of
deterrence, effectiveness and assimilation – principles that first appeared in the 1995
Convention on Protection of the European Communities' Financial Interests. The
protection of the financial interests of the Union is a key element of its policy agenda
because 'transparent, correct and sound management of public money is crucial: firstly,
to strengthen citizens' confidence in the EU's activities; and secondly, to offer companies
fairer access to EU funds.' 1
The legal concepts of fraud and irregularity in EU law
EU law uses two distinct concepts of fraud and irregularity, 2 both of which are relevant
for the programmes in question. Fraud is divided into fraud affecting expenditure and
fraud concerning revenue. In both cases, fraud is defined as an intentional act or omission
relating to the use of, or the presentation of, false, incorrect or incomplete statements or
documents. Fraud is also seen as the non-disclosure of information, in violation of a
specific obligation, which causes the misappropriation or the wrongful retention of funds
from the general budget of the EU. Furthermore, in the case of expenditure, fraud is
defined as including the misappropriation of funds for purposes other than those for
which they were originally granted. In the case of revenue, fraud may include the
misappropriation of a legally obtained benefit.
The concept of an irregularity is defined as an infringement of a provision of EU law,
which results from an act or an omission and has the effect of prejudicing the general
budget of the EU or budgets managed by the EU, either by reducing or losing revenue
accruing from own resources collected directly on behalf of the EU, or by an unjustified
item of expenditure. In contrast to fraud, an irregularity is not intentional, i.e. the person
committing an irregularity does not act with a fraudulent intent to cause damage to the
EU budget.
Key secondary legislation in the policy field
The PIF convention
Since 1995, a convention has been in place that seeks to protect, under criminal law, the
financial interests of the EU and its taxpayers. 3 Over the years, the Convention on the
Protection of the European Communities' Financial Interests has been supplemented by
a series of protocols. The convention and its protocols provide a harmonised legal
definition of fraud and require their signatories to adopt criminal penalties for fraud. The
convention entered into force on 17 October 2002, along with its first protocol and the
protocol on its interpretation by the Court of Justice. The second protocol entered into
force on 19 May 2009. The convention and its protocols are open for signature by any
country joining the EU. As from July 2019, the convention will be replaced by the PIF
directive for all EU countries save for the United Kingdom and Denmark (see below).
The PIF directive
Directive (EU) 2017/1371 of the European Parliament and of the Council, of 5 July 2017,
on the fight against fraud to the Union's financial interests by means of criminal law –
unofficially called the 'PIF directive' – provides for harmonised definitions of offences
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affecting the EU's financial interests as well as penalties and limitation periods for such
cases. Member States have to implement it into national law by July 2019. Neither the
United Kingdom nor Denmark took part in the adoption of this directive and will not be
bound by it nor subject to its application.
The directive provides common definitions of a number of offences against the EU
budget, including: fraud, active and passive corruption, the misappropriation of funds,
and money laundering, amongst others. The definition of the Union's financial interests
contained in the directive covers infringements of the common VAT systems where they
are linked to the territory of two or more Member States and involve losses totalling at
least €10 million. The definition of criminal offences covers active and passive fraud, as
well as the misuse of funds. Minimum penalties are laid down for natural persons, and
limitation periods are established that make it possible for the law to apply over a
sufficient time to ensure that infringements can be addressed in an effective way.
According to Article 16 of the directive, it will replace the Convention on the protection
of the European Communities' financial interests as from 6 July 2019 for the Member
States bound by that Convention. The UK and Denmark will remain be bound by the
Convention.
EPPO regulation
In October 2017, 20 Member States decided to establish the European Public Prosecutor's
Office ('the EPPO'). 22 Member States currently participate in the EPPO. This will be an
EU body with powers to investigate and prosecute crimes against the EU's financial
interests – defined as 'all revenues, expenditures and assets covered by, acquired
through, or due to the Union budget and the budgets of the institutions, bodies, offices
and agencies established under the Treaties and budgets managed and monitored by
them'. Under Article 120(2) of the EPPO Regulation, the body will not start operating
earlier than three years after the date on which the regulation enters into force, i.e. not
before the end of 2020. EPPO will be a body of the Union with its own legal personality
and will cooperate with Eurojust and rely on its support.
Significance of the fight against fraud
The significance of the fight against fraud as an EU policy can be illustrated by data
available in the Commission's latest annual report on the fight against fraud affecting EU
financial interests, published in September 2018. 4 According to that source, in 2017 a
total of 15 213 irregularities were reported with a total value of €2.58 billion. This was a
decrease of 8.6 % when compared to data for 2016. Within the pool of irregularities,
fraudulent irregularities totalled €467 million, representing an increase of 19.4 %
compared with 2016. However, when analysing those figures, one should keep in mind
that the Commission notes in the report that the number of irregularities reported should
not be treated as a 'direct indicator of the level of fraud', but rather as information on
'how many cases of potential fraud are being detected'.
Position of the European Parliament
The European Parliament has repeatedly called for an integrated approach towards
fraud, tax avoidance and corruption, as well as for strengthening multidimensional
cooperation and coordination between the Member States and the EU institutions. One
can mention in this respect Parliament's resolutions on OLAF, on organised crime,
corruption and money laundering (2013), as well as on the Annual Tax Report (2015).
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The most recent position of the Parliament in the policy area is contained in its resolution
of 31 January 2019 on the 2017 annual report on protecting the EU's financial interests.
Parliament noted with satisfaction that the total number of fraudulent and nonfraudulent irregularities reported in 2017 (15 213 cases) was 20.8 % lower than in 2016
(19 080 cases) and that their value had decreased by 13 % (from €2.97 billion in 2016 to
€2.58 billion in 2017). It also noted the significant year-on-year decrease of 19.3 % in the
number of irregularities reported as fraudulent, which continued the downward trend
seen since 2014, expressing the hope that 'the decrease reflects a genuine reduction in
fraud and not deficiencies in terms of detection'. Furthermore, it advised the Member
States to cooperate more closely with regard to exchanges of information, in order both
to improve data collection and enhance the effectiveness of controls. Concerning the EU
programmes, Parliament mentioned only Hercule III, calling it 'a good example of the
"best use of every euro" approach' and hoping that 'its post-2020 successor [would] be
even more efficient'.
Legal basis of the Pericles 2020 programme
Pericles 2020 is an exchange, assistance and training programme for the protection of the
euro against counterfeiting. It replaces the previous Pericles programme, which was
established in 2001 and ran during the period 2002-2013. Pericles 2020 was created by
Regulation (EU) No 331/2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 March
2014 establishing an exchange, assistance and training programme for the protection of
the euro against counterfeiting (the 'Pericles 2020' programme). Its application was
extended to the non-participating Member States by Council Regulation (EU) 2015/768
of 11 May 2015. Article 9(1) of Regulation (EU) No 331/2014 sets the financial envelope
of Pericles 2020 within MFF 2014-2020 at €7.34 million.
Legal basis of the Hercule III programme
The predecessor of the current Hercule III programme – the Hercule I programme –
started in 2004 (Decision 804/2004/EC) and was extended under the Financial
Perspectives for 2007-2013 (Decision 878/2007/EC), giving rise to Hercule II (2007-2013).
The ongoing programme, Hercule III (2014-2020) was set up by Regulation (EU) No
250/2014. Article 9(1) of that regulation sets the programme's financial envelope within
MFF 2014-2020 at €104.92 million.
Legal basis of the AFIS project
Legal nature of AFIS: not a programme, but a set of applications
AFIS is not a programme, but as the Commission explains, an 'umbrella term' for a set of
anti-fraud applications, operated by OLAF under a common technical infrastructure.
These applications have the aim of providing for a timely and secure information
exchange between the national and EU administrations in matters of fraud. They also
serve the storage and analysis of relevant data. The AFIS project encompasses two major
areas:
•
•

mutual assistance in customs matters, and
irregularities management.

Not being a programme, but rather a set of applications sometimes referred to as a
'project', or as an 'operational activity', 5 AFIS does not have its own financial envelope in
the MFF. Nonetheless, it has its own item in the EU general budget (24 04). This is distinct
from OLAF's other expenses and, in comparison to the Pericles 2020 programme, for
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example, is quite significant in value (€7.20 million in commitments for 2019 compared
to €1.07 million for Pericles 2020).
Legal basis for AFIS: the Mutual Assistance Regulation and sectorial legal bases for IMS
AFIS does not have a specific, tailor-made legal basis. It is part of the general mandate of
OLAF and the EU's anti-fraud policy. More specifically, as legal basis for AFIS, the EU
budget refers6 to Council Regulation (EC) No 515/97 of 13 March 1997 on mutual
assistance between the administrative authorities of the Member States and cooperation
between the latter and the Commission to ensure the correct application of the law on
customs and agricultural matters. That regulation sets out the ways in which the
administrative authorities responsible for implementation of the legislation on customs
and agricultural matters in the Member States cooperate with each other and with the
Commission in order to ensure compliance with that legislation within the framework of
the EU system (Article 1). The regulation has a framework character and does not
specifically set up or even mention AFIS.
The Irregularity Management System (IMS) which is financed and implemented through
AFIS, has its own sectorial legal bases. 7 They include the following:
•
•
•

for the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) – Commission Delegated Regulation
(EU) 2015/1971 and Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2015/1975;
for European Structural Funds, Cohesion Fund and European Maritime and
Fisheries Fund – Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2015/1970 and
Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2015/1974;
for the Fund for European Aid for the Most Deprived – Commission Delegated
Regulation (EU) 2015/1972 and Commission Implementing Regulation (EU)
2015/1976.

Items in the EU general budget for 2019
Pericles 2020, Hercule III and AFIS have been provided for under the following items of
the EU general budget for 2019:
Title,
chapter,
article,
item

Heading

01 02
04

Budget 2019
(€ m)

Appropriations
2018
(€ m)

Outturn 2017
(€ m)

Commitments

Payments

Commitments

Payments

Commitments

Payments

Protecting euro banknotes
and
coins
against
counterfeiting and related
fraud [Pericles 2020 – R.M.] 8

1.072

0.98

1.055

0.953

1.047

0.692

24 02

Promoting activities in the
field of the protection of the
European Union's financial
interests (Hercule III)

15.891

16.065

15.348

13.255

14.95

15.12

24 04

Anti-Fraud
system (AFIS)

7.195

7.155

7.664

7.346

7.132

6.362

information

As can be seen from the above table, whilst Hercules III and AFIS are dealt with under
Title 24 – 'Fight Against Fraud', Pericles 2020 is dealt with under Title I.
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Public expectations and possible further development of the policy area
Public expectations
According to a 2016 Eurobarometer survey, 75 % of EU citizens would like the EU to
intervene more in the fight against tax fraud, making it one of the areas with the strongest
support for more EU involvement. At the same time, two thirds of EU citizens evaluate
the current EU action in the fight against fraud as insufficient. Another side of fraud is
corruption, especially in the context of public procurement. A 2013 Eurobarometer survey
revealed that 32 % of companies operating in an EU Member State that had participated
in a public procurement procedure, considered that corruption prevented them from
winning a contract.
Possible developments of the policy field
A recent EPRS study on Unlocking the Treaty potential highlights the possibility of a
broader use of Article 325 TFEU. In particular, the current treaty framework would allow
for the creation of a European Tax Corps, a European Customs Service, as well as
providing for a fully fledged substantive anti-fraud policy, to be enforced inter alia by the
EPPO. 9

Objectives of the programmes
Pericles 2020
Pericles 2020 is a multiannual action programme to promote actions for the protection
and safeguarding of the euro against counterfeiting and related fraud (Article 1 of
Regulation 331/2014). The added value of Pericles 2020 is that it actively encourages and
entails an increase in transnational cooperation for the protection of the euro inside and
outside the Union and with the Union's trading partners (Article 2 of Regulation
331/2014). Pericles 2020 has an international dimension, as attention must also be paid
to those Member States or third countries that have the highest rates of euro
counterfeiting.
The general objective of Pericles 2020, defined in Article 3 of Regulation 331/2014, is to
prevent and combat counterfeiting and related fraud, thus enhancing the
competitiveness of the Union's economy and securing the sustainability of public
finances.
The specific objective of the programme, as set out in Article 4 of that regulation, is to
protect euro banknotes and coins against counterfeiting and related fraud, by supporting
and supplementing the measures undertaken by the Member States and assisting the
competent national and Union authorities in their efforts to develop, amongst
themselves and with the Commission, a close and regular cooperation and an exchange
of best practice, where appropriate including third countries and international
organisations.
Hercule III
The objectives of the Hercule III programme are divided, according to its establishing
regulation, into three categories: a general objective, a specific objective and operational
objectives:
•
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The general objective of Hercule III is to protect the financial interests of the
Union, thus enhancing the competitiveness of the Union's economy and
ensuring the protection of taxpayers' money.
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The specific objective is to prevent and combat fraud, corruption and any other
illegal activities affecting the financial interests of the Union.
Its five operational objectives are:
1. transnational and multi-disciplinary cooperation;
2. exchange of information, experiences and best practices, including staff
exchanges;
3. technical and operational support to national investigation, and in
particular customs and law enforcement, authorities;
4. to limit the currently known exposure of the financial interests of the
Union to fraud, corruption and other illegal activities with a view to
reducing the development of an illegal economy in key risk areas such
as organised fraud, including cigarette smuggling and counterfeiting;
5. to promote comparative law analysis in the area of anti-fraud
regulation.

The eligible beneficiaries of Hercule III are national or regional administrations of
Member States and research bodies, as well as educational institutes and non-profitmaking entities.
AFIS project
AFIS is a tool designed to facilitate exchange of fraud-related information between
national and EU administrations, especially in the areas of customs matters and
irregularities management on the expenditure side of the budget.10 Because it is a project
and not a programme, its objectives are not specifically laid down in a legislative act as is
the case with Pericles and Hercule.

Funded actions
Pericles 2020
Grants and projects
The technical, scientific and operational support provided by Pericles can take the form
of grants for co-financing of specific projects proposed by the relevant national
authorities in response to its calls for proposals. This includes:
•
•
•

exchange and dissemination of information, in particular through organising
workshops, meetings and seminars, including training, targeted placements and
exchanges of staff of competent national authorities and other similar actions;
technical, scientific and operational assistance, as appears necessary as part of
the programme;
grants to finance the purchase of equipment to be used by specialised anticounterfeiting authorities of third countries for protecting the euro against
counterfeiting.

Pericles 2020 is also used for financing projects initiated by the Commission, such as
transnational conferences, training and workshops, within and outside the EU.
Eligible bodies
Bodies eligible for funding under Pericles 2020 are the competent national authorities as
defined in point (b) of Article 2 of Regulation (EC) No 1338/2001. Pericles primarily
provides assistance to:
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national law enforcement agencies, national central banks and issuing
institutions and judicial authorities in the public sector, and
commercial banks, money exchange offices and the cash-operated industry in
the private sector.

Actions funded in 2018
In 2018, the Pericles 2020 programme funded the following actions for a total of
€993 388.74:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

a training course in Panama, for experts from Latin-American countries, on
money counterfeiting (€132 405.44);
a conference in Serbia on 'A community strategy to protect the euro in the
Mediterranean Area' (€59 467.74);
the purchase of equipment for Montenegro to be used by specialised anticounterfeiting authorities, as well as training of the police and officials of the
National Bank of Montenegro (€15 072.65);
staff exchanges in Italy, Belgium, Bulgaria, Finland, Lithuania and Portugal
(€41 777.26);
staff exchanges in Rome and Madrid (€22 204.53);
the purchase of equipment to be used by anti-counterfeiting specialists to
protect the euro against counterfeiting in Buenos Aires and Madrid
(€74 653.64);
staff exchanges and seminars for law enforcement and judicial authorities in
combating euro counterfeiting (€54 685.11);
staff exchanges on investigative techniques against money counterfeiting
(€70 822.48);
a meeting in Rome on 'Procured action: Framework service contracts'
(€199 709.51);
training in Colombia (€233 607.09), and
an advanced course on classification of counterfeit euro coins in Brussels
(€88 983.29).

Hercule III
Current work programme (2019)
The current annual work programme of Hercule III was adopted in December 2018. It
provides for a budget of €15.8 million, dedicated to the following types of projects:
•
•
•

technical assistance measures (€9.9 million) – aimed at assisting national
authorities in the purchase of technical devices, such as investigation tools, xray scanners, computers for automated number plate recognition systems;
access to specialised databases (€1.3 million) – the databases are to be used by
national customs and tax authorities;
training, seminars and conferences (€4.1 million) – aimed at police and
customs officers.

The projects supported under the 2019 work programme take the form of grants and
contracts within three main sectors:
•
•
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legal training and studies – indicative budget of €0.5 million.

Actions funded in 2017
The last detailed information on spending under the Hercule III programme available is
for 2017. In that year the following items were financed from the programme (values
indicate commitments):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

grants concerning cigarettes and investigation support – €10.21 million;
procurement of IT databases – €0.74 million;
procurement of IT tools and tobacco analysis – €0.61 million;
procurement of technical equipment – €27.14 million;
grants for anti-fraud training – €1.01 million;
procured conferences – €0.43 million;
procured digital forensics training sessions – €0.96 million;
grants for legal training and studies – €0.54 million;
procurement of a study on illicit tobacco trade – €0.15 million.

AFIS project
As indicated above, AFIS is not a programme or action, but simply a collection of
applications facilitating the exchange of anti-fraud information between OLAF and
competent administrations in the framework of the Mutual Assistance Regulation
(515/97). These applications include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

AFIS Mailing (structured & unstructured communications);
Customs Information System (CIS);
FIDE System;
Mutual Information System with the Russian Federation (MIS);
virtual-OCU supporting Joint Surveillance Operations, and
WCO-CigInfo system for the exchange of data relating to cigarette seizures
between the Member States and the World Customs Organization (via OLAF).

Furthermore, the AFIS platform serves the delivery of the Irregularity Management
System (IMS) – a secure electronic tool for the reporting, management and analysis of
irregularities, including fraud, that affect the financial interests of the EU.11 The
competent national authorities use the IMS to report irregularities relating to EU funds in
the areas of agriculture, structural and cohesion policy, fisheries, asylum-related funds,
and the Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived, and also in the area of pre-accession
assistance.

Assessment of the programmes
Pericles 2020
The latest available assessment of the Pericles 2020 programme is available in the
Commission report concerning the implementation and the results of the Pericles 2020
programme for the protection of the euro against counterfeiting in 2017, published in
August 2018. The Commission found that there was 'a continuing positive trend towards
an increasing differentiation and diversification of the professional backgrounds of
participants over the years', noting that police authorities were not an absolute majority
(42 %). Other participants in the programme included central bank officials (24 %),
members of the judiciary (8 %), representatives of mints (4 %), customs officials (4 %),
administrators from ministries of finance (3 %) and officials from financial institutions
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(3 %). The Commission concluded that the 'programme continues to be an important and
efficient tool in the fight against counterfeiting', underscoring that the available budget
for 2017 was fully committed.
Hercule III
In January 2018 the Commission published its mid-term evaluation of the Hercule III
programme. On the basis of an externally procured evaluation, the Commission found
that 'the internal and external coherence of the programme was ensured' and that the
programme had been effective. The actions financed through the programme, such as
scanners to detect smuggling or support for digital forensic trainings, 'clearly contributed
to the protection of the EU financial interests', according to the evaluation. It was
underlined that the stakeholders of the programme recognised its added value, allowing
for a better protection of EU external borders, as well as fostering cross-border
cooperation in areas such as exchanges of information and sharing best practices. The
programme was evaluated as transparent and its reporting mechanisms were found to
be efficient.
AFIS and IMS
Due to the fact that AFIS is not a programme, but merely an umbrella term for a collection
of applications facilitating the exchange of anti-fraud information, it is not subject to
periodical evaluations like Pericles or Hercule. However, it is subject to internal
evaluations, which the Commission presented in its Staff Working Document
accompanying the proposal for a regulation establishing a new EU Anti-Fraud
Programme,12 and which were also addressed in two ECA special reports.
2014 audit of AFIS
In 2014, OLAF's Internal Audit Capability performed an audit to assess the performance
of AFIS. The report confirmed the efficiency and effectiveness of AFIS and the adequacy
of the management and coordination mechanisms, concluding that the stakeholders
consider the quality of the AFIS services as 'satisfactory, or even highly satisfactory'. The
Commission believes that 'the operational activities under AFIS constitute a valuable
support to Member States' and Commission's operational and investigative work aiming
at: detecting customs infringements, recovering customs duties, and enhancing customs
cooperation in the anti-fraud area'.
The Permanent Operational Coordination Unit (POCU) and IT infrastructure (Virtual
Operation Coordination Unit, VOCU), encompassed by AFIS, have been evaluated
following the completion of the Joint Customs Operations (JCOs). According to the
evaluation reports, 'this physical structure [POCU and VOCU] and AFIS application
strongly facilitate the coordination tasks associated to JCOs with a large number of
participants'. Finally, the Commission carries out regular survey reports on AFIS – the
latest ones indicate that more than 80 % of Member State users are satisfied with the
functionality and performance of the various AFIS applications, as well as with the AFIS
training provided.
ECA Special Report on import procedures (2017)
The European Court of Auditors Special Report No 19/2017 on 'Import procedures:
shortcomings in the legal framework and an ineffective implementation impact the
financial interests of the EU' concludes that the EU's tools and programmes for
exchanging customs information and increasing cooperation have not reached their full
potential. In particular, certain mutual assistance requests related to specific fraud areas
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are not implemented in a uniform way by Member States. Some AFIS customs
information systems are insufficiently used.
ECA special report on Fighting fraud in EU spending: action needed (2019)
The efficiency of AFIS and IMS was addressed in the ECA Special Report 1/2019. The ECA
found that the Commission's own reporting of detected fraud in areas that it manages
directly is not complete. Meanwhile, within shared management, the methodologies
used by Member States to prepare their official statistics on detected fraud differ, and
the information reported in the IMS is incomplete. The ECA further pointed out that the
Commission does not carry out comprehensive checks to ensure the quality of data
reported in the IMS; nor does it ask Member State authorities to provide assurance as to
the reliability of the data reported. In conclusion, the ECA called upon the Commission to
enhance IMS so that information on criminal investigations related to fraud affecting the
EU's financial interests are reported in a timely manner by all competent authorities.

Other EU programmes and actions in the same field
Customs and Fiscalis
Two crucial EU programmes in the field of the fight against fraud are the Customs 2020
and Fiscalis 2020 programmes. Both Customs 2020 and Fiscalis 2020 are a continuation
of a series of earlier EU action programmes in the fields of customs and taxation. In the
case of taxation, these date back to the 1993 programme on Community action on the
vocational training of indirect taxation officials (the Matthaeus-Tax programme), which
was later replaced by the Fiscalis programme (Decision No 888/98/EC). After having been
extended over the 2003-2007 period by Decision No 2235/2002/EC, the original Fiscalis
programme was succeeded by Fiscalis 2013, the direct predecessor of Fiscalis 2020. In
the case of customs, these programmes date back to the early 1990's, starting with the
Matthaeus programme (Council Decision 91/341/EEC), which later evolved into the
Customs 2000, Customs 2002, Customs 2007 and Customs 2013 programmes. Regulation
(EU) No 1294/2013 (the Customs 2020 Regulation) provides the legal basis for the
operation of the Customs 2020 programme over the 2014-2020 period and Regulation
(EU) No 1286/2013 provides the legal basis for the operation of Fiscalis 2020 over the
2014-2020 period.
Forthcoming EU anti-fraud programme
On 30 May 2018, the European Commission published a proposal for a regulation
establishing an EU anti-fraud programme under the new 2021 to 2027 multiannual
financial framework (MFF). 13 The proposal entails grouping the Hercule III programme
together with the Anti-Fraud Information System (AFIS) and Irregularity Management
System (IMS) operational activities (the latter currently financed through AFIS). Under the
proposed new programme, the operational provisions of AFIS and IMS would remain in
their respective legal instruments, with only the financing provisions of AFIS being
transferred to the new EU anti-fraud programme regulation. This new financing
arrangement for AFIS would cover all actions currently financed under AFIS, including
IMS. IMS would become a stand-alone action to be financed under the new regulation,
thereby uncoupling it from AFIS, as is currently the case.
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Connecting Europe Facility
In a nutshell
The European Commission estimates that some €970 billion should be invested in transEuropean transport, telecommunications and energy network infrastructure by 2020 if Europe
is to reach its full potential in terms of growth and cohesion. The Connecting Europe Facility
(CEF) is designed to contribute to this objective, through a mix of grants, procurement,
financial instruments and project support.

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 1a (Smart and Inclusive Growth: Competitiveness for growth and jobs)
Trans-European networks in energy, transport and telecommunications

2014-20 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF) 1
Commitments: €19 136.76 million (1.77%)2

2014 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €1 976.17 million (1.38%)
Payments: €819.49 million (0.59%)

2015 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €1 435.02 million (0.99%)3
Payments: €1 448.59 million (1.70%)4

Methods of implementation
Direct management (European Commission, Innovation and Networks Executive Agency
(INEA)) and indirect management (e.g. European Investment Bank).

In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 Objectives of the Facility
 Funded measures
 Assessment of the Facility and transEuropean networks
 Other EU programmes and action in the
same field
 The European Fund for Strategic
Investments and the CEF
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
Trans-European networks, a shared competence of the European Union (EU) and its
Member States, are addressed by Part Three, Title XVI of the Treaty on the Functioning
of the European Union (TFEU). Under Article 170 TFEU, the Union is responsible for
contributing to the establishment and development of trans-European networks in the
areas of transport, telecommunications and energy infrastructure.
Article 171 TFEU says that the Commission is meant to pursue this objective by drawing
up guidelines for the development of trans-European networks in each of these three
domains, identifying projects of common interest (PCIs) supported by the Member
States, and providing support in the form of feasibility studies, loan guarantees,
interest-rate subsidies and investment from the Cohesion Fund. Under Article 172 TFEU,
these measures are to be adopted using the ordinary legislative procedure. Regulation
(EU) No 1316/2013 establishing the Connecting Europe Facility (CEF) entered into force
on 11 December 2013. It forms part of a package with Regulation (EU) No 1315/2013,
Regulation (EU) No 347/2013 and Regulation (EU) No 283/2014, the guidelines on
transport, energy, and telecommunications, respectively, which list the PCIs.

Objectives of the Facility
The CEF is designed to promote and part-finance the construction of pivotal crossborder transport, energy and telecommunications infrastructure links between the
EU's Member States. It is meant to attract and facilitate private funding for investments
that otherwise may be difficult to secure. According to the Commission, the CEF will
contribute to the EU's economic and climate-related objectives amid a shortfall in
private infrastructure investment since the financial crisis.
The guidelines specify the infrastructure priorities, in the form of PCIs, which the Facility
is to help finance. CEF financing takes the form of grants awarded by the Commission;
procurement; financial instruments, including project bonds issued by the European
Investment Bank (EIB), to which the Commission contributes capital; and project
support actions, to help strengthen the Member States' and project promoters' ability
to prepare project pipelines. The financial instruments are designed to attract privatesector investors, particularly insurance companies and pension funds, to infrastructure
projects by offering a partly EIB-secured source of capital market investor financing.
The CEF operates in three sectors: (1) transport, where a core network has been
identified, made up of high-efficiency, low-emission corridors carrying freight and
passenger traffic, with the objective of removing bottlenecks, enhancing sustainability
and furthering integration of transport modes; (2) energy, where the aim is to link up
'energy islands' and fill in the missing links in an EU-wide energy network, thus
improving stability and security of supply and contributing to the EU's energy
independence, and to facilitate the development of renewable energy; and
(3) telecommunications, with the aim of providing the broadband and other digital
infrastructure and cross-border services that a Digital Single Market needs.

Funded measures
Transport
Of the financial envelope for the CEF, the lion's share (€12.7 billion,5 as well as an
additional €11.3 billion earmarked in the Cohesion Fund) is for trans-European transport
networks (TEN-T).
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Current situation
Figure 1 - CEF financial envelope, by component,
The
revised
TEN-T
guidelines
in billion euros
accompanying the CEF Regulation
underline the need for newly built
CEF ICT; 1
transport infrastructure to have clear
European
added
value.
The
overhauled TEN-T network consists of
CEF Energy
two superimposed layers: a core
5.4
CEF
transport network built on nine
Transport
corridors comprising all modes of
12.7
transport (to be completed by 2030),
and a comprehensive network of
Cohesion
routes feeding into the core network
funds
earmarked
at regional and national level (to be
for TEN-T
completed by 2050). The European
11.3
Commission
estimates
transport
infrastructure
investment
needs
through to 2030 at approximately
€700 billion.
Only
measures
contributing to PCIs identified in the guidelines,6 as well as programme support actions,
are eligible for support under the transport component of the CEF. There are no
maximum amounts to be allocated to a given project, but there are limits on the total
amount of grants allocated to each Member State, which depend on the number of
corridors running through it.
Following the publication of the 2014 Multiannual and Annual Work Programmes, the
first calls for proposals under the CEF were published in 2014, with a total value of
€11.93 billion. Of 735 proposals received, 681 were declared eligible and evaluated by
external experts, who recommended 276 for co-funding totalling €13.1 billion,
surpassing the indicative budget for the calls by more than €1 billion. This was made
possible by bringing forward additional funding from future years of the programme
and through transfers between under- and oversubscribed funding objectives. The
selected proposals cover all types of projects (105 studies, 110 works, 61 studies and
works), with the vast majority of funding (over €12 billion) focused on the core network
corridors.
Past financing
During the previous MFF for the period 2007-13, the predecessor programme to the
CEF's transport component, TEN-T, was endowed with a financial envelope of €8 billion.
At that time, the TEN-T concept consisted of 30 priority projects (called axes), based on
proposals from the Member States and chosen for their contribution to the sustainable
development of European transport. Of these projects, 18 concerned rail, three a
combination of rail and road, two inland waterway transport, and one EU Motorways of
the Sea, which are designed to introduce new intermodal logistics chains. The
programme covered transport infrastructure studies and works, as well as traffic
management systems, some of which are already finished, while others are scheduled
for completion by 2020. Infrastructure projects included a stretch of high-speed rail in
Spain (total project cost: €77 million; EU contribution: €15.4 million), forming part of the
railway axis of south-western Europe between Valladolid and Vitoria; study works
related to infrastructure at Warsaw's Chopin Airport (total project cost: €2.6 million;
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EU contribution: €1.3 million); and a Motorway of the Sea between the North Sea ports
of Zeebrugge and Esbjerg (total project cost: €23.8 million; EU contribution:
€4.8 million), improving the shipping connection between Belgium and Denmark.
The technical and financial implementation of the TEN-T programme was managed by
the Trans-European Transport Network Executive Agency, which became the Innovation
and Networks Executive Agency (INEA) on 1 January 2014. All ongoing TEN-T projects
continue unaffected.
Energy
The amount earmarked for trans-European energy infrastructure in the CEF is
approximately €5.4 billion7 over the 2014-20 MFF. The first call for proposals concerning
PCIs in energy infrastructure was published in 2014, with an allocated budget of
€750 million. A second call was published in 2015, with an additional budget of
€100 million, while a third call is expected in autumn 2015. Eligible projects should
relate to PCIs identified in the energy sector. The first list of such PCIs was drawn up by
the European Commission in October 2013. Revised lists of eligible PCIs will be
published every two years (the next one in autumn 2015), to include new projects and
to remove completed projects or those deemed unfeasible.
Current situation
The CEF is putting €190 million (50%) towards the costs of a feasibility study for a
connection between Turkey and Bulgaria. This link will diversify gas supply routes in the
EU, allowing natural gas to arrive from Azerbaijan via the Trans-Anatolian pipeline, or
liquefied natural gas (LNG) to arrive via Turkey. This feasibility study is due to be
completed by June 2016. The CEF is also providing €1.7 billion (50%) towards the
ElecLink project, which is completing a new electricity interconnector between the UK
and France, passing through the Channel Tunnel, to link their national grids. This project
is due to be completed by September 2015. The CEF is providing €4.9 billion (50%)
towards the costs of building an LNG terminal and regasification plant on the island of
Krk in Croatia by October 2016. This will allow imported LNG to be integrated into the
national gas system and will form a key component of the projected North-South gas
corridor, which will run from Krk up to the Baltic Sea.
Past financing
EU funding for energy infrastructure in the 2007-13 MFF was delivered primarily by the
Trans-European Networks Energy programme (TEN-E), which had a much smaller
annual budget at €20 million. This went towards feasibility studies, so its objectives
were less ambitious in scale than those of the CEF. Some of the TEN-E projects are
ongoing, and the last ones will be completed by 2020. Many energy projects in the
2007-13 MFF received Structural and Cohesion Funds, as well as loans provided by the
European Investment Bank (EIB). Research and innovation on energy issues, meanwhile,
is a Horizon 2020 priority, to build on the previous funding for energy-related projects in
the 7th Framework Programme for Research and Innovation (2007-13).
Telecommunications
Previously, investment in trans-European telecommunications networks came under
the eTEN (or TEN Telecom) programme and focused on establishing and deploying
electronic services and applications, particularly in public services. In contrast with the
CEF, this did not include investment in broadband infrastructure.
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The budget for information and communications technology (ICT) infrastructure within
the CEF is €1 billion8 over the 2014-20 MFF. A call for proposals was published on
17 March 2015 with a deadline of 2 June 2015 for PCIs related to electronic
identification and authentication (eID), providing lump sum payments with a maximum
budget of €8.7 million. Prior to that, the EUROPEANA call (closed 23 September 2014)
made a maximum of €8.9 million available to finance PCIs related to access to digital
resources of European heritage (the ‘EUROPEANA’ core service platform), co-financing
up to 100% of costs. The Safer Internet call, which closed on 27 August 2014, has a
maximum budget of €10.38 million. It targets services designed to enhance online
safety, and has a maximum co-financing rate of 50% of the eligible costs of proposed
measures.

Assessment of the Facility and trans-European networks
A 2014 study for the European Parliamentary Research Service's (EPRS) European Added
Value Unit, on 'The Cost of Non-Europe in the Single Market in Transport and Tourism',
estimated the measurable potential benefits of filling gaps in Europe's rail network at
between €20 and 55 billion through to 2035, and of further integration of the road
sector for the same period at between €50 and 90 billion. It also argued that rolling out
a European Rail Traffic Management System (ERTMS), for which the CEF provides up to
50% of the cost in co-financing, would bring benefits in the form of interoperability,
increased capacity on the European rail network, a likely improvement in safety, a more
open market for the producers of command system equipment, and lower production
costs.
A 2012 file note for the Committee of the Regions surveyed stakeholders' views on the
then-proposed CEF. While generally welcoming the Facility, those consulted also
expressed subsidiarity-related concerns about its 'top-down nature', the 'inflexible'
definition of infrastructure corridors in the core and comprehensive networks, and
binding deadlines imposed on Member States that may already have their own
regulations, timetables and budgets, and face budgetary constraints. There were also
misgivings about the chunk of the Cohesion Fund earmarked for CEF projects, which it
was argued would have a disproportionate impact on the newer Member States.
The 2011 proposal for the CEF Regulation was accompanied by an ex-ante impact
assessment, in which the Commission argued that market and regulatory failure in the
form of (1) a lack of investment leverage, with EU funds not being spent on projects of
common EU interest, and co-financing rates too low to trigger the investment needed,
(2) poorly managed and lagging projects and (3) too little private investor involvement,
had all so far undermined the effective use of EU funds to help build the infrastructure
underpinning the EU's growth strategy, Europe 2020. The Commission's own analysis
showed that continuing with the policies pursued under the previous MFF would mean
that crucial trans-European links would not be built, to the detriment of the EU's
internal market and its environmental and climate-related objectives.
Parliament's priority in negotiations with the Council on the proposed CEF was to
ensure flexibility in the use of financial instruments (see box below), particularly for
energy projects, which the EP insisted should be funded primarily by such instruments.
Parliament negotiated higher co-financing rates for work aimed at improving
interoperability of systems between Member States (up to 40%), and for Motorways of
the Sea (up to 30%). The EP also pushed for a stronger focus on sustainability in TEN-T
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projects, linking the CEF to the Union's environmental and climate-protection goals, and
on synergies between projects in the three sectors.
In its 2013 annual report on the EU budget, the European Court of Auditors (ECA)
observed that the main risk for transport and energy expenditure in the 2007-13 period
was the failure of the Commission to detect ineligible costs declared by beneficiaries
before reimbursement. The ECA cited the example of an energy project in France
related to the construction of an electricity interconnection between France and Spain,
in which some staff costs could not be substantiated by the beneficiary, making them
ineligible for EU co-financing.
Transport
In 2010 the ECA concluded that EU co-financing of rail infrastructure through TEN-T and
Cohesion policy had helped provide new possibilities for trans-European rail transport,
but that some measures could be taken to achieve greater value for EU money, such as
better analysis of actual and anticipated traffic flows and bottlenecks. According to a
2012 ECA special report, European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and Cohesion
Fund (including TEN-T) investments in transport infrastructure in seaports were
effective in terms of transport policy objectives in only 11 out of 27 projects co-financed
between 2000 and 2006. It found that three of the 27 projects were not currently in use
(in Augusta, Italy, and Campamento and Arinaga, Spain) while one was only partly used
(in Bari, Italy). These four projects received €25.7 million in ERDF funding, or 36.6 % of
their total cost.
A 2014 study by Parliament's Directorate-General for Internal Policies made three
recommendations: (1) that the methodology used to plan, forecast, and assess large
transport projects as part of a multi-modal network should be improved to make
decision-making more effective; (2) that the EU's co-funding mechanisms for transport
projects should be strictly controlled and monitored to check the biases and special
interests that may influence the planning and procurement process in each Member
State; and (3) that more should be done to learn from positive and negative experiences
in the past, to consult with stakeholders, and to document the impact of completed
projects.
More recently, a 2015 special report by the ECA assessed the success of EU efforts
between 2001 and 2012 to bring about a shift in traffic from roads to more
environment-friendly inland waterway transport, including in projects part-financed by
TEN-T budgets. The Court found that there had been no significant increase in the share
of traffic on inland waterway routes (it fluctuated at around six per cent), and that EU
financed projects were not always consistent with the inland waterway freight transport
objectives and only a few of them improved navigability conditions. While isolated
bottlenecks were eliminated, they were still surrounded by other bottlenecks. The
authors blamed weaknesses in the EU strategies for inland waterway transport,
unfocused use of limited resources at EU and Member State level, and a lack of
consistency in Member States’ approaches to inland waterway transport along the main
corridors. They cited two priority projects in the field of inland waterway transport
approved for TEN-T funding by the Commission in 2007: priority project 18 (waterway
axis Rhine/Meuse–Main–Danube) and priority project 30 (inland waterway Seine–
Scheldt), noting that there were no criteria to prioritise bottlenecks within these
corridors.
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Energy
An independent evaluation of the TEN-E programme was carried out for the
Commission in 2009. It noted the positive contribution of TEN-E towards the integration
of gas and electricity markets, facilitating cross-border collaboration under the EU 'label'
and encouraging greater public and private investment. Yet the evaluation also pointed
to barriers to the programme's impact, with the budget available being too low and
priority actions not being suitably identified in advance. Calls for proposals attracted
few applications, and sometimes of poor quality, so the allocated TEN-E budget often
remained under-spent. These concerns were eventually addressed in the current CEF,
whose budget is substantially greater than TEN-E, and includes the identification of PCIs
that outline priority areas for EU action and funding.
Telecommunications
A call for tenders has been issued for an ex ante assessment of the CEF's broadband
component. Before the CEF, trans-European telecommunications networks came under
the EU's eTEN programme, whose main themes were eGovernment and
eAdministration, eHealth, eInclusion, and eLearning. A 2008 Commission evaluation of
eTEN found that the programme had been valuable and generally well-managed, but
argued that the potential for synergy between eTEN and the Cohesion Fund could have
been better exploited, and criticised the delay between the closure of calls and the
awarding of contracts.
A European Single Market for electronic communications, to which the CEF should
contribute, is also the aim of the 2013 Commission proposal for a Connected Continent
Regulation, which was accompanied by an impact assessment. That assessment found
that a single market would yield approximately €110 billion per year in benefits to
European consumers in the form of more choice, and more innovative and better
quality services, and would lower regulatory and administrative costs to businesses.
However, it also noted that a Single Market would likely drive down the cost of calling
and roaming in other Member States, putting pressure on the revenue stream of some
operators.
The CEF Regulation provides for a mid-term evaluation of the Facility in 2017.
Financial instruments
A maximum of 8.4%9 of the financial envelope for the CEF has been allocated to financial
instruments, including project bonds, debt instruments and equity instruments. Project bonds,
which have already been deployed as part of the Europe 2020 Project Bond Initiative, are
managed by the European Investment Bank (EIB). They are designed to unlock private sector
investment in strategically important but commercially unviable European infrastructure
projects, by underwriting part of the debt used to finance them. By reducing the risk to
institutional investors such as insurance companies and pension funds, it is estimated that €1 of
Union finance can attract up to €15-20 in private investment. For the CEF, an initial amount of
€230 million was budgeted for the bonds in 2014 and 2015. The Commission is obliged to report
on the use of the bonds, with the support of the EIB, to the European Parliament and the
Council under a 2006 interinstitutional agreement, and an independent full-scale evaluation is
to be carried out by the end of 2015.

Other EU programmes and action in the same field
The creation of efficient transport and energy infrastructure networks is one of the
12 key actions identified by the Commission in its Communication of 13 April 2011
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entitled 'Single Market Act – Twelve levers to boost growth and strengthen confidence:
"Working together to create new growth"'.
Alongside the share of the Cohesion Fund earmarked for the CEF, part of the Cohesion
Fund and the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) is used to develop ICT,
energy and transport infrastructure, with a view to furthering the economic, social and
territorial cohesion of the Union. The Facility and the Cohesion Fund and ERDF are
meant to complement each other: the ERDF can be used to finance broadband roll-out
where the business case is weak or lacking, while CEF financial instruments are meant to
make specific projects commercially viable by ensuring lower interest rates or longer
contract periods.
The 2013 Connected Continent legislative package, which included a Connected
Continent Regulation, is designed to remove barriers between the European Union's
28 national telecoms markets, turning them into a single market. It aims to do this by
coordinating spectrum use, protecting the Open Internet, increasing consumer choice
and driving down roaming charges.
The pilot phase of the EU-European Investment Bank (EIB) Project Bond Initiative was
launched in 2012 with Regulation 670/2012. It began operating that same year and is
being implemented by the EIB. Projects currently supported under this scheme include
the Gwynt y Mor offshore transmission link in the United Kingdom (£51 million in EIB
backing); a central stretch of Germany's A7 motorway (€170 million); and the Castor
energy storage project in Spain (€500 million).

The European Fund for Strategic Investments and the Connecting Europe
Facility
In November 2014, the Commission put forward an Investment Plan for Europe (also
known as the 'Juncker plan'), including a European Fund for Strategic Investments
(EFSI), to address the reduced level of investment in the EU since the onset of the
financial crisis in 2008. The fund will initially amount to €21 billion, including a €5 billion
contribution from the EIB and a €16 billion guarantee created within the EU budget,
requiring an initial €8 billion in EU budget commitment appropriations over the 2015-18
period, to facilitate potential guarantee calls. The Commission first proposed to raise
this money within the limits of the agreed 2014-20 MFF, by re-appropriating
commitments from the CEF (€3.3 billion), Horizon 2020 (€2.7 billion) and unallocated
margins of the MFF (€2 billion).
Following negotiations between the Council and Parliament, a political agreement was
reached on 28 May 2015 to reduce the amounts reallocated from the CEF and Horizon
2020 to €2.8 billion and €2.2 billion respectively, and to make up the resulting €1 billion
shortfall by increasing the amount taken from unallocated margins of the MFF to
€3 billion. The implications of this agreement on the 2015 budget are spelt out in
Amending Budget (DAB) No 1/2015 (adopted by Parliament in plenary on 7 July 2015),
under which commitment appropriations for the CEF in 2015 are reduced by
€790 million to €1 435 million, and payment appropriations by €3.43 million to
€1 448.59 million.
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Figure 2 - CEF 2014-20 financial envelope, before and after
transfer of appropriations to the EFSI, in billion euros
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Endnotes
1

Under Regulation (EU) 2015/1017, the 2014-20 financial envelope for the CEF was reduced by €2.8 billion from
€21.9 billion, in order to help finance the European Fund for Strategic Investment (EFSI).

2

Does not include an additional €11.3 billion earmarked in the Cohesion Fund for CEF transport infrastructure
projects in Cohesion Fund-eligible Member States.

3

Under Amending Budget (AB) No 1/2015 (adopted in EP plenary on 7 July 2015), total commitment appropriations
for the CEF in 2015 have been reduced by €790 million from €2 225.02 million, with this amount transferred to the
EFSI.

4

Under AB No 1/2015 (see Endnote 3), total payment appropriations for the CEF in 2015 have been reduced by
€3.43 million from €1 452.02 million, with this amount transferred to the EFSI.

5

This amount has been reduced from €14.9 billion under Regulation (EU) 2015/1017 on the EFSI (see Endnote 1).

6

Regulation (EU) No 1315/2013, see 'EU role in the policy area: legal basis' in this briefing. Pre-identified PCIs are
listed in Annex 1, Part 1 of the Regulation.

7

This amount has been reduced from €5.8 billion under Regulation (EU) 2015/1017 on the EFSI (see Endnote 1).

8

This amount has been reduced from €1.14 billion under Regulation (EU) 2015/1017 on the EFSI (see Endnote 1).

9

This percentage has been reduced from 10% under Regulation (EU) 2015/1017 on the EFSI (see Endnote 1).

Disclaimer and Copyright
The content of this document is the sole responsibility of the author and any opinions expressed therein
do not necessarily represent the official position of the European Parliament. It is addressed to the
Members and staff of the EP for their parliamentary work. Reproduction and translation for noncommercial purposes are authorised, provided the source is acknowledged and the European Parliament is
given prior notice and sent a copy.
© European Union, 2015.
Photo credits: © maxdesignstudio / Fotolia.
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ITER
In a nutshell
The International Thermonuclear Experimental Reactor (ITER) project is a major global
collaborative scientific experiment aimed at demonstrating the feasibility of nuclear fusion as
an unlimited and relatively clean source of energy. The EU Member States participate by
virtue of their membership of Euratom. Work on the site in France (Cadarache) began in 2007,
but since then the expected final cost and year of completion have twice been revised
upwards. It is now hoped that 'first plasma', the point at which the ITER device is deemed
operational, will be achieved by 2025.

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 1a (Competitiveness for growth and jobs)
Energy; research and innovation

2014-20 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €2 985.62 million (0.27 %)

2016 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €330.12 million (0.21 %)
Payments:
€474.60 million (0.33 %)

2017 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €322.71 million (0.20 %)
Payments:
€426.34 million (0.32 %)

Methods of implementation
Indirect management (Fusion for Energy agency, a joint undertaking of Euratom, Euratom's
Member States, and Switzerland)

In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 ITER's objectives
 Funded actions
 Assessment of ITER
 Other EU programmes and action in the
same field
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
The ITER project is based on the ITER Agreement, which was signed on 21 November 2006
by the seven ITER members: China, India, Japan, Korea, Russia, the United States and the
European Union. The EU Member States participate in the ITER project to build an
international thermonuclear experimental reactor by virtue of their membership of the
European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom). Euratom, while legally distinct from the
European Union, is represented by the European Commission and was established in
1957 alongside the EU's forerunner, the European Economic Community, to advance
research into the safety and viability of nuclear power.1 Euratom Member States'
participation in ITER takes the form of a Barcelona-based agency called Fusion for Energy
(F4E), a joint undertaking based on Chapter 5 on joint undertakings of the Euratom
Treaty, in particular Articles 47 and 48. F4E is Euratom's 'domestic agency', and is the
analogue of the domestic agencies of the other six international ITER partners.
The Euratom Member States have a unique role and special responsibility in the project,
since the EU hosts the project in France. Consequently, under the ITER Agreement,
Euratom cannot withdraw from the agreement. Switzerland has participated in Euratom
programmes as an associated state since 2014, the only non-EU member state with this
status.2 In addition, the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action agreed between Iran, the EU
and the five permanent members of the United Nations Security Council provides scope
for a scientific cooperation agreement between Iran and the ITER Organisation, though
this project has been put on hold for the moment.3

ITER's objectives
ITER is a joint international attempt to demonstrate the feasibility of fusion as a
sustainable and economically viable energy source by constructing an experimental
tokamak4 nuclear fusion device in Cadarache (Saint-Paul-lès-Durance), in southern
France. It is one of the world's largest international research projects, bringing together
as financial contributors the Euratom Member States, Switzerland as an associate state
to Euratom, China, India, Japan, Korea, Russia and the United States. Once ITER has
reached completion – on the current schedule by late 2025 – work will begin on moving
from first plasma (FP) to full performance operation using deuterium-tritium fuel
(referred to as the
EU budget contribution to ITER as a share of the 2014-2020 MFF
deuterium-tritium or DT
(€ million in current prices)
phase),
currently
scheduled for 2035. This
in turn will pave the way
for construction of DEMO,
a
prototype
fusion
reactor. To date, the
world record for fusion
power generation is held
by
the
UK-based
European tokamak Joint
European Torus (JET),
currently the world's
largest
operational
Source: European Commission
magnetic confinement
plasma
physics
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experiment. While JET has produced a quantity of 16 MW of output thermal power with
an input thermal power of 24 MW (i.e. 0.67 MW of output per MW of input, or Q=0.67),
ITER is designed to produce 500 MW of output thermal power compared to 50 MW of
input thermal power required to heat the plasma, which means an amplification factor
of Q=10. It is hoped that once ITER has demonstrated the feasibility of fusion energy, and
DEMO has demonstrated its potential for industrial and commercial exploitation, it will
be possible to generate fusion-sourced electricity by 2050.
The origin of the project is a 1985 political initiative by the United States and the thenUSSR to cooperate on a major scientific experiment beyond the capacity of any one
country, but of potentially global benefit; however, it was only in 2006 that the ITER
agreement was signed between Euratom and the other six international parties, taking
effect in 2007 and establishing the ITER Organisation. Since then, the timeline and cost
estimates ('baselines') have twice been revised upwards: in 2010 and 2016 (see Funded
Actions below).
ITER timeline (current baseline)
2005

Decision to site the project in France

2006

Signature of the ITER Agreement

2007

Formal creation of the ITER Organisation

2007-2009

Land clearing and levelling

2010-2014

Ground support structure and seismic foundations for the tokamak

2012

Nuclear licensing milestone: ITER becomes une Installation nucléaire de base
(basic nuclear installation) under French law

2014-2021*

Construction of the tokamak building (access for assembly activities in 2019)

2010-2021*

Construction of the ITER plant and auxiliary buildings for first plasma

2008-2021*

Manufacturing of principal first plasma components

2015-2021*

Largest components are transported along the ITER itinerary

2018-2025*

Assembly phase I

2024-2025*

Integrated commissioning phase (commissioning by system starts several years
earlier)

Dec 2025*

First plasma

2035*

Deuterium-tritium operation begins

*Timeline based on an updated overall project schedule presented by the ITER Organisation to the 19th meeting of
the ITER Council on 16-17 November 2016.
Source: ITER Organisation.

Euratom and the other ITER members are contributing to the ITER project both in cash
payments and in kind in the form of procurement of the components used to build ITER.
From the European Commission's perspective, a secondary objective of ITER is to support
European industry and research and development, including small and medium-sized
enterprises, which F4E will depend on to manufacture the cutting-edge components that
Euratom has agreed to contribute in kind.
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The United Kingdom, Euratom and ITER after Brexit
It is not yet known whether the United Kingdom will continue to participate in the ITER project
once it has left the European Union, and if so whether it will do so through Euratom or as an
independent member of the ITER Organisation. The Article 50 letter sent by the UK government
triggering the withdrawal process also announced the United Kingdom's intention to withdraw
from Euratom; however, a subsequent UK government negotiating position paper on nuclear
materials and safeguards expressed a desire for a 'close and effective relationship' with Euratom,
including collaboration on nuclear research and development. One possibility may be some form
of 'associate state' participation in Euratom research comparable to Switzerland's, though there
is some debate about the concomitant legal obligations this might entail. Alternatively, the United
Kingdom may wish to participate independently as an eighth ITER member, subject to the
unanimous approval of the current seven members, including Euratom.

Funded actions
The 2006 ITER Agreement was signed on the basis of a baseline5 agreed by the members
in 2001, which estimated that building ITER would cost €5.9 billion (2008 prices) over a
10-year period, with first plasma – the point at which construction is formally completed
and the operation phase begins – scheduled for 2016. After the agreement was signed, a
design review of ITER completed in June 2008 revised the cost estimate upwards to
approximately €19 billion and postponed first plasma to 2019, in order to take account
of advances in scientific and technical understanding of the technology involved, fasterthan-expected price inflation for key raw materials, and unanticipated administrative
complexity resulting from the increased number of parties involved (the 2001 baseline
assumed that only three parties would participate). Since then, delays and cost overruns
that the ITER Organisation attributes to management concerns, and to the highly complex
and technical nature of a project with many 'first of a kind' elements, have undermined
the 2008 estimate. Therefore, on 27 April 2016, the ITER Council approved an assessment
paving the way for another baseline – bringing the estimated cost to approximately
€20 billion6 – and postponing first plasma once more – this time to 2025.
ITER members contribute to the project both in cash and in kind, with the latter provided
through amounts budgeted for procurement of components needed for the project's
construction, assembly and operations. In addition, each ITER member is responsible for
administering its participation via a 'domestic agency' (F4E is Euratom's domestic agency)
and is responsible for the agency's budget. Euratom leads the project with a 45 % stake
in construction costs, with 80 % of this amount covered by the EU budget and the
remaining 20 % covered by France, reflecting its special status as host state for the ITER
construction site. The other six international ITER partners contribute approximately 9 %
each. On 14 June 2017, the European Commission published a communication updating
the figures for Euratom's contribution – coming primarily from the EU budget, with minor
supplementary contributions from France and from the F4E members7 for the agency's
administration – through to 2025.
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Scheduled Euratom contributions to ITER, 2007-2020+ by source, € billion (2016 baseline)
Up to the end of the
current MFF period

To first
plasma

From first plasma to DT

2007-2013

2014-2020

2021-2025

2026-2027

2028-2035

Total after
2020

EU budget

3.36

2.96

4.56

1.51

2.58

8.6

France

0.52

0.84

0.95

0.3

0.5

1.7

F4E
members

0.02

0.03

0.03

0.01

0.06

0.1

Totals

3.9

3.8

5.5

1.8

3.1

10.4

Source: European Commission staff working document 'The ITER Project Status', 14 June 2017.

Scheduled Euratom contributions to ITER (IO), 2007-2020+ by cost, € billion (2016 baseline)
Up to the end of the
current MFF period

To FP

From FP to DT

2007-2013

2014-2020

2021-2025

2026-2027

2028-2035

Total after
2020

1.1

1.5

0.7

1.6

3.8

F4E total cash to IO
construction

1.1

1.4

0.4

0.4

2.2

operations

0.0

0.1

0.3

1.2

1.6

F4E in kind
contribution

2.5

3.1

0.8

0.7

4.6

F4E admin.

0.4

0.3

0.1

0.6

1.0

F4E other activities

0.1

0.5

0.2

0.1

0.8

EC project admin.

0.07

0.05

0.02

0.08

0.15

4.2*

5.5

1.8

3.1

10.4

Totals

3.5

3.5*

Source: European Commission Communication 'EU Contribution to a Reformed ITER Project', 14 June 2017.
*Project delays meant it was not possible to use F4E commitment appropriations for the period 2007-2013 in full,
so appropriations initially committed for 2007-2013 were cancelled and re-appropriated to the following financial
period.

As of December 2016, Fusion for Energy had awarded 839 contracts and grants worth
some €3.8 billion across Europe since January 2008, when construction of ITER began.
This investment has benefited around 300 companies and 60 research organisations in
20 EU Member States and Switzerland. So far, of the 39 buildings planned on the 42hectare ITER site, the tokamak complex and a number of other elements are currently
being built, while an assembly hall, cleaning facility and site services building have already
been completed.

Assessment of ITER
ITER has attracted criticism in the wake of successive upward revisions by the ITER
Organisation of the projected cost of the project, as well as delays in the expected dates
of operational milestones. The ITER Organisation has attributed this to a series of
complicating factors: the sheer complexity and technical nature of a large-scale and
Members' Research Service

Page 5 of 7

103

EPRS

ITER

ground-breaking scientific experiment involving many first-of-a-kind technological
components; faster-than-expected price inflation of some of the raw materials needed
to build ITER; more stringent safety requirements following the Fukushima incident;
management failures, including slow decision-making in the ITER Organisation; and lack
of coordination between domestic agencies and the ITER Organisation.
A 2013 management assessment of the ITER Organisation found there was a 'lack of
strong project management culture inside the [organisation]' and deemed the ITER
Council-approved baseline in use at the time unrealistic. The assessment recommended
that project management and communication be improved, and the director-general
replaced. In response, the ITER Council nominated the current director-general, Bernard
Bigot, who took over on 5 March 2015, and presented an action plan to the ITER Council
promising a 'fundamental restructuring' of the ITER Organisation and its relationship with
the seven ITER Members' domestic agencies. In addition, a reserve fund has been set up
to cover additional costs entailed by design changes approved by the ITER Organisation.
European Court of Auditors (ECA) audits of the F4E annual accounts, including the most
recent report on the 2015 financial year published in November 2016, have consistently
resulted in an 'unqualified' statement of assurance since 2007, confirming their legality
and regularity. Nevertheless, the ECA underlined in an October 2015 report that steps
had to be taken to curtail continuous cost increases, and in April 2016 the European
Parliament postponed a decision on discharge of F4E for the financial year 2014, before
ultimately granting it in October 2016 following revision of the baseline. Changes at the
top of the ITER Organisation have been reflected in Euratom's domestic agency F4E,
where a new director, Johannes Schwemmer, took over in January 2016, promising to
improve industrial and project management.
A May 2016 report published by the US Department of Energy recognised that
improvements had been made to the project's management, but added that it was too
soon to tell whether they would lead to the project's long-term success. Nevertheless, it
also recognised that ITER remained the best candidate for demonstrating the feasibility
of fusion energy, and recommended that the USA continue to participate in ITER until at
least fiscal year 2018, when the project should be reassessed.

Other EU programmes and action in the same field
Euratom Research and Training Programme
The Euratom Research and Training Programme (RTP) supports research in three areas:
nuclear safety and security; nuclear fission; and nuclear fusion, of which the ITER project
is an example. The RTP does not follow the same programming schedule as the 20142020 MFF, instead running for five years (2014-2018), with an expected complementary
programme for 2019-2020. Its budget for the period 2014-2018 is €1.6 billion.
EUROfusion and the Joint European Torus
ITER is anticipated and supported by Europe's other fusion experiment, the Joint
European Torus (JET). Established in 1978, JET is a fusion research facility operated by the
EUROfusion consortium, in which 30 research organisations and universities from 26 EU
Member States plus Switzerland and Ukraine collaborate on research that will ultimately
make possible fusion electricity. EUROfusion is funded by a €440 million grant from the
RTP, with another €410 million provided by the Member States (total 2014-2018 budget:
€850 million).
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The first European-level budgetary provision for research dates back to the 1951 Treaty
constituting the European Coal and Steel Community, and for energy-related research in
particular to the 1957 Treaty establishing Euratom, on which EU participation in ITER is
based (see legal basis above).8 Since then, research and innovation have become an
increasingly important part of the EU's agenda, and were given particular prominence in
the Europe 2020 strategy adopted in 2010. EU programmes funding research activities in
the current 2014-2020 MFF can be broadly divided into (i) the Horizon 2020 framework
programme – the EU's largest research funding programme; (ii) the European Structural
and Investment Funds, part of which are spent on research and innovation; and
(iii) sectoral research and innovation programmes, including for nuclear and other energy
research.

Endnotes
1

For more on Euratom, see M. Szczepański, Understanding the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom),
European Parliamentary Research Service, European Parliament, September 2017.

2

Article 1.3 c of the Fusion for Energy statutes allows third countries with a cooperation agreement with Euratom to
become members of the joint undertaking.

3 In July

2016, the Atomic Energy Organisation of Iran reported that it had carried out preliminary work on the country's
participation in the ITER project. See 'Iran to join ITER', Trend News Agency, 23 July 2016.

4

A tokamak, from the Russian 'токама́к', is a doughnut-shaped magnetic confinement device used to contain plasma.

5

'Baseline' refers to the set of estimates of the technical requirements, schedule and cost of building ITER.

6

According to the ITER Organisation, 'because multiple members are collaborating to build ITER, each with
responsibility for the procurement of in-kind hardware in its own territory with its own currency, a direct conversion
of the value estimate for ITER construction into a single currency is not relevant'.

7

The F4E members include the Euratom Member States and Switzerland, which has 'associated country status' in the
ITER project.

8 See V. Reillon, Overview of EU funds for research and innovation, European Parliamentary Research Service, European

Parliament, September 2015.
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Nuclear decommissioning assistance
In a nutshell
Following the 1986 Chernobyl disaster, the EU launched several nuclear decommissioning
assistance programmes (NDAP) to help Bulgaria, Lithuania, and Slovakia safely close and
dismantle their early Soviet-designed reactors while acceding to the EU. The NDAPs provide
financial assistance for decommissioning, dismantling and waste management projects;
energy-sector projects aimed at mitigating the consequences of reactor shutdowns; and
projects addressing the socio-economic consequences of decommissioning. The European
Commission estimates that between 1999 and 2020, financial support for the NDAP
programmes will total approximately €3.8 billion.

EU Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 1a (Competitiveness for Growth and Jobs) – Energy

2014-2020 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €969.26 million (0.09%)

2016 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €135.6 million (0.09%)
Payments:
€150.0 million (0.10%)

2017 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €138.4 million (0.09%)
Payments:
€150.1 million (0.11%)

Methods of implementation
Indirect management (European Bank for Reconstruction and Development; Member State
national agencies1).
In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 NDAP objectives
 Funded actions
 Assessment of the programmes
 Other EU programmes and actions in the
same field
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
The main legal basis of the programme is Euratom, the Treaty establishing the European
Atomic Energy Community, signed on 25 March 1957 together with the Treaty
establishing the European Economic Community. Euratom underpins the promotion and
facilitation of nuclear research in Member States, sets basic standards for the protection
of employee and public health against risks associated with ionising radiation, and
specifies rules for facilitating coordinated investments in the nuclear field. On the basis
of the Euratom Treaty, a number of legislative acts have been approved at European level
over the years. Among them, the 2009 Nuclear Safety Directive is aimed at ensuring the
safety of nuclear power plants, which are supervised by independent national regulators.
The 2011 Radioactive Waste and Spent Fuel Management Directive requires all EU
countries to have a national policy and to draw up national programmes for the disposal
of nuclear waste. The directive also requires that all relevant information on radioactive
waste and spent fuel be made available to the public, and imposes strict conditions on
the export of radioactive waste to countries outside the EU. A number of safety standards
have been established by Euratom through the 2013 Basic Safety Standards Directive,
which ensures, inter alia, the protection of workers exposed to ionising radiation,
members of the public and medical patients.
Country-specific Nuclear Decommissioning Assistance Programmes
The legal basis of the Nuclear Decommissioning Assistance Programmes (NDAP) varies
depending on the country. In the case of Lithuania, the 2003 Accession Treaty explicitly
included the possibility that decommissioning operations would receive further financing
beyond 2006. Conversely, for Bulgaria, Article 30 of the Protocol to the 2005 Accession
Treaty limits financial support to 2007-2009, while for Slovakia the 2003 Accession Treaty
limits funding to 2004-2006. In other words, for Bulgaria and Slovakia, the accession
treaties do not provide a specific legal basis for further financing beyond 2009 and 2006,
respectively.
Deadlines for the closure of nuclear reactors
Protocols attached to the above-mentioned accession treaties also set deadlines for
closing the respective nuclear reactors. For Lithuania, Protocol No 4 committed the
government to closing Unit 1 of the Ignalina Nuclear Power Plant before 2005, and Unit 2
by 31 December 2009 at the latest. Bulgaria's Protocol said that Units 1, 2, 3 and 4 of the
Kozloduy Nuclear Power Plant should be shut down between 31 December 2002 and
31 December 2006. Protocol No 9, for Slovakia, stipulated that Unit 1 of the Bohunice V1
Nuclear Power Plant should be shut down by 31 December 2006, and Unit 2 by
31 December 2008.
Council regulations on nuclear decommissioning
All three countries have obligations regarding the subsequent decommissioning of their
nuclear power plants with EU financial support. Therefore, at the end of the period
specified in the protocols, the appropriate legal basis for further financing support had to
be considered under Article 203 of the Euratom Treaty. According to this article, 'if action
by the Community should prove necessary to attain one of the objectives of the
Community, and this Treaty has not provided the necessary powers, the Council shall,
acting unanimously on a proposal from the Commission and after consulting the
European Parliament, take the appropriate measures'.
In line with the provisions of Article 203 of the Euratom Treaty, the Council of the EU has
adopted two further regulations: Council Regulation 1368/2013 on EU support for the
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nuclear decommissioning assistance programmes in Bulgaria and Slovakia, and Council
Regulation No 1369/2013 on EU support for the nuclear decommissioning assistance
programme in Lithuania.

NDAP objectives
The NDAPs were launched in 1986, after the Chernobyl disaster,2 which persuaded the
EU that high-power channel-type reactors and first-generation Soviet-designed nuclear
reactors could not be upgraded to the safety standards in place in Western countries at
reasonable cost. Therefore, it was decided that these reactors should be shut down
before their planned end of life.
During this period, three countries that would later become candidates to join the EU –
Lithuania, Slovakia and Bulgaria – operated Soviet-designed nuclear reactors, at Ignalina,
Bohunice and Kozloduy, respectively. Recognising that shutting down and
decommissioning these reactors in a safe and efficient way would involve a significant
financial and economic burden, the EU created the NDAPs to support the three countries'
national governments in this process. The Commission emphasises that the assistance is
not meant to cover the full cost of decommissioning or provide compensation for all
economic consequences; rather, it is an expression of solidarity between the EU and its
Member States.
The NDAPs fund three main types of project:
̶
̶
̶

projects on decommissioning and dismantling, and on waste management (for
instance, design and construction of radioactive-waste treatment plants);
energy-sector projects aimed at mitigating the consequences of shutting down
reactors (for instance, replacing lost electricity-generation capacity);
projects for mitigating the social consequences of dismantling (for instance,
employment-creating initiatives).

The importance of nuclear decommissioning in the European Union
The decommissioning of a nuclear installation involves everything related to ending its
lifecycle, ranging from removal of nuclear waste to restoration of the site on which the
installation is located. According to Commission estimates, by 2025 over a third of the
EU's currently operational reactors will be at the end of their lifecycle and will therefore
need to be shut down. As of October 2015, 89 nuclear power reactors have been
permanently shut down in Europe, but only three reactors have so far been completely
decommissioned.3 A group of experts – the Decommissioning Funding Group – provides
technical expertise to the Commission on all aspects related to decommissioning costs
and the management of available funds. The group is also tasked with suggesting
solutions for harmonising the EU's nuclear decommissioning legal framework.

Funded actions
Financing before and after accession to the EU
EU financial assistance provided to the three countries through the NDAP has been
implemented over four periods. During their first pre-accession period (up to 2004),
Lithuania and Slovakia received funding through the Phare programme. One of the main
EU instruments for pre-accession assistance to central and eastern European countries,
Phare was later replaced by the Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance. Financial
assistance over the second period (between 2004 and 2006) was provided under the
protocols to the countries' accession acts. Since 2007 (the third period) Council
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regulations have ensured the continuation of assistance for the Slovak and Lithuanian
governments. The fourth period began in 2014 and will run until 2020.
Bulgaria’s later entry into the EU meant its first and second funding periods were slightly
different. Over its pre-accession period (up to 2007), Bulgaria received financing through
Phare. For the 2007-2009 period, assistance to the country was provided under the
protocol to the accession treaty. Following a formal request for the prolongation of the
funding assistance presented in 2009, the Council adopted a new regulation to ensure
the continuation of assistance until 2013. Similarly, assistance continues under the
current 2014-2020 MFF.
For the period 2014-2020, the financial envelope allocated to the decommissioning of
Ignalina in Lithuania is set at €450.8 million, for the decommissioning of Kozloduy in
Bulgaria at €293 million, and for the decommissioning of Bohunice in Slovakia at
€225.4 million. Prior to the current MFF period, Lithuania had received €1.37 billion in
NDAP support, Bulgaria €850 million, and Slovakia €624 million. By the end of the current
MFF, total EU NDAP support for the three countries since 1999 is expected to total
approximately €3.8 billion. In the chart below, the first bar cluster combines the final year
of the EU’s second ‘Financial Period’ (the predecessor to the EU’s current Multiannual
Financial Framework) with the entirety of the third Financial Period. The second and third
bar clusters align with the fourth Financial Period and the current Multiannual Financial
Framework respectively.
Financial assistance to NDAP countries (€ million)
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Kozloduy (Bulgaria)

Bohunice (Slovakia)
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Source: European Court of Auditors Special Report No 22/2016.

Work continues now that the reactors have been shut down
All three reactors were shut down by the deadlines set in the three countries’ accession
protocols, but decommissioning, dismantling and waste management projects continue,
which is why the EU continues to provide funding from the EU budget. Although this work
is scheduled for completion only in 2025 (Bohunice), 2030 (Kozloduy) and 2038 (Ignalina),
the Commission reports that no further EU financial assistance is planned beyond 2020.
Moreover, since the end of the 2007-2013 MFF, the three countries have not received
any further support for mitigation measures concerning their energy supply.
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A report by the engineering consultancy Vuje explains that decommissioning of Bohunice
in Slovakia is taking place in two stages. With the reactor cores and ponds now defueled,
the second stage will involve decontamination work. The Lithuanian state enterprise
Ignalina Nuclear Power Plant reports that the decommissioning of Ignalina is taking place
in three stages: first, cleaning and decontamination; second, dismantling, which includes
the trialling of radioactive waste processing and interim storage facilities – currently
taking place; and third, demolition of the buildings.
In Bulgaria, the country’s Decommissioning Strategy provides for two stages now that all
four units of the Kozloduy reactor have been shut down and defuelling of units 3 and 4
has been completed. Further work includes dismantling the turbine hall,
decontamination of areas and equipment, and environmental clean-up.
All three plans provide for the creation of brownfield sites at the end of the
decommissioning process, enabling their reuse and redevelopment subject to certain
restrictions.

Assessment of the programmes
In 2013, the Commission published a communication on the use of financial resources
earmarked for the decommissioning of nuclear installations, spent fuel and radioactive
waste. Another Commission report published in 2016 set out the programmes’
implementation in 2015 and previous years. That report notes that, following criticisms
by the Commission’s own Internal Audit Service of financial management shortfalls in
2015, the Commission was assessing in detail the robustness of the financing plans in
each of the Member States in question for the safe completion of decommissioning.
Also in 2016, the European Court of Auditors published a special report assessing NDAP
spending in the three countries. The report estimated the cost of decommissioning at the
three plants, including EU and non-EU financing, at €5.7 billion in total (and double that
if the cost of final disposal is included), and pointed to previous delays, recommending
that the Member States improve their project management procedure and develop local
expertise and capacity.
Another Commission report from 2016 focused on the investments related to postFukushima safety upgrades and highlighted the estimated financing needs related to
nuclear power plants' decommissioning and to the management of radioactive waste and
spent fuel in the EU. In the report, the Commission estimates that €253 billion will be
needed for nuclear decommissioning and radioactive waste management across the EU
by 2050, (€123 billion for decommissioning and €130 billion to deal with spent fuel and
radioactive waste), though the vast majority of this will need to be paid for by the
Member States.

Other EU programmes and actions in the same field
Another EU programme focused on nuclear energy is the Instrument for Nuclear Safety
Cooperation, which was created to guarantee nuclear safety through cooperation with
third countries, with priority given to accession and neighbouring countries. In the 20142020 MFF, this programme has been allocated €225.32 million.
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Endnotes
1

In Lithuania, some tasks are assigned to a national Central Project Management Agency (CPMA). In Slovakia, the
Slovak Innovation and Energy Agency (SIEA) took over management of the Bohunice Programme in 2016 following
the conclusion of a delegation agreement with the European Commission.

2

On the Chernobyl disaster, see D. Bourguignon, N. Scholz, Chernobyl 30 years on. Environmental and health effects,
European Parliamentary Research Service, 2016, and P. Perchoc, Chernobyl 30 years on, European Parliamentary
research Service, 2016.

3

See European Commission, COM (2016) 177 final, Nuclear Illustrative Programme, 2016.
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Euratom research and training
programme
In a nutshell
The Euratom research and training programme is an important tool that implements the
European Union's nuclear policy. Its main aim is to enhance the role of the European Union as
a global leader in nuclear research, while efficiently managing its nuclear market.
EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 1 – Smart and Inclusive Growth
Subheading 1a – Competitiveness for growth and jobs
2014-2020 financial envelope (in current prices and as a % of total MFF) 1
Commitments: €2 373.5 million (0.22 %)
2018 budget (in current prices and as a % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €355.7 million (0.22 %)
Payments:
€315.5 million (0.22 %)
2019 budget (in current prices and as a % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €373.6 million (0.22 %)
Payments:
€370.0 million (0.25 %)
Methods of implementation
D i r e c t m a n a g e m e n t (European Commission) and i n d i r e c t m a n a g e m e n t (implementing bodies).
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• Other EU programmes and actions in the
same area
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
All EU Member States are party to the Treaty
establishing the European Atomic Energy
Community (Euratom). Signed in 1957, it is
one of the three main founding treaties of the
EU and the only one that has remained largely
unchanged. It has been adapted on numerous
occasions to take account of other Treaty
changes, but has not been altered
substantively. While Euratom is a separate
legal entity from the EU, the two have a
common
history
and
membership;
furthermore, Euratom is governed by many of
the EU institutions, including the European
Commission and the Council of the EU, and is
under the jurisdiction of the European Court
of Justice (ECJ). The European Parliament has
a consultative role.

Nuclear energy in the EU
Nuclear power plants are operational in 30 countries
worldwide, 14 of which are EU Member States.
Furthermore, 128 of the 450 nuclear power reactors
worldwide are in the EU, producing roughly a third of the
electricity generated globally using nuclear power. Power
reactors in Europe have an average age close to 30 years.
Nuclear energy production in the EU is gradually
decreasing, and is now around 28 % less than at its peak in
2004. Nevertheless, nuclear energy remains important.
Looking at the overall energy mix, nuclear plants generated
around 25.1 % of the electricity produced in the EU in 2017,
or 53 % of the carbon-free electricity. France was the
largest producer of nuclear power among the EU-28 that
year, with a 48 % share of the total output, followed by
Germany (9.2 %), the United Kingdom (8.4 %), Sweden
(7.9 %) and Spain (7.0 %), which together accounted for
more than 80 % of the total amount of electricity
generated in nuclear facilities. France generates around
three-quarters of its electricity from nuclear energy;
Hungary, Slovakia and Ukraine (which is an associate
member of Euratom) more than half, whilst Belgium,
Sweden, Slovenia, Bulgaria, Finland, the Czech Republic
and Switzerland (a second associate member) one-third or
more. Furthermore, through regional transmission grids,
other countries depend in part on nuclear-generated
power; Italy and Denmark, for example, get almost 10 % of
their electricity from imported nuclear power.

In accordance with the Euratom Treaty, the
Commission has adopted recommendations
and decisions setting common standards for
the nuclear industry over the years.
Furthermore, the application of the Euratom
Treaty has created a significant body of
secondary legislation, such as Council or
Commission decisions, in some cases as a result of clarifications from the ECJ. Consecutive
Euratom research and training programmes are established by Council regulations and
are based on Article 7 of the Euratom Treaty, which stipulates that programmes shall be
drawn up for a period of not more than five years and agreed by the Council acting
unanimously on a proposal from the Commission.

Objectives of the Euratom research and training programme
In its preamble, the Euratom Treaty states that the purpose of the Community is to create
the conditions necessary for the development of a powerful European nuclear industry.
To achieve this goal, the Community shall, among others, promote research and establish
safety standards.
To support the aims of the Community, the Euratom research and training programme
has identified two sets of specific objectives. 2 The indirect actions under the programme
have the following specific objectives:
− supporting the safety of nuclear systems;
− contributing to the development of safe longer-term solutions for the management
of ultimate radioactive waste, including final geological disposal as well as
partitioning and transmutation;
− supporting the development and sustainability of nuclear expertise and excellence
in the EU;
− supporting radiation protection and development of medical applications of
radiation, including, inter alia, the secure and safe supply and use of radioisotopes;
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− moving towards a demonstration of the feasibility of fusion as a power source, by
exploiting existing and future fusion facilities;
− contributing to the creation of fusion power plants by developing materials,
technologies and conceptual design;
− boosting innovation and industrial competitiveness;
− ensuring the availability and use of research infrastructures of pan-European
relevance.
The direct actions, managed by the Commission's Joint Research Centre (JRC), have the
following specific objectives:
− improving nuclear safety, including: nuclear reactor and fuel safety, waste
management, including final geological disposal as well as partitioning and
transmutation; decommissioning, and emergency preparedness;
− improving nuclear security, including with regard to: nuclear safeguards, nonproliferation, combating illicit trafficking, and nuclear forensics;
− increasing excellence in the nuclear science base for standardisation;
− fostering knowledge management, education and training;
− supporting the EU policy on nuclear safety and security.

Funded actions
Financial envelope and scope
The Euratom Treaty is a separate legal basis from that of the EU, and the Euratom budget
is established for a period of five and not seven years as in the case of the EU MFF.
Funding is channelled via the Euratom research and training programme, which
complements the EU Horizon 2020 programme in the area of nuclear research and
training, and sets itself the aim of improving nuclear safety and radiation protection, and
contributing to the development of a safe and low-carbon energy system. The Euratom
programme is designed to bolster results achieved under the three priorities of
Horizon 2020: excellent science, industrial leadership and societal challenges.
The programme is implemented through indirect actions using the forms of funding
envisaged by the Financial Regulation, in particular grants, prizes, procurement and
financial instruments, mainly used to fund projects undertaken by multi-partner
consortia. Indirect actions in fusion and fission are supported through competitive calls
for proposals and a co-fund action (fusion energy) managed by the Commission's
Directorate-General for Research & Innovation (RTD). Community support also consists
of direct actions in the form of research and innovation activities undertaken by the JRC.
The total budget of the Euratom programme for the 2014-2018 period, set by Council
Regulation No 1314/2013, amounted to €1 603.3 million and was allocated to three
programmes:
− the first funded indirect actions in fusion energy research and development
(€728.2 million);
− the second funded indirect actions for nuclear fission, safety and radiation
protection (€315.5 million);
− the third funded direct action in the field of nuclear safety, nuclear waste
management, safeguards and security, carried out mainly by the
Commission's JRC (€559.6 million).
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In October 2018, the Council extended the Euratom programme to the 2019-2020 period,
to synchronise its duration with the EU MFF, through Council Regulation 2018/1563. The
objectives of the programme remain unchanged, but there is now increased focus on
nuclear safety and security aspects
that are dealt with by the JRC. The Figure 1 – Aggregated budget of the Euratom programme
€770.2 million financial envelope (€ million)
for the implementation of the
2019–2020
programme
is
allocated among the three abovementioned strands of actions, with
€828
respectively €349.8 million for
Fusion energy
€2 237
indirect actions in the field of
€1.078
Nuclear fission
million
nuclear
fusion
research,
Direct actions
€151.6 million for indirect actions
for
nuclear
fissions,
and
€268.8 million for direct actions in
€331
the field of nuclear safety.
Switzerland and Ukraine are
Data source: European Commission. Figures come from the Council
associated to the programme.
regulations establishing the 2014-2018 programme and its extension for

2019-2020.
Indirect actions
Euratom fusion research targets
the long-term challenge of developing magnetic-confinement fusion energy as a safe and
secure carbon-free source of electricity that is both sustainable and competitive. Fusion
energy research contributes to constructing the International Thermonuclear
Experimental Reactor (ITER), an experimental facility aimed at demonstrating the
scientific and technical feasibility of this new technology. Via the grant agreement, the
programme provides multiannual support to a co-fund action of the European joint
programme (EJP) of the members of the EUROfusion consortium. 3 Their work is guided
by a roadmap developed under the European Fusion Development Agreement (EFDA)
and has the aim to achieve fusion electricity by 2050. Furthermore, EUROfusion has 30
members representing 26 EU Member States plus Switzerland and Ukraine, alongside 100
third-party signatories, which include universities, fusion laboratories and industry. 4
Thanks to a €425 million Euratom grant coupled with the members' contributions,
EUROfusion has a total budget of €857 million for the 2014-2018 period.

Furthermore, Euratom supports the operation of the Joint European Torus (JET), which is
a research device used to advance the fusion research as well as the only existing fusion
device capable of operating with deuterium-tritium fuel. The Commission pays annual
instalments for the operation of JET, following the approval of the annual reports and
work plans submitted by EUROfusion and the JET operator. Over the 2014-2018 period,
Euratom contributed €283 million to JET.
In nuclear fission research, the majority of the resources are used to fund three main
fields of research, namely nuclear safety, radiation protection and radioactive waste
management, followed by support for research infrastructures, education and training.
The JRC is involved in these activities by doing research on the safety of both current and
future nuclear technologies.
Waste management projects help to increase the understanding of issues relevant to the
effective management of radioactive waste in the EU, such as the safety of geological
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waste disposal facilities, the conditioning of radioactive waste, the long-term behaviour
of spent fuel in a repository, and the clean-up of decommissioned sites.
With regard to radiation protection, Euratom research seeks to deepen the knowledge of
the effects of low doses of ionising radiation on the human biota, so as to increase
effectiveness and safety when using radiation and radionuclides in medical diagnostic and
therapeutic practices. Euratom supports CONCERT, another EJP co-fund action that pools
national research efforts and Euratom research to use public resources more efficiently
with a view to achieving added value by joint research efforts in radiation protection.
Education and training are supported through targeted actions and through the
requirement that each research and innovation action dedicate at least 5 % of its total
budget to education and training activities for PhD students, researchers and trainees.
Safe disposal of dangerous nuclear waste underground
Many types of nuclear waste remain dangerous for thousands of years, due to their high level of
radioactivity. Discarding these materials through deep geological disposal – a complex process
requiring high-level expertise – is considered the safest and the most sustainable option. Euratom
funded the SITEX II network of experts, who defined a research and development programme in
the field, developed pilot training activities, defined procedures to involve civil society, and laid
the basis for creating a permanent association of experts necessary to advance impartial highlevel knowledge independently of industrial operators.

Direct actions by the JRC
In its work, the JRC focuses on issues related to nuclear safety, safeguards and security
research. Its activities complement those carried out either directly by Member States or
within the context of indirect actions, and form an independent scientific and technical
basis for EU policies, helping in the implementation of Council directives and conclusions.
The centre contributes to ensuring the safety of current reactors by developing codes,
standards and test methods for reactor materials as well as software tools for accident
modelling and management. That way, it also helps to assess the potential of ageing
nuclear power plants for long-term operation. Furthermore, the JRC develops tools and
data for the safety analysis of nuclear fuels; reviews national programmes on nuclear
waste and spent fuel management; and takes part in the elaboration of the related
inventory report.
The JRC also harmonises the radioactivity measurements carried out by Member States'
laboratories and trains their staff to ensure that they collect information on radioactivity
levels in the environment in a uniform manner. To reduce the risk of nuclear proliferation,
the centre supports and trains Euratom inspectors and is engaged in open-source
information collection, strategic trade analysis and studies on export control of dual-use
goods. The JRC also provides scientific and technical expertise contributing to the detection
of and response to the illicit trafficking of nuclear and other radioactive materials.
Next-generation nuclear energy systems
The JRC acts as Euratom's implementing body of the Generation IV International Forum (GIF),
which develops innovative nuclear energy systems. The GIF has selected six out of 100 proposed
systems, as the next generation technologies. The JRC mainly carries out research on the safety
of fuels for five Generation-IV systems, focusing on the four prototype reactors being developed
in the EU: ASTRID, ALFRED, MYRRHA, and ALLEGRO, which use three of these selected
technologies.
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The centre also works with nuclear reference materials and data, and affords access of
its nuclear facilities to European researchers and young scientists. Furthermore, it
provides training to Member States' officers and experts and aids their research on
nuclear detection technologies and nuclear forensics.

Assessment of the Euratom programme
In December 2017, the Commission published an interim evaluation covering the first half
of the 2014-2018 programme. It stated that progress has been made on all Euratom
objectives in direct and indirect actions, as set by the 2013 Council Regulation. Areas
requiring improvement included increasing synergies between radiation protection
research associated with medical exposure, on the one hand, and health research
supported under Horizon 2020, on the other, and defining more specific objectives for
education and training actions in nuclear fission research. It recognised that some delays
had occurred, due to the inherent features and unpredictability of the pioneering
scientific research, particularly the unavailability of crucial research infrastructure.
The interim evaluation concluded that there is good overall efficiency in areas such as
grant management, proposal evaluation for indirect actions, and programme
implementation. Furthermore, it underlined the importance of the JRC's involvement in
the indirect actions programme, as it helps to improve interaction with Member State
bodies and achieve better alignment with their needs and priorities. Furthermore, JRC
involvement in the indirect actions increases the relevance and effectiveness of both
parts of the Euratom programme, which can be illustrated by the synergies obtained
between the direct research projects on advanced nuclear systems and the centre's
participation in indirect research in this area.
The evaluation stated that the internal coherence of the programme is ensured by the
Commission, as it is responsible for establishing adequate links between fission and
fusion research by supporting projects and addressing issues, such as materials research
and tritium management, which are relevant to both fields. To ensure synergies between
direct and indirect actions under the programme, the JRC institutes take part in consortia
implementing indirect actions projects, where they contribute by granting access to the
centre's research infrastructures.
Regarding the added value of indirect actions under the programme, the evaluation
pointed out that Euratom 'mobilises a wider pool of excellence, expertise and multidisciplinarity in nuclear research, than is possible at the level of individual Member
States'. This is demonstrated by a diverse portfolio of projects as well the launch of both
the EJP co-fund actions (in fusion and radiation protection research) and the shared
exploitation of fusion research infrastructures such as JET. Other examples of added value
include EU-level coordination of education and training, access to research facilities, and
international cooperation, which are particularly beneficial to smaller Member States,
allowing them to find their scientific 'niche' or specialisation, while taking advantage of
the economies of scale and maintaining their visibility in the European consortium.
A separate 2017 evaluation of the JRC argued that the centre is on track with its targets,
and its relevance is ensured both through its participation in various fora together with
Member State and international organisations, and its interaction with the main research
and scientific institutions. Furthermore, the JRC implements a strategy of concluding
agreements with key stakeholders, 5 and its research publications performance,
measured by the number of quotations in leading peer-reviewed journals, is well above

118

Members' Research Service

Page 6 of 8

EPRS

Euratom research and training programme

average. To improve the efficiency of communication between the different areas of the
Euratom programme, the JRC has adopted a new governance model. The centre also
implements standardisation, which could not be done at the national level.
There is room for improvement in the management of the knowledge generated by the
JRC, to ensure greater visibility and availability of the results to the various JRC
stakeholders. More effort in this area would benefit not only the direct actions under the
programme but also the overall nuclear research knowledge produced in Europe.
The Commission also carried out a public consultation among the stakeholders in 2017. 6
Four out of five respondents agreed that the Euratom programme is relevant, showing
the strongest support for education and training, disposal of nuclear waste and safety of
existing reactors. Research in nuclear fusion received the highest number of positive
indications (56 %), as an area in which the Euratom programme has played an adequate
role in positioning Europe as a leader.
Furthermore, the EU added value of the programme was rated high or very high by 72 %
of respondents, with the following impacts enjoying the strongest support: improving
knowledge-sharing and dissemination, mobilising a wider pool of high-level multidisciplinary competences than at national level, and undertaking programmes and
achieving objectives that would not have been possible at Member State level. As many
as 84 % of respondents agreed that the current objectives should remain in the next
Euratom programme. One out of three respondents stated that education and training
are not sufficiently supported by the current programme. Furthermore, support for
mobility of researchers received a mixed response: while 34 % agreed that it is sufficient,
29 % disagreed with that statement.

Other EU programmes and actions in the same area
The International Thermonuclear Experimental Reactor
ITER is an important international collaborative energy research and engineering project,
which is currently developing the world's largest nuclear fusion reactor in Cadarache,
France. 7 Its aim is to demonstrate the feasibility of nuclear fusion as an unlimited,
sustainable energy source. By virtue of their membership in Euratom, EU Member States
take part in ITER by drawing up procurement contracts, making in-kind contributions,
assigning qualified staff and providing funding for the manufacture of the reactor's
components. These activities are managed by the Barcelona-based Fusion for Energy
(F4E) agency, a joint undertaking established under the Euratom Treaty. Currently, the
launch of the reactor is scheduled for December 2025.
The Euratom Supply Agency
The Euratom Supply Agency (ESA) ensures a regular and diversified supply of nuclear fuels
to the EU by concluding relevant contracts inside or outside the Community. The agency
is responsible for a common supply policy based on developing optimal conditions for the
nuclear sector and equal access to sources of supply. The trading parties are usually
allowed to negotiate transactions among themselves, with the ESA being responsible for
the final review and conclusion of these transactions. The ESA also monitors the EU
nuclear fuel market to identify trends that may have an impact on the security of supply
and services. While the ESA has legal personality and financial autonomy, it is under the
supervision of the Commission, which has a right of veto over its decisions and appoints
its director-general. The Council adopts the statutes of the Agency, which address its
operational and financial provisions.
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Nuclear decommissioning programme
The EU funds the nuclear decommissioning assistance programmes (NDAPs) to help
Member States, such as Bulgaria, Lithuania and Slovakia, to deal with the Soviet-era
legacy. These programmes assist the recipients to safely close and dismantle old reactors
and offer them financial support for radioactive waste management. The 1999-2020
financial envelope for NDAPs will have amounted to approximately €3.8 billion.
EU energy research
Providing financial support for energy projects is one of the main goals of the EU research
and innovation programmes, particularly within the present Europe 2020 agenda. The
MFF 2014-2020 supports such initiatives through the Horizon 2020 framework
programme, the European structural and investment funds (ESIF), the NER 300
programme, the European fund for strategic investments (EFSI), the LIFE+ climate action,
the Connecting Europe Facility (CEF), the COSME programme, EU international
cooperation and development assistance, and European Investment Bank financing.

Main references
Euratom research and training programme website, Horizon 2020, European Commission.
M. Szczepański, European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom) – structures and tools, European
Parliamentary Research Service, European Parliament, September 2017.
M. Parry, The International Thermonuclear Experimental Reactor (ITER), European Parliamentary
Research Service, European Parliament, September 2017.

Endnotes
1

Euratom financing is normally based on a five-year cycle. Total commitments agreed for the 2014-2020 period
represent a sum of the budget agreed under Council Regulation No 1314/2013 (for 2014-2018) and Council
Regulation 2018/1563 (for 2019-2020).

2

As stipulated in Article 3 of Council Regulation (Euratom) No 1314/2013.

3

The non-participating Member States are Luxembourg and Malta.

4

Co-funded actions are those with variable EU funding rate. The EU, national governments, industry or other bodies
contribute jointly.

5

For more details, please refer to the evaluation.

6

A detailed summary of the responses can be found in Annex 2 of SWD/2017/0427 final.

7

The international parties that are co-operating to develop ITER are: China, the EU, India, Japan, Russia, South Korea,
and the United States. Switzerland contributes to the project as a country associated with Euratom.

Disclaimer and Copyright
This document is prepared for, and addressed to, the Members and staff of the European Parliament as
background material to assist them in their parliamentary work. The content of the document is the sole
responsibility of its author(s) and any opinions expressed herein should not be taken to represent an official
position of the Parliament.
Reproduction and translation for non-commercial purposes are authorised, provided the source is
acknowledged and the European Parliament is given prior notice and sent a copy.
© European Union, 2019.
Photo credits: © typomaniac / Fotolia.
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The European Structural and
Investment Funds
In a nutshell
Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013, known as the Common Provisions Regulation (CPR), aims to
ensure smooth and consistent implementation of the five European Structural and Investment
Funds: the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the Cohesion
Fund, the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development, and the European Maritime and
Fisheries Fund. The principles and rules included in this Regulation cover more than 41% of
planned EU spending in 2014-20.

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 1b (Economic, Social and Territorial Cohesion)
Heading 2 (Sustainable Growth: Natural Resources) – Rural development; fisheries

2014-20 financial envelope for the funds falling under the CPR (in current prices and
as % of total MFF)
Allocations: €453 180.6 million (41.86%)1

2014-20 individual funds (in current prices)2

European Regional Development Fund: €187 430.1 million
European Social Fund (including part for the Youth Employment Initiative): €86 412.3 million
Cohesion Fund: €63 399.7 million
European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF): €5 749.3 million
European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD): €95 577 million
Additional allocation for the Youth Employment Initiative: €3 211.2 million

Methods of implementation
Shared management (the European Commission and the Member States)
In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 Rules and instruments for implementation
 State of play of implementation
 Assessment system
 Other EU programmes and action in the
same field
 Role of the EP
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
The European Structural and Investment Funds (ESI Funds) are the Union's means of
reducing disparities between the levels of development of its various regions, and of
helping less developed regions to catch up. Based on Article 174 of the Treaty on the
Functioning of the European Union (TFEU), they contribute to the goal of strengthening
economic, social and territorial cohesion. EU action in this field dates back to the 1960s.
The rules governing how the Funds are spent, and the procedure for agreeing the rules,
have evolved over time.
Since the Lisbon Treaty entered into force, the general and specific rules applicable to
the ESI Funds have been defined by the European Parliament and the Council, acting by
means of regulations in accordance with the ordinary legislative procedure
(Articles 177-178 TFEU). The latest revision of the rules was part of an interinstitutional
legislative effort related to the negotiation of the 2014-20 Multiannual Financial
Framework (MFF). As a result, at the end of 2013, a legislative package laying down the
management and implementation rules for the ESI Funds was adopted, including the
overarching Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013, known as the Common Provisions
Regulation (CPR).3
Structure of the CPR
Part One of the CPR, 'Subject Matter and Definitions', explains the structure and defines the
most important concepts. Part Two, 'Common Provisions Applicable to the ESI Funds', is the
longest and lays down rules essential to the smooth implementation of all five funds. The rules
are further detailed in Part Three, 'General Provisions Applicable to the ERDF, the ESF and the
Cohesion Fund', which is, as indicated by the title, applicable to the three funds (referred to as
'the Funds'). Part Four, 'General provisions applicable to the Funds and the EMFF', focuses on
financial management and auditing and covers the Funds and the Fisheries Fund, but does not
apply to the Rural Development Fund. Part Five, 'Delegations of power, implementing
transitional and final provisions', mainly deals with the adoption of delegated and implementing
acts. The CPR is complemented by an annex that includes, for example, the Common Strategic
Framework and a list of ex-ante conditionalities.

According to Article 1 of the CPR,
during the 2014-20 financial
programming period the EU
should undertake actions through
five funds, collectively referred to
as the European Structural and
Investment Funds (ESI Funds), to
strengthen economic, social and
territorial cohesion (figure 1).

Figure 1 – The European Structural and Investment Funds

In contrast with previous years, in the 2014-20 period the EMFF and EAFRD are included
in the category of measures contributing to the overall goal of economic, social and
territorial cohesion. Therefore, the scope of the ESI Funds is broader than just cohesion
and social policy; they also cover rural development as well as the maritime and
fisheries sectors. All these areas are shared competences of the EU and the Member
States (Article 4 TFEU), and the ESI Funds are implemented within the framework of
shared management (Article 59 of the Financial Regulation). Both parties are thus
involved at all stages of implementation and have a responsibility to ensure sound
organisational and financial management of the ESI Funds.
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The CPR is complemented by detailed, fund-specific regulations and acts. It covers all
stages of the policy implementation process and aims to ensure consistent
implementation of the five ESI Funds across different EU policies and management
levels (EU, national, regional and local). It defines priorities, tasks, implementation
procedures, and monitoring and evaluation methods. The CPR also sets out guidelines
on coordinating and achieving synergies between the ESI Funds and other EU
instruments.

Main rules and instruments for implementing the ESI Funds
Rules applicable to the ESI Funds
Adoption of the CPR opened the way for implementation of a reformed cohesion policy,
one which is result-oriented, based on a strategic and integrated approach, and focused
on selected priorities with a clear link to the goals of the Europe 2020 strategy: smart,
sustainable and inclusive growth. Moreover, EU cohesion policy is to be implemented in
accordance with the general principles of partnership and multi-level governance;
equality and non-discrimination; and sustainable development (Articles 4-8).
One of the most important expressions of the new approach to cohesion policy is the
focus on a list of 11 thematic objectives to which the ESI Funds should contribute.
Thematic objectives (Article 9)
1. Strengthening research, technological development and innovation.
2. Enhancing access to, and use and quality of, information and communication technologies
(ICT).
3. Enhancing the competitiveness of SMEs, of the agricultural sector (for the EAFRD) and of the
fishery and aquaculture sector (for the EMFF).
4. Supporting the shift towards a low-carbon economy in all sectors.
5. Promoting climate change adaptation, risk prevention and management.
6. Preserving and protecting the environment and promoting resource efficiency.
7. Promoting sustainable transport and removing bottlenecks in key network infrastructure.
8. Promoting sustainable and quality employment and supporting labour mobility.
9. Promoting social inclusion, and combating poverty and all forms of discrimination.
10. Investing in education, training and vocational training for skills and lifelong learning.
11. Enhancing the institutional capacity of public authorities and stakeholders and efficient
public administration.

The fund-specific regulations set investment
priorities in line with these thematic objectives, as
well as specifying the minimum share of resources
to be invested in each objective at national level.
This allows investments in the Member States to be
closely aligned with the goals of the Europe 2020
Strategy, thereby promoting social, economic and
territorial cohesion.

Figure 2 – Hierarchy of strategic and
programming documents

Implementation of the ESI Funds must comply
strictly with the strategic documents prepared
during the programming phase by authorities at EU,
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national and regional level. These include a Common Strategic Framework
(Articles 10-12 and Annex I), a Partnership Agreement (Article 14-17) and operational
programmes (Articles 26-30). As illustrated in figure 2, the programming documents are
interrelated and should refer to the overriding goals of the Europe 2020 strategy.
The Partnership Agreement (Article 14-17) is a new planning and strategic document
introduced by the CPR. It is required at the beginning of the programming phase and provides
the basis on which ESI Funds are used in a given Member State. The Partnership Agreement
translates the thematic objectives and guidelines set out by the European Commission in the
Common Strategic Framework into the national and regional context. It provides details on
institutional and governance arrangements and at the same time refers to the National Reform
Programme and the Council's country-specific recommendations. It expresses the Member
State's commitment to using EU financial assistance in an efficient and effective way in pursuit
of Union and national goals. Furthermore, it facilitates multi-fund coordination of different
actions under an overarching agreement between the Commission and each Member State. The
document is meant to be prepared in cooperation with partners in accordance with a
multi-level approach to governance, and in dialogue with the Commission.
The preparation of the Partnership Agreements for the 2014-20 period began in 2012. Within a
few months of the CPR coming into force, all the Member States had submitted their proposals
to the European Commission. Following necessary adjustments, each agreement was approved
and signed by the Commission and the respective Member State.4

On the basis of the Partnership Agreements, the Member States and the regions draw
up operational programmes, which set out detailed strategy and arrangements for
implementation of the ESI Funds, including types of projects to be supported.
In an effort to improve the effectiveness of the ESI Funds, the CPR recommends that
Member States adopt innovative approaches to implementation, such as these two,
which are designed to enhance territorial development:



community-led local development, a way of using the ESI Funds (except the
Cohesion Fund) to deliver local development strategies (Articles 32-35); and
integrated territorial investments, which are designed to combine all the ESI Funds to
deliver a cross-sectoral strategy for a specific area, such as an urban area (Article 36).

In other words, the two methods help to better target projects at territorial, i.e. local
and regional, needs. They also help to align spending with the thematic objectives, and
in turn with the Europe 2020 goals. Both methods are optional and, as initial data on
the programming documents show, will not be applied by all Member States. 5
In line with a general drive to maximise the impact of the ESI Funds and to squeeze the
most value out of every euro, the CPR significantly extended the scope for using the ESI
Funds to support innovative financial instruments. On the basis of the new rules the
Member States have more opportunities and greater flexibility to finance the projects,
by way of loans, guarantees, equity and other risk-bearing instruments, with
contributions from the ESI Funds (Articles 37-46, Annex IV, V). This does not replace
non-refundable grants, but provides an important means of leveraging the EU budget.
The CPR introduced a controversial tool for disciplining the Member States:
macroeconomic conditionality. It makes payments from the ESI Funds conditional on
Member States' compliance with the rules of sound economic governance
(Recitals 24-26, Article 23 and Annex III). In the 2007-13 period a similar mechanism was
provided for in the Cohesion Fund and linked with the excessive deficit procedure
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(Article 4 of Regulation (EC) 1084/2006). It was applied only once, when the Council
decided to suspend some of the commitments from the Cohesion Fund allocated to
Hungary.
On the other hand, the CPR also allows Member States going through temporary
budgetary difficulties to apply for an increase in interim payments (Article 24), subject
to certain conditions. This measure provides a degree of flexibility to the ESI Funds and
can be crucial for a Member State that does not have the budgetary capacity to
co-finance projects. The application of this principle will be revised after June 2016.
Measures linked to sound economic governance based on Article 23 (macroeconomic
conditionality)6
As part of a general effort to improve the effectiveness of cohesion policy, Article 23 of the CPR
provides that:
a) the Commission may ask a Member State to review its Partnership Agreement and
re-programme part of its funding where it is necessary to support the implementation of
Council Recommendations, or to improve the impact of the ESI Funds on growth and
competitiveness (Article 23(1-8)); and
b) the Commission is obliged to propose a partial or full suspension of the ESI Funds
(commitments or payments) when a Member State fails to take effective action to correct its
excessive deficit in the context of economic governance procedures (Article 23(9-11)).
Macroeconomic conditionality was the most controversial and most hotly debated element of
the legislative proposal. On the one hand the Commission argued that the mechanism was
essential to ensure that the effective use of the ESI Funds was not undermined by unsound
macroeconomic policies.7 On the other hand, the Parliament flatly opposed the idea, arguing
that it 'would penalise regions and social groups already weakened by the crisis' and that 'local
and regional authorities should not be punished for difficulties encountered at Member State
level'. Moreover, the EP stressed that 'a punitive approach of this kind might not be understood
by the public and could add to public distrust'.8 The intention of the majority in the EP was to
delete the provision from the Regulation, or at least to significantly amend it to ensure that it
was applied in a fair and balanced manner.
The EP eventually accepted the measures, after introducing amendments guaranteeing that it
would be informed in detail about any planned measures and would be able to scrutinise all
decision-making procedures leading to the suspension of funds. Furthermore, the EP managed
to introduce an amendment ensuring that the suspension of funds would be adjusted in line
with the social and economic circumstances of the Member State concerned.9
The debate on the issue is not over. The REGI Committee is currently drafting an own-initiative
report on the European Commission's guidelines for implementation of Article 23.

Rules applicable to the ERDF, the ESF and the Cohesion Fund (the Funds)
Part III of the CPR lays down rules specific to the implementation of the Funds, such as
the criteria for delimiting regions eligible for support, and co-financing rates. First, it
states that the Funds should support two main goals (Article 89):
 investment for growth and jobs in Member States and regions (financed by the ERDF,
the ESF and the Cohesion Fund); and
 European territorial cooperation (financed by the ERDF).
Second, the CPR determines that on the basis of data from the years 2007-09, NUTS
level 2 regions10 may fall under one of the following categories eligible for support from
the ERDF and ESF (Article 90):
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Less-developed regions, with GDP per capita of less than 75% of the EU27 average;
Transition regions, with GDP per capita of between 75 and 90% of the EU27 average;
More developed regions, with GDP per capita of more than 90% of the EU27 average.

The Cohesion Fund, in turn, is meant to support Member States with a GNI per capita of
less than 90% of the EU average (reference period 2008-10).
Third, the CPR determines the amount of resources allocated in the 2014-20 period to
the ERDF, the ESF and the Cohesion Fund, and the amounts allocated to achieving each
of the two goals as well as in each category of regions. According to the CPR provisions,
the resources are non-transferable between categories of regions, and according to the
additionality principle they must not be used to replace public or equivalent structural
expenditure by a Member State (Articles 91-95, Annex VI-X). In this context it is worth
mentioning that the rules for the current programming period, unlike the provisions for
the 2007-13 period, provide for the possibility to finance the operational programmes
jointly from different funds. In other words, in the 2014-20 financial programming
period, the CPR allows what is known as a multi-funding approach (Article 98).
Furthermore, the Regulation sets out the maximum co-financing rates for different
types of regions. Several indicators have to be taken into account when calculating the
allocation for particular regions. For instance, the co-financing rate for the priority axis
in less developed regions of Member States whose GDP per capita for 2007-09 was
below 85% of the EU27 average must not exceed 85% (Article 120); the co-financing
rate for the priority axis in less developed regions of Member States whose GDP for
2007-13 was between 75% of the EU25 average and 75% of the EU27 average must not
exceed 80%.
New criteria for determining the borders of regions eligible for support from the Funds
triggered significant shifts in the distribution of support in comparison with the 2007-13
programming period. For instance:11
- Less-developed regions cover a smaller population than the previous category of convergence
regions.
- Some regions, including the capital cities of Poland, Romania and Slovenia, lost their lessdeveloped status.
- Nevertheless, less-developed regions continue to receive the greatest share of the structural
funds (€182.2 billion in 2014-20), and remain concentrated in eastern and central Europe.12
- The population contained by transition regions increased, with most of them located in
Germany, France, Spain and the United Kingdom.
- Croatia as a whole falls under the category of less-developed regions and qualifies for the
Cohesion Fund.
- All the remaining regions fall under the category of more developed regions.
- Cyprus is no longer eligible for the Cohesion Fund, but it will continue to be supported on a
transitional basis.

In addition, it should be noted that the CPR earmarked €3 billion of the ESF for
measures under the Youth Employment Initiative (Article 91), while €10 billion of the
Cohesion Fund is to be set aside for use as part of the Connecting Europe Facility
(Article 92(6)).
On the basis of these complex eligibility criteria and co-financing rates, a total ESI Funds
allocation per Member State is calculated and a list of eligible regions for funding is set
out. Chart 1 presents the preliminary allocation of the ESI Funds per Member State.

126

Members' Research Service

Page 6 of 11

EPRS

European Structural and Investment Funds

Chart 1 – The 2014-20 ESI Funds allocation, by Member State13

Source: European Commission.

State of play of implementation
The late agreement on the 2014-20 Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) resulted in
late adoption of the rules governing the ESI Funds. 14 This in turn delayed the drawing up
of national programmes and implementation of the projects. As a result, the budget
allocation for the year 2014 could not be spent. Part of the allocation could be carried
over to 2015, but a very significant part had to be transferred to subsequent years by
means of a revision of the MFF in accordance with Article 19 of the MFF Regulation. Up
to the end of May 2015, Member States received pre-financing totalling €7.4 billion.
Despite the delay, all the Partnership Agreements between the Commission and the
Member States were signed before the deadlines set in the provisions. Further,
according to Commission data, by the end of March 2015, 66% of the operational
programmes under Heading 1b (ERDF, ESF, Cohesion Fund) and 22% of those under
Heading 2 (EAFRD and EMFF) were adopted. All the remaining programmes are
expected to be adopted by the end of 2015.15
As we are only at the beginning of the implementation of the ESI Funds based on the
CPR, it is still too early to tell whether the new rules will have the expected results and
whether the system works smoothly. However, some preliminary conclusions related to
the preparation of the new generation of strategic documents, the challenge of
strategic coherence, and administrative capacity have been drawn up and presented in
studies requested by the European Parliament. By and large, the new regulatory
framework included in the CPR has improved strategic coherence and the quality of
programming of cohesion policy. Clearly, the policy is aligned better with the Europe
2020 objectives, the thematic concentration on the programming stage has been
achieved, and the management of the funds is more consistent. Furthermore, there has
been greater coordination and a stronger partnership with the relevant stakeholders.16

Assessment system envisaged in the CPR
As part of a broader effort to improve the effectiveness of the ESI Funds, the CPR
addresses extensively the issues of ex-ante conditionality, interim and ex-post
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performance assessment. A number of conditions have to be fulfilled before the funds
are disbursed to a Member State (Article 19, Annex XI). Ex-ante conditions include, for
example, underpinning legal acts, the administrative capacity to manage the funds, and
a smart specialisation strategy. Moreover, the Regulation established a special
performance framework that will be used to carry out the interim and ex-post
performance reviews in 2019 and 2023, and with which the Member States must
comply. Furthermore, the Member States must put aside six per cent of their national
allocation from the ESI Funds under the Investment for Growth and Jobs goal as a
special performance reserve. On the basis of the results measured under the
performance framework and following a decision by the Commission, this is to be
allocated to the programmes that have proven successful (Articles 20-21, Annex II).17 In
contrast, where there is evidence of serious implementation weaknesses, the
Commission is able to suspend interim payments (Article 22). Finally, the ex-post
evaluations should be carried out by the end of 2024, either by the Commission or by
Member States in close cooperation with the Commission, and these should assess
whether the ESI Funds have been used effectively and efficiently (Article 57).
The new assessment rules were designed to address the problems uncovered during the
annual budgetary discharge procedures, including in reports of the European Court of
Auditors (ECA) and in EP resolutions. The Court's annual reports show that the parts of
the EU budget spent on cohesion, rural development and fisheries are among the most
error-prone areas of EU spending. For many years the primary sources of problems have
been breaches of EU or national public procurement rules and the risk that specific
expenditure and projects may not be eligible for EU subsidies. Furthermore, the ECA
points out that the management system of the funds has incentivised a high level of
expenditure (‘use it or lose it’) rather than achieving results, and that assessment has
focused too much on whether procedures have been correctly followed.18 The
European Parliament has expressed similar concerns in subsequent EU budget discharge
procedures.
The CPR requires the results of audits and evaluations to be submitted in the form of
reports. These are an important tool for tracking achievements and identifying
problems. For instance, the Member States have to present annual implementation
reports (Article 50) and progress reports on the implementation of the Partnership
Agreement in 2017 and 2019 (Article 52). Moreover, special annual review meetings
must be held between the Commission and each Member State to examine the
performance of each programme (Article 51). Additionally, starting from 2016 the
Commission should present to the EP, the Council, the Committee of the Regions and
the European Economic and Social Committee a summary of the national annual
implementation reports (Article 53). The Commission must also include a section on the
ESI Funds in its Annual Progress Report, and under Article 175 TFEU, every three years
the Commission presents the Cohesion Report on progress made towards achieving
economic, social and territorial cohesion.
One of the first official reviews of the current programming period is scheduled for the
end of 2015, when the Commission will submit a report on the outcome of negotiations
on the Partnership Agreements and operational programmes (Article 16(3)).

Additional programmes: coordination
The CPR was designed to improve coordination and synergies between the different ESI
Funds, and between the ESI Funds and other EU financial programmes. This is supposed
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to be achieved, first, by means of common provisions covering both the structural funds
and Cohesion Fund and the rural development and fisheries funds, and, second, by
means of special guidelines included in the Common Strategic Framework (CSF). The
latter is included in Annex I to the Regulation and lays down the principles for consistent
use of different forms of EU financial assistance in order to maximise their contribution
to economic, social and territorial cohesion and to the goals of the Europe 2020
strategy. The CSF facilitates the programming process and the drawing up of the
Partnership Agreements and operational programmes. For instance, it gives indications
on how to coordinate the deployment of the ESI Funds with different EU policies and
programmes, such as the Common Agricultural Policy, the Common Fisheries Policy,
Horizon 2020, Erasmus+, New Entrance Reserve 300 demonstration funding,19 the
European Union Programme for Employment and Social Innovation, the Connecting
Europe Facility, the Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance, the European Development Fund and the European Neighbourhood Instrument.

Role of the European Parliament
The Lisbon Treaty strengthened the EP's powers in the procedure leading to the
adoption of the general provisions. Previously, only the fund-specific rules were
adopted by co-decision, while the assent procedure was applied for the regulation
laying down the general rules. Under the Lisbon Treaty, the entire legislative package
covering the ESI Funds (both common and fund-specific regulations) was agreed using
the ordinary legislative procedure (co-decision).20
The ambition of the EP was to build a more strategic, modern, efficient and resultoriented cohesion policy with a commensurate budget. While the budgetary resources
for the ESI Funds were decided in the decision-making procedure for the MFF, the EP
managed to negotiate an appropriate regulatory framework ensuring the maximum
impact for every euro spent.21
Although the EP supported closely aligning cohesion policy with the goals of the Europe
2020 strategy, in its resolution of 5 July 2011 (2011/2035 INI) it emphasised that
'cohesion policy is not merely an implementing tool for Europe 2020 and that a
continued focus on the core principles of cohesion policy will have the added value of
sustaining the achievements of Europe 2020 even after the strategy has come to an
end'.
Moreover, the Parliament was in favour of concentrating the funds on the thematic
objectives, but it insisted on flexibility in implementation that would allow the Member
States and regions to adjust them to their specific needs. The EP also supported the
concept of Partnership Agreements, but insisted on full respect for the principle of
partnership, with greater rights for local and regional authorities as well as
representatives of civil society.
While the ESI Funds are implemented by the Member States, relevant legislative
decisions and policy actions are prepared at the level of the EU institutions. The
Parliament has a number of roles to play under the Common Provisions Regulation and
the fund-specific regulations.22 Additionally, it scrutinises EU expenditure through the
ESI Funds during the annual budgetary discharge procedure.
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European Regional Development Fund
In a nutshell
The European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) is one of the European Structural and
Investment (ESI) Funds. It has the largest budget – 43.2 % of the total allocation for the ESI
Funds – and wide-ranging investment priorities. Its action focuses on the development and
structural adjustment of regions whose development is lagging behind. About 95 % of ERDF
resources is spent on investment for growth and jobs. The remaining 5 % supports European
territorial cooperation programmes (formerly known as Interreg).

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 1b (Smart and Inclusive Growth) – Economic, Social and Territorial Cohesion

2014-20 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €196 343.5 million (18.06 %)

2015 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €34 159.1 million (21.05 %)
Payments:
€27 371.7 million (19.37 %)

2016 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €26 861.4 million (17.34 %)
Payments:
€28 953.4 million (20.04 %)

Methods of implementation
Shared management (European Commission and Member States).

In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 Objectives and investment priorities
 The ERDF financial allocation
 Assessment of the ERDF
 Other EU programmes and action in the
same field
 The European Parliament's role
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
The European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) is the largest of five European
Structural and Investment Funds, which are the European Union's financial support for
economic, social and territorial cohesion (Figure 1). The ERDF's task, as specified in
Article 176 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the EU, is to redress the main regional
imbalances in the Union through investments in the development and structural
adjustment of regions whose development is lagging behind. Moreover, the fund should
support the conversion of declining
Figure 1 – The European Structural and
industrial regions.
Investment Funds

The goal of the ERDF has remained almost
the same since the fund was created in 1975.
Over its 40 years of operation, however, the
management modes and the types of cofinanced investment have changed to reflect
cohesion policy reforms.1 Recently, the fund
has become one of the financial means to
achieve the common EU goals defined in,
first, the Lisbon strategy and then in the
Europe 2020 strategy. As a result, the ERDF's priorities have shifted from 'hard'
infrastructure to investment in innovation, the digital agenda, R&D, ICT, the low-carbon
economy and the competitiveness of SMEs.
Implementation of the ERDF is based on three regulations, which were adopted in 2013
under the ordinary legislative procedure accompanying the negotiations on the
Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) for 2014-2020:




Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 laying down common provisions on the European
Structural and Investment Funds (the Common Provisions Regulation, CPR),
Regulation (EU) No 1301/2013 laying down the ERDF-specific rules (the ERDF
regulation), and
Regulation (EU) No 1299/2013 on specific provisions for ERDF support for the
European territorial cooperation goal (the ETC regulation).

As illustrated in Table 2, each of the regulations sets out different aspects of the
functioning of the ERDF. The Common Provisions Regulation has an overarching character
and integrates the ERDF into the same legal framework with the other ESI Funds.2 The
ERDF-specific regulation defines the tasks of the fund, scope and type of co-financed
investments as well as some other detailed aspects of the management of the fund. The
ECT regulation applies to cooperation programmes co-financed by the ERDF, formerly
known as the Interreg Programme. Therefore, the regulation on European groupings of
territorial cooperation (EGTC) (Regulation (EU) No 1302/2013) can be also considered
partly relevant to the implementation of the ERDF.
As is the case with the other ESI funds, ERDF implementation is based on the
programming documents: the EU's Common Strategic Framework, the national
Partnership Agreements and national, regional or interregional operational programmes.

Objectives and investment priorities
According to Article 89 of the CPR, the ERDF shall contribute to the achievement of two
main goals: investment for growth and jobs (together with the ESF and the Cohesion
Fund), and European territorial cooperation.
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Table 2 – Legal framework of the ERDF in the 2014-2020 period
Definitions
General principles
Strategic approach, thematic concentration and scope of
intervention
Programming
Financial instruments
Ex ante conditionalities
Performance review
Link to sound economic governance
Community-led local development and territorial
development (including urban development)
Monitoring, evaluation and indicators
Rules of support (including co-financing, revenue
generation, eligibility and simplified costs)
Technical assistance
Management and control
Financial management
Missions, geographical coverage and resources
Information and communication
Implementing, transitional and final provisions

Content of the
CPR
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

Content of the
ERDF regulation

Content of the
ETC regulation

●

●
●

●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

●

●

●

●
●

●

●
●
●
●

●

●

Data source: Own compilation based on European Structural and Investment Funds 2014-2020: official texts
and commentaries, European Commission, 2015.

About 95 % of the ERDF allocation is spent under 'the investment for growth and jobs'
goal. The assistance is addressed to three categories of region delimited on the basis of
their GDP per capita (Article 90 of the CPR):3




Less-developed regions, with GDP per capita of less than 75 % of the EU27 average
(72 regions);
Transition regions, with GDP per capita of between 75 and 90 % of the EU27 average
(51 regions);
More developed regions, with GDP per capita of more than 90 % of the EU27 average
(151 regions).

Roughly 5 % (€9.24 billion) of the ERDF allocation is spent on the European territorial
cooperation (ETC) goal. This supports cross-border, transnational and interregional cooperation programmes. Here the ERDF is often combined with programmes under the
European Neighbourhood Instrument and the Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance.4
Table 3 – Minimum thematic concentration of ERDF allocation at Member State level
Category of region
Thematic Objectives

Less
developed
regions

Transition
regions

More
developed
regions

50 %

60 %

80 %

12 %

15 %

20 %

Allocation to at least two of the following TOs:
TO 1: Strengthening research, technological development
and innovation
TO 2: Enhancing access to, and use and quality of, ICT
TO 3: Enhancing the competitiveness of SMEs
TO 4: Supporting the shift towards a low-carbon economy
in all sectors
And allocation to:
TO 4: Supporting the shift towards a low-carbon economy
in all sectors
Data source: Own compilation based on Article 4 of the Regulation (EU) No 1301/2013.
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Thematic concentration and investment priorities
The ERDF supports all 11 thematic objectives (TO) set out in Article 9 of the CPR. However,
in order to provide ERDF investment with more focus, Article 4 of the ERDF Regulation
requires minimum financial allocations be earmarked for four selected thematic
objectives in different types of region. For each category of region a minimum share of
national ERDF resources must be allocated to two or more of TOs 1 to 4 and a minimum
share to TO 4 (see Table 3). Member States are free to choose the proportion of ERDF
resources they allocate to the remaining seven thematic objectives.
In addition, to be eligible for the ERDF co-financing an investment must fall within the
scope of the activities listed in Article 3 of the ERDF Regulation (see Box 4) and contribute
to the dozens of investment priorities outlined in Article 5 of the ERDF Regulation.
Box 4 – Scope of activities supported by the ERDF (Article 3 of the ERDF Regulation)

'(a) productive investment which contributes to creating and safeguarding sustainable jobs, through direct aid
for investment in SMEs;
(b) productive investment, irrespective of the size of the enterprise concerned, which contributes to the
investment in research, technology, innovation and a shift towards low-carbon economy as well as where that
investment involves cooperation between large enterprises and SMEs in the area of ICT;
(c) investment in infrastructure providing basic services to citizens in the areas of energy, environment, transport
and ICT;
(d) investment in social, health, research, innovation, business and educational infrastructure;
(e) investment in the development of endogenous potential through fixed investment in equipment and smallscale infrastructure, including small-scale cultural and sustainable tourism infrastructure, services to enterprises,
support to research and innovation bodies and investment in technology and applied research in enterprises;
(f) networking, cooperation and exchange of experience between competent regional, local, urban and other
public authorities, economic and social partners and relevant bodies representing civil society, studies,
preparatory actions and capacity-building.'
Under the European territorial cooperation goal the ERDF may also support the sharing of facilities and human
resources, and all types of infrastructure across borders in all regions.

Moreover, the ERDF Regulation in Article 3(3) specifies activities that cannot be
supported by the ERDF, including investment in nuclear power stations, the
manufacturing, processing and marketing of tobacco, or airport infrastructure (unless
related to environmental protection).
As seen from the above, ERDF action is specified in detail and aligned with the goals of
the Europe 2020 strategy. At the same time, however, this specification offers a broad
range of investment options for the regions eligible. The first studies of the operational
programmes adopted show that in the majority of the Member States the ERDF has been
spread over all 11 TOs. However, on account of the minimum thematic concentration
rule, more than half of its resources will co-finance investment in research and
innovation, competitiveness of SMEs and the low-carbon economy (Figure 5). At the same
time, in comparison with the 2007-2013 period, the ERDF investment in the network
infrastructure, even in the less developed regions, is decreasing.5
Figure 5 – ERDF allocation by thematic objective 1-4

Data source: European Commission, ESIF Open Data Portal, 2016.
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The ERDF financial allocation
The ERDF has the biggest budget of all the ESI funds. Since the cohesion policy reform in
1988, ERDF resources have increased steadily on account of the EU enlargements and a
growing need for investment in the poorest regions. The ERDF budget for the 2014-2020
period amounts to €196 billion, this is 43.2 % of the total allocation for the ESI Funds and
more than 18 % of the total MFF.
The ERDF is delivered mostly in form of non-refundable grants, but a growing share is
implemented via financial instruments. In accordance with the additionality principle, the
programmes' costs are not fully covered by the ERDF, but require a national contribution.
Co-financing rates are determined by the type of eligible region and the GDP per capita
of a given Member State (Article 120 of the CPR). Therefore, ERDF maximum support for
action under the 'Investment for growth and jobs' goal may differ from 50 % to 85 %.6
The co-financing rate under the 'European territorial cooperation' goal cannot be higher
than 85 %. In some Member States suffering from budgetary difficulties these principal
limitations were temporarily lifted by 10 % in accordance with Article 24 CPR.7
The ERDF Regulation pays particular attention to areas with specific features, such as
island, mountainous or sparsely populated regions, and to the outermost regions. On
account of the considerable challenges that these regions have to meet, the rules for
minimum thematic concentration, the types of eligible investment and the co-financing
rates are modulated and more flexible for them (Article 121 of the CPR and Articles 10 to
12 of the ERDF Regulation). For instance, in the outermost regions the ERDF can support
productive investment in enterprises irrespective of their size.
Map 6 – The ERDF allocation per Member State and per capita (2014-2020)

All in all, the ERDF allocation for each Member State is based on complex rules and many
restrictions. Map 6 shows the distribution of ERDF in 2014-2020. The biggest ERDF
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recipient is Poland, with an allocation twice as big as the second on the list, Italy. Estonia
and Slovakia receive the highest ERDF support per capita, however.
Among the ERDF beneficiaries, cities and urban areas are growing in importance. The
Member States are obliged to earmark 5 % of the ERDF allocation for sustainable urban
development (Articles 7 and 8 of the ERDF Regulation). The deployment of the resources
is decided and directed by urban authorities supported by the Urban Development
Network (with national and regional authorities involved). In addition to this, €371 million
of the ERDF allocation has been set aside for urban innovative actions managed by the
European Commission.
Box 7 – Main characteristics of the ERDF


The ERDF is the largest ESI Fund and is available for all Member States.



Eligibility criteria are measured at the regional level.



The fund co-finances projects in all types of region – less and more developed regions and
transition regions – and also funds interregional cooperation.



Operational programmes co-financed by the ERDF can be drawn up at regional, national or
interregional level.



Recently, the scope of ERDF interventions has shifted visibly from infrastructure to
investment in research, ICT, SMEs and the low-carbon economy.



Infrastructure is still an important spending area in less developed regions.



Support for cities and urban development are important priorities for ERDF expenditure.

Assessment of the ERDF
The ERDF has been operating for more than 40 years. Multiple objectives, types of
investment and beneficiaries in all EU Member States have been supported by the fund
over this period. Its effects are spread throughout the EU territory, documented and
analysed in numerous evaluations conducted at local, regional, national and EU levels. A
sizeable collection of evaluations, covering the years from 1989 to 2013, is available on a
dedicated European Commission website and a summary of ERDF achievements up to
2012 is included in the Sixth Cohesion Report.8 Moreover, the European Court of Auditors
has conducted several, dedicated audits of ERDF interventions, and the European
Parliament has initiated several relevant studies.9
Nevertheless, as is the case for EU cohesion policy in general, when presenting
assessments and evaluations of the ERDF, it is important not to overlook the challenges
and limitations of the task. These have been discussed extensively in the literature and
evaluation reports, and were addressed in part in the reform of the 2014-2020
programming period.10 In the previous programming periods the monitoring and
evaluation framework was less rigorous than it is now. Therefore, also the analysis of
results covering the ERDF spending up to 2013 is fragmented and based on incomplete
and incoherent data. Moreover, the long implementation period of the programmes
under cohesion policy implies the delays of visible and countable results.
In addition to this, since 2007 the results of the fund's interventions in infrastructure have
usually been presented jointly with the Cohesion Fund. What is more, data concerning
investment is usually broken down by category of region supported or by policy objective
and not by fund. It is therefore difficult or impossible to isolate the information
concerning individual fund performance or compare interventions from different
financial periods.
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Given these limitations, as well as the multitude of sectors and areas in which the ERDF
intervenes, only part of the overall picture can be presented here. The remainder of this
briefing gives an overview of ERDF spending in the 2007-2013 programming period with
a focus on support for SMEs and on financial instruments as a means of delivering the
ERDF. For an overview of the results of ERDF investment in the transport, environment
and energy sectors please refer to the EPRS briefing on the Cohesion Fund.11
Ex-post evaluation of the ERDF 2007-2013
Over the 2007-2013 period the total ERDF allocation of €200 billion was divided between
convergence regions (80 %), competitiveness regions12 (16 %) and European territorial
cooperation programmes (4 %). Together, the ERDF and the Cohesion Fund contribution
(€70 billion) accounted for a substantial proportion of public investment in the Member
States, especially in the poorest regions of the EU. For instance, in Hungary the support
provided from the two funds amounted to 57 % of government capital expenditure. In
Poland this proportion amounted to 41 %. As a result, public investment in some Member
States has become heavily dependent on co-financing from the ERDF (and the Cohesion
Fund).13
The ERDF (and Cohesion Fund) contributed to projects covering 17 different sectors,
including in transport infrastructure (31 % of resources), enterprise support, RTD, ICT and
innovation (26 %), environmental infrastructure (16 %), culture and social infrastructure
(9.3 %) and energy (4 %). The intensity of the support differed between the convergence
and competitiveness regions, with more emphasis on infrastructure in former and on
research and innovation in the latter.14
According to the Sixth Cohesion Report, between 2007 and 2012 ERDF investments
resulted in creation of nearly 600 000 jobs, equivalent to almost 20 % of the estimated
job losses caused in the same period by the financial crisis. Thanks to the investments
broadband coverage was provided for 5 million people and 5.5 million people were
connected to waste water treatment. Furthermore, recent evaluations show that the
ERDF together with the Cohesion Fund has made a significant contribution to the
completion of the trans-European transport network (TEN-T) as well as to the internal
transport networks of individual Member States.15
Support for research and innovation in SMEs, research centres and universities
SMEs were major ERDF beneficiaries. While support for large firms is very limited in the
current programming period, SMEs can be supported across all thematic objectives and
by all the ESI Funds.16 The ERDF co-finances projects whereby the SMEs develop their
inherent potential and competitiveness, by means of productive investments,
infrastructural investments, and also networking and technical assistance.
As far as the 2007-2013 period is concerned, it is estimated that about 16 % of total ERDF
allocations flowed to 400 000 individual businesses all over the EU. The co-financed
projects focused on technology transfer, support services for direct investment, RTD, new
technology and assistance for start-ups. The most common form of support involved
grants, i.e. non-repayable financial assistance, but financial instruments have gained in
importance.17
As a result, it is estimated that ERDF support was responsible for at least 121 400 new
businesses and at least 322 100 new full-time equivalent jobs in SMEs up until 2014. One
of the most important outcomes of ERDF support was that it helped SMEs withstand the
impact of the crisis, and increase turnover, profitability and exports. Moreover, in a
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number of cases, ERDF support led to behavioural changes among owners and managers,
leading for example to a greater tendency to install advanced equipment as well as to
take risks and to innovate. Although they cannot be measured in immediate economic
results, these changes may prove powerful in the long run.18
Alongside the positive effects of the ERDF interventions, the above-mentioned
evaluations pointed at several aspects that needed to be improved. For example, it has
been recommended that ERDF co-financed operational programmes should be more
deeply embedded in theories of change and in the local context. Furthermore, in order
to take advantage of the full potential offered by the ERDF, the managing authorities
should take more risks and be more experimental and innovative in their choice of
instruments, forms of intervention and actions.
About 6 % of ERDF resources supported innovation and RTD in research centres and
universities, especially in the convergence regions. This funding can be seen as
compensation for the 7th Framework Programme (FP7), which concentrated on the more
developed Member States. While the convergence regions attracted only about 4 % of
FP7 funding, they received a 78 % share of ERDF support for RTD and innovation.
Therefore, the ERDF was a significant help in building research and innovation capacity in
these regions.19
Financial Instruments as a form of support co-financed by the ERDF
The 2007-2013 financial period witnessed a significant increase in use of financial
instruments (FI) as a form of support and as an approach to delivering the Structural
Funds, especially for SMEs.20 While in the 2000-2006 period the Member States
committed only €1.3 billion to FI, by the end of 2014 the figure had risen to over
€17 billion, and €14 billion through the ERDF. Loans were the most popular form of
instrument.
Evaluations to date are rather critical of the implementation and results. Although the
picture is mixed when analysing individual cases and Member States, overall, use of
financial engineering instruments to implement the ERDF (and other EU funds) is still a
very challenging task. Problems arise from insufficient reliable data, legal uncertainties,
lack of guidance in regulations and a lack of capacity and experience among management
authorities. The result is project delivery delays, poor performance and poor mobilisation
of private resources in the implementation of the FI.21
Audits conducted by the European Court of Auditors (ECA) have also been critical with
regard to the implementation and outcomes of ERDF investment in form of FI. In the
report published in 2012 and covering the years 2000 to 2006 and the first part of 2007
to 2013, the Court concluded that ERDF spending on FI did not benefit SMEs as much as
expected. The audit identified widespread delays in funds reaching recipients and
ineffectiveness in leveraging in private investment. The significant weaknesses of the
regulatory provisions were identified as the main reason for this assessment. According
to the ECA the regulatory framework of the ERDF was in principle designed for grant
spending and thus was not appropriate for the different types of FI.
In the audit published in 2016, the ECA identified a number of issues limiting the efficiency
of FI, including that the instruments were oversized, the Member States had problems in
disbursing their capital endowments and the management costs and fees were too high.
The ECA concluded that as a result, FIs co-financed by the ERDF were not successful in
attracting private capital and, so far, only a limited number of them had provided reusable
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financial support effectively. The report includes a long list of recommendations
addressed to the European Commission and Member States.

Other EU programmes and action in the same field
As the ERDF actions cover all 11 thematic objectives set out in the Common Provisions
Regulation, many other EU programmes and funds target the same or similar fields and
beneficiaries. To be more specific, ERDF investment in the transport,
telecommunications, energy and environment sectors is complementary with projects
co-financed by the Cohesion Fund and the Connecting Europe Facility (CEF). New
instruments such as the community-led local development and integrated territorial
investment approaches facilitate the coordinated use of different funds to achieve
common, territorial goals. The Member States and the Commission should use the
provisions of the CPR and fund-specific regulations to ensure that the funds' actions
complement rather than duplicate each other.
The ERDF has a special link with EU programmes in the areas of research and innovation,
especially Horizon 2020 and the programme for the Competitiveness of SMEs (COSME).
The Commission strongly recommends bringing money from these sources together in
combined, parallel or successive projects. The possibilities and options for this kind of
joint financing are explained in a special guidance document 'Enabling synergies between
European Structural and Investment Funds, Horizon 2020 and other research, innovation
and competitiveness-related Union programmes'. In order to ensure a clear division of
intervention as well possibilities for synergies between the programmes, the Member
States develop 'smart specialisation' strategies.
Important complementarities also exist between the ERDF and the European Fund for
Strategic Investment (EFSI). Both funds provide financing in very similar key sectors, such
as transport, energy, digital economy, research and innovation. Therefore, the funds can
be combined in many ways, at project or at financial instrument level. The contribution
from the ERDF, however, cannot be transferred directly to the EFSI. The first combined
projects of this kind are currently emerging in Europe.22 Practical guidance and examples
of joint actions are described in the Commission document 'European Structural and
Investment Funds and European Fund for Strategic Investment. Complementarities'.

The European Parliament's role
The regulation on the ERDF is adopted according to the ordinary legislative procedure.
Therefore, the EP has important role in shaping the legal framework of the ERDF. This
was demonstrated during the recent negotiations on the provisions for the 2014-2020
period. Most of the Parliament's proposals were included in the regulation adopted. For
instance, the Parliament's negotiating team was able to add 'cultural and sustainable
tourism infrastructure' to the list of items included within the scope of ERDF intervention.
It also argued successfully in favour of making assistance for large companies (in the ICT
area) conditional upon their cooperation with SMEs. Similarly, thanks to the EP's
involvement, the ERDF can support airport infrastructure projects only when related to
environmental protection investments. Furthermore, the regulation adopted allows for
more flexibility and derogations in thematic concentration (for certain regions, such as
outermost, islands and transition regions) than was initially proposed by the Commission.
Finally, one of the biggest achievements was the adoption of the Parliament's
amendment on sustainable integrated urban development and the delegation of powers
to urban authorities.23
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As part of the ESI Funds and accounting for a significant share of the EU budget, the ERDF
is a subject to the Parliament's scrutiny and evaluation. In this regard, the debate is
currently focused on the follow up to the legal changes proposed under the mid-term
review/revision of the 2014-2020 MFF and the adjustments of financial envelopes (as set
out in Article 7 of the MFF Regulation).
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European Social Fund
In a nutshell
The European Social Fund (ESF) is one of the European Structural and Investment Funds. It
promotes quality employment, social inclusion, education and training, and enhances the
institutional capacity of public authorities. All EU Member States are eligible for ESF support
through corresponding operational programmes. The Youth Employment Initiative (YEI)
complements the ESF actions addressing youth unemployment. The ESF was created in 1957
and has a long history of actions and achievements. It has also not avoided criticism. In the
current MFF the implementation of the Fund has been rather slow, but it is expected to reach
full cruising speed in 2017.

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 1 – Smart and Inclusive Growth
Subheading 1b – Economic, Social and Territorial Cohesion

2014-20 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €86 405.02 million (7.95 %)

2016 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)1
Commitments: €12 033.02 million (7.96 %)
Payments:
€11 114.35 million (7.94 %)

2017 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)2
Commitments: €12 899.73 million (8.39 %)
Payments:
€9 309.74 million (7.11 %)

Methods of implementation
Shared management (European Commission and Member States)
In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 Objectives and investment priorities
 The ESF financial allocation
 Funded measures
 Assessment of the ESF
 Other EU programmes in the same field
 The European Parliament's role
 Main references
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis

The European Social Fund (ESF) is the oldest EU fund still in place, having been introduced
in 1957. The ESF was established by the Treaty of Rome in order to 'improve employment
opportunities for workers in the common market and to contribute thereby to raising the
standard of living'.3
Today, the ESF belongs to the group of five
European Structural and Investment (ESI)
Funds (Figure 1), which aim at supporting
economic, social and territorial cohesion of
the European Union (Article 174 of the Treaty
on the Functioning of the EU, TFEU).

Figure 1 – The European Structural and
Investment Funds

According to the TFEU, 'the Union shall take
into account requirements linked to the
promotion of a high level of employment, the
guarantee of adequate social protection, the fight against social exclusion and a high level
of education, training and protection of human health' (Article 9). Title XI TFEU is
dedicated to the establishment of the European Social Fund. Easier employment of
workers, increasing their geographical Table 1 - Legal framework of the European Social
and occupational mobility within the Fund
Union and facilitating their adaptation
Content of the
Content of the
CPR
ESF Regulation
to industrial changes and to changes in
Definitions
●
production systems are among its
General principles
●
●
objectives (Article 162). Most of these
Strategic approach,
●
●
thematic concentration
have been valid since 1957.
and scope of intervention
The legal framework of the European
Social Fund consists of:




Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013
laying down common provisions
on the European Structural and
Investment Funds (the Common
Provisions Regulation, CPR), and
Regulation (EU) No 1304/2013 on
the European Social Fund (the ESF
Regulation).

The CPR sets out common principles,
rules and standards for the operation
of all five ESI Funds. The ESF together
with the Cohesion Fund (CF)4 and the
European Regional Development Fund
(ERDF)5 are all subject to the same
provisions on financing, programming,
monitoring, evaluation and technical
assistance.6

Programming
Financial instruments
Ex ante
Conditionalities
Performance review
Linked to sound
economic governance
Community-led local
development and
territorial development
(incl. urban)
Monitoring, evaluation
and indicators
Rules of support (incl.
co-financing, revenue
generation, eligibility
and simplified costs)
Technical assistance
Management and
control
Financial management
Missions, geographical
coverage and
resources
Information and
communication
Implementing,
transitional and final
provisions

●
●
●

● (YEI)
●

●
●
●

●

●

●

●

●

●
●

● (YEI)

●

● (YEI)
● (YEI)

●

●

Data source: European Structural and Investment Funds 2014-

The common legal framework laid 2020: official texts and commentaries, European Commission,
2015.
down in the CPR is aimed at enhancing
synergies, complementarity and ensuring consistent implementation of all ESI Funds in
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the Member States. It helps the eligible countries to ensure that investments in
employment, social inclusion, education and training financed by the ESF are coordinated
with similar investments co-financed under other ESI Funds.
The ESF Regulation, in turn, specifies some aspects of the management of the fund,
especially as far as the scope and type of co-financed investments are concerned.
Furthermore, the ESF Regulation lays down rules for programming and implementation
of the Youth Employment Initiative (YEI). Table 1 presents elements of the legal
framework of the ESF (and of the YEI) included in each of the two legal acts. Strategic
indications and guidelines for the implementation of the ESF are provided in national
Partnership Agreements and national or regional operational programmes.

Objectives and investment priorities
The ESF helps with getting people into jobs. It addresses employment and social
challenges. According to Article 3 of the ESF Regulation, the ESF focuses on four thematic
objectives listed in the CPR:





promoting sustainable and quality employment, and supporting labour mobility;
promoting social inclusion, combating poverty and any discrimination;
investing in education, training and vocational training for skills and lifelong
learning;
enhancing institutional capacity of public authorities and stakeholders, and
fostering efficient public administration.

The ESF Regulation stipulates in Article 4 that at least 20 % of the total ESF resources in
each Member State must be allocated to the thematic objective 'Promoting social
inclusion, combating poverty and any discrimination'. Allocations for other thematic
objectives are not quantified. The four thematic objectives are further translated into 19
investment priorities (Box 1).
Box 1 - ESF investment priorities (Article 3 ESF Regulation)
Promoting sustainable and quality employment and supporting labour mobility:
– Access to employment for job-seekers and inactive people, including the long-term unemployed and
people far from the labour market, also through local employment initiatives and support for labour
mobility;
– Sustainable integration into the labour market of young people, in particular those not in employment,
education or training, including young people at risk of social exclusion and young people from
marginalised communities, including through the implementation of the Youth Guarantee;
– Self-employment, entrepreneurship and business creation including innovative micro, small and
medium-sized enterprises;
– Equality between men and women in all areas, including in access to employment, career progression,
reconciliation of work and private life and promotion of equal pay for equal work;
– Adaptation of workers, enterprises and entrepreneurs to change;
– Active and healthy ageing;
– Modernisation of labour market institutions, such as public and private employment services, and
improving the matching of labour market needs, including through actions that enhance transnational
labour mobility as well as through mobility schemes and better cooperation between institutions and
relevant stakeholders.
Promoting social inclusion, combating poverty and any discrimination:
– Active inclusion, including with a view to promoting equal opportunities and active participation, and
improving employability;
– Socio-economic integration of marginalised communities such as the Roma;
Members' Research Service

Page 3 of 12

147

European Social Fund

EPRS

– Combating all forms of discrimination and promoting equal opportunities;
– Enhancing access to affordable, sustainable and high-quality services, including health care and social
services of general interest;
– Promoting social entrepreneurship and vocational integration in social enterprises and the social and
solidarity economy in order to facilitate access to employment;
– Community-led local development strategies.
Investing in education, training and vocational training for skills and life-long learning:
– Reducing and preventing early school-leaving and promoting equal access to good quality earlychildhood, primary and secondary education including formal, non-formal and informal learning
pathways for reintegrating into education and training;
– Improving the quality and efficiency of, and access to, tertiary and equivalent education with a view to
increasing participation and attainment levels, especially for disadvantaged groups;
– Enhancing equal access to lifelong learning for all age groups in formal, non-formal and informal
settings, upgrading the knowledge, skills and competences of the workforce, and promoting flexible
learning pathways, including through career guidance and validation of acquired competences;
– Improving the labour market relevance of education and training systems, facilitating the transition
from education to work, and strengthening vocational education and training systems and their quality,
including through mechanisms for skills anticipation, adaptation of curricula and the establishment and
development of work-based learning systems, including dual-learning systems and apprenticeship
schemes.
Enhancing institutional capacity of public authorities and stakeholders and efficient public
administration:
– Investment in institutional capacity and in the efficiency of public administrations and public services at
the national, regional and local levels with a view to reforms, better regulation and good governance
(applicable only in Member States eligible for support from the Cohesion Fund, or in Member States that
have one or more NUTS level 2 regions referred to in Article 90(2)(a) of Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013).
– Capacity building for all stakeholders delivering education, lifelong learning, training and employment
and social policies, including through sectorial and territorial pacts to mobilise for reform at the national,
regional and local levels.

Member States shall concentrate on up to five of the investment priorities to each
operational programme at least 80 % of the ESF allocation in more developed regions,7
70 % in transition regions8 and 60 % in less developed regions9 (Article 4 ESF). The
definition of the three categories of regions is common for all the funds supporting the
'Investment for growth and jobs' goal (Article 90 CPR).

The ESF financial allocation
For 2014-2020, the ESF allocation is €86 405.02 million.10 It corresponds to 19 % of the
budget reserved for all ESI Funds and 7.95 % of the Multiannual Financial Framework
(MFF) 2014-2020.11 With the YEI
Figure 2 – ESF contribution to thematic objectives, 2014top-up
allocation
(€3 211.22 2020 (€ billion)
million), the total amounts to
€89 616.24
million,
which
Sustainable and Quality Employment
€30.8 bn
corresponds to 8.24 % of MFF.
As illustrated in Figure 2, Member
States have decided to spend most
of the ESF allocation on the
thematic objective 'Sustainable and
quality employment', followed by
'Educational and vocation training'
and 'Social inclusion'.
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27.1

Social Inclusion

21.1

Efficient Public Administration

3.7

Technical Assistance

3.7

Data source: European Commission, ESIF Open Data Portal, 2017.
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The CPR encourages an integrated approach, in order to achieve the objectives set out in
the partnership agreements and operational programmes. Hence, with some restrictions,
an operation 'may receive support from one or more ESI Funds or from one or more
programmes and from other Union instruments,' (Article 65(11) CPR). This possibility,
known as a multi-funding approach, allows the ESF contribution to be combined with
other ESI Funds (mainly ERDF) in one operational programme under a limit of 10 % of
Union support for a given priority in an operational programme (Article 98 CPR).12
Multi-funding is widely used by all Member States. The European Commission provides
an overview of the distribution of individual ESI Funds among thematic objectives on the
Open Data Portal (EU Budget by Theme).
In the 2007-201313 programming period, the five biggest beneficiaries of EU funding
under the ESF (in absolute terms) were: Poland (€10.0 billion), Germany (€9.4 billion),
Spain (€7.9 billion), Italy (€7.0 billion) and Portugal (€6.9 billion). In the 2014-202014
programming period, the first five biggest beneficiaries are the same but their order
according to the total amount of Figure 3 - Comparison of the ESF allocation per capita in 2007ESF funds received is different: 2013 and 2014-2020 (€)
Poland (€13.2 billion), Italy (€10.5
billion), Spain (€7.6 billion),
Portugal (€7.5 billion), Germany
(€7.5 billion).
Member States couple these
amounts coming from the EU
budget with national resources.
Co-financing rates for the EU
contribution vary between 50 %
and 85 % (in exceptional cases
95 %), depending on the relative
wealth15 of the region concerned
(Article 120 CPR).
Using another classification, the
ESF allocation (the EU amount)
per capita, the picture is
completely different (Figure 3),
with Portugal on top in both
programming periods. The same
graph also shows the difference
Source: EPRS, based on data from cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu
between the allocations per http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat.
capita for the past two
programming periods for all EU countries. The biggest increase for Croatia is due to its
accession to the EU being only in 2013.

and

Funded measures
Concrete projects funded by the ESF may take very different forms. For example, the ESF
helps former detainees get new skills in order to find a job more easily or to become selfemployed (e.g. in the Netherlands, Spain, Germany), the Fund improves the employability
of blind people in Slovenia and helps Roma youngsters in Spain to find work. The ESF also
supports the social economy: cooperatives, non-profit organisations, charities and social
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enterprises (like in Poland). All these projects open pathways to work to different types
of people.
In the area of education and training, the extent of ESF use goes from helping young
mothers in the United Kingdom to engage in education, employment or training, to
practical training for young construction workers in Luxembourg and training for staff in
residences for dependant elderly people in France.
As the ESF helps in overcoming different kind of barriers, recently, the Fund has invested
in various projects for refugees and asylum-seekers, for instance: 'Integration Halland' in
Sweden, a Refugee employment pilot scheme in Germany and the 'Perspektive' project
in Austria. These complement traditional ESF support to disadvantaged groups, such as
Roma people ('Equal chances for a fulfilling life' project in Romania, help for marginalised
Roma pupils to make the grade in Slovakia) and people with disabilities (training café in
the Czech Republic to help mentally disabled people back into mainstream society and
working life).
The legal framework (Title IV 38 CPR, Article 15 of the ESF Regulation) also allows support
in the form of financial instruments. The projects 'loan on trust' in France and a similar
project in Italy offer micro-loans in order to nurture the development of small businesses
and help people go self-employed.
In the area of strengthening the efficiency of public administration, the ESF contributed
to the creation of an on-line one-stop shop for companies in Slovenia, and to the
introduction of a one-stop-shop service-delivery system in Lithuania which forms part of
a wider reform of Lithuanian public services.
Many individual stories of people who benefited from ESF support are documented on
the dedicated website of the Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion DG of the European
Commission.

Assessment of the ESF
The start of the ESF implementation process in the 2014-2020 MFF was delayed by the
late completion of negotiations of the agreement on the financial package. This had a
domino effect on all subsequent steps. For instance, only by the end of 2016 were the
majority of managing authorities for different operational programmes appointed. This
delay explains why it is expected that ESF implementation will reach full cruising speed
only in 2017.
Figures for the 2007-2013 ESF
According to the latest Commission reports, the total allocation for the 2007-2013 ESF
was €115.6 billion, of which €76.8 billion came from the EU budget, €35.1 billion from
national public contributions and €3.7 billion from private funds. More than 90 % of the
budget was allocated to the three main ESF priorities: Investments in human capital and
adaptability (46 %), Investments in access to employment (34 %) and Social inclusion
(14 %).16
In the 2007-2013 programming period, the ESF was active in all 28 Member States,
through a total of 117 operational programmes. These programmes responded to
different objectives: 59 under the regional competitiveness and employment objective,
42 under the convergence objective, and 16 multi-objective programmes.17
By the end of 2014, at least 9.4 million European residents had found a job and 8.7 million
gained a qualification or certificate with support from the ESF. Other positive results, such
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as increased skills levels, were reported by 13.7 million participants of the ESF-supported
actions. The fund helped up to 30 million unemployed beneficiaries. There was an even
spread in ESF participation between the inactive (36 %), the employed (33 %) and the
unemployed (30 %). Female participation represented 51.4 % of the total of 98.7 million
participations.18
Young people are one of the most important target groups across all ESF priorities. In the
2007-2013 ESF, they represented a total of 30.1 million participations (30.5 %). Despite
this emphasis on youth in many operational programmes, relatively few Member States
defined specific indicators focused on outputs and results for young people, which
prevents the assessment of the 2007-2013 results of ESF interventions for young people
specifically. This problem was corrected in the current programming period by
introducing more nuanced output and results indicators.19
By December 2014, 79.3 % of the total allocated budget for 2007-2013 had been spent.
While in some countries, the implementation rate is over 90 % (Austria, Latvia, Portugal),
in others it remained low (Croatia – 42.5 %, Romania – 44.1 %, Slovakia – 64.9 %). It was
noted that implementation of the 2007-2013 ESF generally took off in 2009.20 Together
with the ex-post evaluation report, the European Commission has published fact sheets
on ESF implementation in individual Member States.21
Some researchers are critical about fulfilment of the main objective of the ESF which is to
help districts suffering from unemployment. A study22 on implementation of the ESF in
the Czech Republic and Slovakia concluded that, in practice, the territories with the
highest rate of unemployment do not benefit from the highest allocations, but that the
support is higher for regions hosting national authorities.
First results of ESF implementation in 2014-2015
In December 2016, the first summary report23 of the programmes' annual
implementation reports was published by the European Commission. The report
concerns the implementation of all the ESI Funds in 2014-2015. The ESF is the biggest but
not the only EU fund investing in employment, social inclusion and education. This
objective also benefits from the support of other ESI Funds (ERDF, the European Maritime
and Fisheries Fund – EMFF, the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development –
EAFRD) and from the YEI.
The summary report claims that by the end of 2015 ESF and YEI actions together had
delivered 2.7 million participants including 1.6 million unemployed and 700 000 inactive
people. Amongst those participants, 235 000 were in employment following an ESF or YEI
operation, and 181 000 had gained a qualification upon leaving an ESF or YEI operation.
Thanks to ESF or YEI support, 100 000 participants were in education or training. And
275 000 disadvantaged participants in ESF or YEI-funded operations were engaged in job
searching, education or training, had gained a qualification or were in employment,
including self-employment.
The summary report stresses the noticeable progress for the ESF in education and
vocational training: by end-2015, 539 000 participants, of which at least 47 % had only a
primary or lower secondary educational level, were registered and 83 000 participants
had already gained a qualification thanks to ESF support.
By the end of 2015, the level of implementation of the total ESIF investments planned for
2014-2020, measured by the number of projects already selected for thematic objectives
covered by the ESF, varied from 9.3 % to almost 14 % (Table 2).
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Selected conclusions of the European Commission's evaluation
As the ESF contributes to a wide range of projects run by a huge variety of beneficiaries,
including public administrations, workers' and employers' organisations, NGOs, charities
and companies, it is of key importance to have coherent data for any assessment. Better
reporting in terms of quality as well as quantity was an issue during the 2007-2013
programming period.
The ESF ex-post evaluation Table 2 - Total cost of selected projects by thematic objective
synthesis for 2007-2013 (€ million) and rate of project selection by end-2015
demands greater use of
Thematic objective
Total
Total eligible
2015 Rate
planned
cost of
of project
counterfactual
investment
selected
selection
24
approaches
in future
projects at
programming periods, and
end-2015
Sustainable and quality
46 390.9
6 456.9
13.9 %
claims that evaluations
employment
could
be
further
Social inclusion
53 551.9
4 966.8
9.3 %
harmonised
across
Educational and vocational
42 315.6
5 749.8
13.6 %
training
operational programmes
Efficient public administration
6 080.2
680.7
11.2 %
and Member States in
source: 2016 Summary Report of the programme annual implementation reports
order to allow cross- Data
covering implementation in 2014-2015. COM(2016) 812 final of 20 December 2016.
country and thematic
analysis. It is worth mentioning that the text recommends to start exploring data and
evaluation needs for the 2014-2020 ex-post evaluation as early as possible.
The evaluation report stresses that the ESF's flexibility – which was enhanced in 20072013 – allowed to respond properly to the economic and financial crisis. The crisis
drastically changed the socio-economic context in which the ESF programmes were
implemented, compared to the period in which they had been programmed (between
2005 and 2007). The global recession led to a substantial increase in unemployment and
social exclusion. At the same time, many Member States reduced public expenditure,
which raised problems in terms of co-financing for the ESF. In other words, 'ESF
implementation over the 2007-2013 programming period has been extremely
challenging'.25
As regards the data issue, the performance orientation of the programme, programme
indicators and evaluation planning have already been implemented for 2014-2020,
together with other important aspects of the functioning of the ESF suggested by the
recent ex-post evaluation26 report (e.g. improved alignment between ESF and EU and
national policy targets, intervention logic).
Under the current MFF, the managing authorities have the obligation to provide data
concerning financial operations continuously through an electronic data exchange
system. Thus, an Open Data Portal allows the level of implementation of the ESI Funds to
be followed closely according to different criteria (per theme, per country or per fund)
and offers an up-to-date EU overview of the ESIF.
A detailed list of reports on the implementation of the ESI Funds expected during the
2014-2020 programming period can be found in a Commission document published in
December 2016.27 In 2017, the Commission should publish its seventh cohesion report.
This year, the Commission must also prepare a strategic report summarising the progress
reports of the Member States and, by the end of 2017, submit it to the European
Parliament and other institutions for debate (Article 53 CPR). Both documents will contain
important data on the ESF.
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Other EU programmes in the same field
One of the investment priorities of the ESF is to integrate young people into the labour
market. It addresses the high unemployment rates of this category of citizens since the
economic crisis.
The Youth Employment Initiative (YEI) is the main EU financial instrument for fighting
against youth unemployment and implementing Youth Guarantee schemes. The YEI is
complementary to the ESF and national measures with similar aims. It was launched by
the European Council in February 2013, initially for two years, to address the increasing
rates of youth unemployment in many EU countries.
The funds for the YEI are composed of two parts: half the financing comes from a
dedicated budget line under subheading 1 b) of the MFF. The other half comes from the
ESF (Article 92(5) CPR). Member States are also required to provide funds as national cofinancing to the ESF part. For the 2014-2020 financial period, the total YEI budget started
with an initial budgetary allocation of €3.2 billion and the same amount was added from
the ESF.
The characteristics of the YEI are set in the ESF Regulation (Chapter IV, Annex II). It
supports 'sustainable integration into the labour market of young people, in particular
those not in employment, education or training, including young people at risk of social
exclusion and young people from marginalised communities, including through the
implementation of the Youth Guarantee'.28
The regions that can apply for funding are:



those where the youth unemployment rate for young people aged 15 to 24
exceeded 25 % in 2012, and
those where youth unemployment was more than 20 % in 2012, as long as the
national youth unemployment rate was over 30 % the same year.

In May 2015, the ESF Regulation was amended in order to raise the initial pre-financing
amount paid to operational programmes supported by the YEI from 1 % to 30 % of the
envelope which was allocated to it for 2015. The aim of this 'frontloading' was to commit
all the budget available in 2014 and 2015 rather than over the seven-year period of the
MFF, and to provide Member States with enough money to allow for the quick roll-out of
measures on the ground.29
To date, over 1.3 million young people have benefited from the YEI, exceeding initial
estimates. Three years on from the launch of the Youth Guarantee, there are 1.4 million
fewer young unemployed in the EU.30 According to the first evaluations of the YEI, the
initiative may continue.
Therefore, in the framework of the mid-term review of the MFF,31 the Commission
proposed to agree on a new allocation of €1 billion for 2017-2020 (with €1 billion of
matching funding to be provided from the ESF), to reach a total amount of €8 billion.
The Member States must conduct at least two evaluations to assess the effectiveness,
efficiency and impact of the YEI (Article 19 ESF Regulation). The first evaluation had to be
completed by 31 December 2015, the second evaluation is due by 31 December 2018.
The European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) supports mostly infrastructure and
development initiatives in EU regions, but it also aims to create and safeguard sustainable
jobs. Many operational programmes combine ESF support with an ERDF contribution in
Members' Research Service
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the framework of the multi-funding approach mentioned in CPR, recital 91. The Open
Data Portal shows, for example, that under the 'Social inclusion' thematic objective, the
ESF covers 47.5 % of the budget and the ERDF share represents up to 26.7 %.
The Cohesion Fund (CF) supports the least-well-off EU regions to raise living standards.
Also the CF can be combined with the ESF, but in more specific cases, such as integrated
territorial investments (Article 36 CPR).
The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) supports workers threatened with
unemployment by developments in the world economy. It contributes to projects with
objectives such as help with looking for a job, careers advice, education, training and retraining, mentoring and coaching. The EGF can also help to create businesses.
The Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA) helps countries that are preparing to
join the EU. It covers various domains and can also support projects in the area of
employment and social inclusion policy, such as those aimed at enhancing education and
skills or improving gender equality.
The Employment and Social Innovation Fund32 (EaSI) supports projects in the field of
social protection and social inclusion (Progress axis), and mobility of workers (Eures axis),
but it also provides a window for helping social enterprises or vulnerable groups who
want to set up or develop their business or micro-enterprise (Microfinance Facility/social
entrepreneurship axis). This specific support corresponds to the ESF investment priority
'Self-employment, entrepreneurship and business creation including innovative micro-,
small and medium-sized enterprises'. The main information portal about loans to help EU
small and medium-sized enterprises is found on the Access to finance website.

The European Parliament's role
In its capacity of co-legislator, the European Parliament advocated a stronger role for the
ESF, during the negotiation of the cohesion policy for 2014-2020. The negotiations were
led by the EP Committee for Employment and Social Affairs, while the Committee for
Regional Development was an associated committee. On their request, several ESF
related items were added to the list of thematic objectives. Also following Parliament's
suggestion, the limit for joint ERDF/ESF support (multi-funding approach) was raised from
5 % to 10 % (Article 98(2) CPR).
The total ESF share in the ESI Funds as well as the question whether the allocation for the
Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived (FEAD) and the YEI should be counted as
part of the ESF or not were at the heart of the debate. As a result, the final calculation of
the ESF share excludes support for the FEAD, but includes the Youth Employment
Initiative.33
On 16 February, the Parliament adopted a resolution about the ESI Funds, which reacts
to the Commission's summary document34 on the negotiation of Partnership Agreements
for 2014-2020, as required by Article 16(3) CPR.
In 2017, the European Parliament will participate in the debate on the mid-term review
of cohesion policy, including the performance of the ESF. The European Parliament will
also be informed by the Commission about implementation of the YEI, through the
Commission's summary of the annual implementation reports and of the final report
prepared by the Member States. The Commission will attend the European Parliament's
annual debate on those reports.
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How the EU budget is spent
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Cohesion Fund
In a nutshell
The Cohesion Fund is one of the European Structural and Investment Funds. Created in 1993, it
supports large-scale investments in environmental sustainability, including through an increase
in renewable energy use and energy efficiency, and in transport infrastructure, especially the
trans-European transport networks. The Cohesion Fund is addressed exclusively to Member
States with per capita gross national income of less than 90% of the EU average and have put
in place a programme leading to the achievement of economic convergence. The Cohesion
Fund's fourth edition is currently being implemented in 15 EU Member States: Bulgaria, Croatia,
Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Greece, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland,
Portugal, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia.

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area

Heading 1b (Smart and Inclusive growth) – Economic, Social and Territorial Cohesion

2014-2020 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €74 928.4 million (6.92%)
(including €11 306.9 million transferred to the Connecting Europe Facility)

2015 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €10 173.3 million (6.27%)
Payments:
€12 560.6 million (8.89%)

2016 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €8 738.5 million (5.64%)
Payments:
€6 616.1 million (4.6%)

Methods of implementation
Projects under the Cohesion Fund are implemented through shared management (the
European Commission and the Member States).
In this briefing:
 The EU's role in the policy area: legal basis
 Eligibility and budget
 Objectives and investment priorities
 Funded actions
 Assessment of the Cohesion Fund
 Other EU programmes and action in the
same field
 The European Parliament's role
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The EU's role in the policy area: legal basis
The Cohesion Fund (CF) is one of five European Structural and Investment Funds (Figure
1), used for helping Member States achieve economic, social and territorial cohesion
(Article 174 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, TFEU). However, the
CF differs significantly from the other funds for
several reasons (see Box 1). Its creation in 1993 was Figure 1 – The European Structural and
closely related to the completion of the Common Investment Funds
Market and the introduction of the European
Monetary Union (EMU). The CF was intended to
ensure that the least-developed Member States
were able to benefit from the removal of barriers to
market competition and to develop their basic
infrastructure, while at the same time trying to
meet the EMU's tight criteria regarding public debt
and deficits.1
Box 1 – Specific features of the Cohesion Fund
The eligibility criteria are determined at Member State level, not at regional level;
Operational programmes co-financed by the CF are drawn up at Member State level;
Interventions are limited to the environmental, transport and energy infrastructure;
15% of the CF allocation are ring-fenced for the Connecting Europe Facility;
The CF co-finances large-scale projects with a long implementation period;
Transport investments are concentrated on the trans-European transport network (TEN-T),
and are therefore of European added value;
The macroeconomic conditionality was built into the CF from its inception;
Until 2007, Member States applied for grants which the Commission awarded them on a
project-by-project basis and, as a rule, the projects had to have a minimum eligible cost of €10
million. Currently, project selection is the responsibility of the Member States;
Until 2007, the CF was managed jointly by the Commission and the Member States, without
respecting the partnership principle.
̶
̶
̶
̶
̶
̶
̶
̶
̶

The Cohesion Fund's current legal framework is based on Article 177 TFEU and
Protocol 28 and on two regulations that were adopted under the ordinary legislative
procedure accompanying the negotiations on the Multiannual Financial Framework
(MFF) 2014- 2020:


Regulation (EU) 1303/2013 laying down common provisions on the European
Structural and Investment Funds (the Common Provisions Regulation, CPR),



Regulation (EU) No 1300/2013 laying down the Cohesion Fund-specific rules (the
Cohesion Fund Regulation, CFR).

The CPR has an overarching character and integrates the Cohesion Fund in the same legal
framework as the other European Structural and Investment (ESI) Funds. The Cohesion
Fund Regulation, in turn, specifies some aspects of the Fund's management, especially as
far as the scope and type of co-financed investments are concerned. Table 1 presents
elements of the CF legal framework included in each of the two legal acts.
The common legal framework laid down in the CPR is aimed at enhancing synergies and
complementarity and at ensuring consistent implementation of all ESI Funds in the
Member States. It helps eligible countries ensure that infrastructure investments that are
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co-financed by the CF are well-coordinated with similar infrastructure investments that
are co-financed under other ESI Funds.
Table 1 – Legal framework of the Cohesion Fund
Like the other ESI Funds, the CF is covered by
the EU Common Strategic Framework and
the national partnership agreements, and is
implemented
through
operational
programmes (drawn up at national level due
to the CF's national rather than regional
character). The CF is particularly related to
the ERDF and the ESF. The three funds are
subject to the same provisions on financing,
programming, monitoring, evaluation and
technical assistance. Thanks to the multifunding approach based on Article 98 CPR,
the CF contribution can be combined with
that under the ERDF or ESF in one
operational programme. The CF is also
subject
to
provisions
known
as
'macroeconomic conditionality', allowing for
the suspension of the Fund in case of noncompliance with the excessive deficit
procedure. This rule has been applied to the
CF since its creation. It was extended to all
other ESI Funds only in the 2014-2020
financial period (Article 23 CPR).

Eligibility and budget

Definitions
General principles
Strategic approach,
thematic concentration
and scope of intervention
Programming
Financial instruments
Ex ante conditionalities
Performance review
Linkage to sound
economic governance
Community-led local
development and
territorial development
(incl. urban)
Monitoring, evaluation
and indicators
Rules of support (incl.
co-financing, revenue
generation, eligibility
and simplified costs)
Technical assistance
Management and
control
Financial management
Missions, geographical
coverage and
resources
Information and
communication
Implementing,
transitional and final
provisions

Content of the
CPR
●
●
●

Content of the
CFR
●

●
●
●
●
●
●

●

●

●

●
●
●
●

●

●
●

●

Data source: Own compilation based on European Structural
and

For over 20 years, the CF has been supporting and Investment Funds 2014-2020: official texts
the same types of investments in the same commentaries, European Commission, 2015.
type of countries. It has focused on
sustainable development and co-financed large-scale environmental and transport
infrastructure projects. The Fund has been open exclusively to Member States having a
per capita Gross National Income (GNI) below 90% of the EU average and having in place
a programme for the achievement of economic convergence. The first group of countries
supported during the 1994-1999 financial perspective included Greece, Spain, Portugal
and Ireland. Since then, countries-beneficiaries of the CF have been known as 'the
cohesion countries'.
The list of eligible countries, population coverage and aid intensity of the CF have changed
over the years. When it was first created in 1993, the CF covered almost 17% of the EU
population. Since then, Ireland (in 2003) and Spain (in the 2007-2013 transitional support)
dropped out of the list due to GNI growth. After the enlargements of 2004, 2007 and
2013, the number of CF beneficiaries increased by 13. Consequently, in 2014-2020, the
Fund's population coverage reached 25.8% of the EU-28.2 Moreover, as illustrated in
Table 2, the CF's share in the cohesion policy funds and its aid intensity have fluctuated
between 1994 and now.
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Table 2 – The Cohesion Fund allocation seen from the viewpoint of its share in the total EU
funding for cohesion policy and its aid intensity for the 1989-2020 period.
Financial period

1994-1999

2000-2004

2004-2006

2007-2013

2014-2020

EU-15

EU-15

EU-25

EU-27

EU-28

As part of the total EU
funding for cohesion
policy, %

10.8%

9.4%

15.7%

20.7%

14%

€ per capita at 2011
constant prices

54

48

49

60 (76)*

62

* The aid intensity does not cover Spain, as during the 2007-2013 period it received transitional support.
Data source: Own compilation based on Investment for growth and jobs. Sixth report on economic, social and territorial
cohesion, European Commission, 2014.

In the 2014-2020 programming period, the CF eligibility criterion regarding per capita of
GNI continues to apply. The indicator is measured in PPS and on the basis of EU figures
for 2008-2010 for the EU-27. In addition, the countries eligible for CF support have to
have in place a programme leading to the fulfilment of the economic convergence criteria
as set out in Article 126 TFEU. The detailed CF allocation method is laid down in Article
90, points 3 and 5 CPR and in Annex VII CPR.
As illustrated in Map 1, in the current programming period, these requirements are being
fulfilled by 15 countries: Bulgaria, Croatia, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Greece, Hungary,
Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia and Cyprus, which
until 2016 benefited from phasing-out CF support (Article 90(3) CPR). Due to the decrease
of GNI, Cyprus became fully eligible for CF support in 2017-2020.
Map 1 – The CF allocation per Member State and per capita, 2014-2020

Data source: Own elaboration based on data from cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu.

The CF budget agreed by the Member States in the MFF 2014-2020 amounts to
€74 928.4 million (at current prices). It was agreed, however, that in order to support
transport infrastructure of European added value, especially in the cross-border areas,
€11 305 million from this amount would be transferred to the newly established
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Connecting Europe Facility (CEF).3 As explained in Regulation (EU) 1316/2013 establishing
the CEF, this amount is available exclusively for trans-European networks-related projects
in Member States eligible for CF support. The CEF is managed directly by the European
Commission's Innovations and Networks Executive Agency.
As a result of the above arrangement, the amount earmarked for the CEF has been
deducted from the CF allocation of each eligible Member State in a proportional manner.
The CEF budget thus formed is implemented by launching specific calls for projects in core
transport networks. However, until the end of 2016, project selection will be made while
respecting the national allocations, that is, Member States will not compete for financing
with each other. According to Article 92(6) CPR, as of 1 January 2017, resources
transferred to the CEF and not committed to projects should be made available to all
Member States eligible for the CF and should be allocated to projects selected on a
competitive basis. By April 2016, the Commission had launched two calls for proposals
under the Cohesion Fund envelope of the CEF.4
After deducting the transfer to the CEF, the CF allocation for 2014-2020 is €63 396.06
million. This is 14% of the total ESI Funds allocation and almost 7% of the total MFF.5 The
biggest recipient of the CF in absolute terms is Poland, followed by Romania. Estonia and
Slovakia receive the highest CF support per inhabitant (see Map 1).
The maximum CF co-financing rate is 85%. This means that the EU's contribution to an
operational programme cannot exceed 85% of the eligible costs and that the remaining
amount has to be added from other public or private sources. The EU's input can be
modulated in case of island Member States and other islands except those on which the
capital of a Member State is situated or which have a fixed link to the mainland.

Objectives and investment priorities
The Cohesion Fund Regulation defines the Fund's objectives, the types of projects it cofinances and its common output indicators. Furthermore, it says that apart from
contributing to the general goal of the ESI Funds, that is, strengthening economic, social
and territorial cohesion, the Cohesion Fund seeks to promote sustainable development.
To this end, the Fund supports actions in:





the environment, including sustainable development and energy, namely energy
efficiency and renewable energy;
the trans-European transport networks (TEN-T), as specified in Regulation (EU)
1315/2013;
rail, river and sea transport, intermodal transport systems and their interoperability,
management of road, sea and air traffic, clean urban transport and public transport;
and,
the domain of technical assistance.

CF support focuses on five out of a total of eleven ESI Funds thematic objectives
(Figure 2). These objectives are further translated into the CF's investment priorities
(Box 2). There are also specific investments in which the CF cannot be involved (Box 3).
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Box 2 – Thematic objectives (TO) and investment priorities of the Cohesion Fund, 2014-2020
(Article 4 CFR)
TO 4: Supporting the shift towards a low-carbon economy in all sectors
–

supporting energy efficiency, smart energy management and renewable energy use in public
infrastructure, including in public buildings, and in the housing sector,

–

developing and implementing smart distribution systems that operate at low and medium
voltage levels,

–

promoting low-carbon strategies for all types of territories, in particular for urban areas,
including the promotion of sustainable multimodal urban mobility and mitigation-relevant
adaptation measures,

–

promoting the use of high-efficiency co-generation of heat and power based on useful heat
demand.

TO 5: Promoting climate-change adaptation, risk prevention and management
–

supporting investment for adaptation to climate change, including ecosystem-based
approaches,

–

promoting investment to address specific risks, ensuring disaster resilience and developing
disaster management systems.

TO 6: Protecting the environment and promoting resource efficiency
–

investing in the waste sector to meet the requirements of the Union's environmental acquis
and to address needs, identified by the Member States, for investment that goes beyond
those requirements,

–

investing in the water sector to meet the requirements of the Union's environmental acquis
and to address needs, identified by the Member States, for investment that goes beyond
those requirements,

–

protecting and restoring biodiversity and the soil and promoting ecosystem services,
including through Natura 2000, and green infrastructure,

–

taking action to improve the urban environment, to revitalise cities, regenerate and
decontaminate brownfield sites (including conversion areas), reduce air pollution and
promote noise-reduction measures.

TO 7: Promoting sustainable transport and removing bottlenecks in key network infrastructures
–

supporting a multimodal Single European Transport Area by investing in the TEN-T,

–

developing and improving environmentally-friendly (including low-noise) and low-carbon
transport systems, including inland waterways and maritime transport, ports, multimodal
links and airport infrastructure, in order to promote sustainable regional and local mobility,

–

developing and rehabilitating comprehensive, high quality and interoperable railway
systems, and promoting noise-reduction measures.

TO 11: Enhancing institutional capacity and efficient public administration
–
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actions to strengthen the institutional capacity and the efficiency of public administrations
and public services related to the implementation of the Cohesion Fund.
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Box 3 – Non-eligible investments under the Cohesion Fund 2014-2020
(Article 2.2. of the Common Provisions Regulation)
–

decommissioning or construction of nuclear power stations;

–

investment to achieve the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions from activities listed in
Annex I to Directive 2003/87/EC;

–

investment in housing unless related to the promotion of energy efficiency or renewable
energy use;

–

manufacturing, processing and marketing of tobacco and tobacco products;

–

undertakings in difficulty, as defined under Union State aid rules;

–

investment in airport infrastructure, unless it is related to environmental protection or
accompanied by investment necessary to mitigate or reduce its negative environmental
impact.

Funded actions
In the 2014-2020 period, the CF supports projects that fall under the above-listed
investment priorities, are designed to bring environmental benefits and have a national
or European dimension. The projects are therefore relatively large and costly.
After the slow start due to the late agreement of the MFF 2014-2020, the implementation
process is currently gaining momentum. A preliminary analysis of the partnership
agreements shows that in 2014-2020,
more than 51% of the CF allocation Figure 2 – CF budget by thematic objective, 2014-2020
will contribute to TO 7: development
of network infrastructures in
transport and energy (Figure 2). In
general, however, CF investments in
infrastructure will decrease, while
those in research and technology, ICT,
competitiveness of small and
medium-size enterprises and the low- Data source: European Commission, 2016.
carbon economy will increase. This
shift is considered a result of the new approach to the programming of the ESI Funds, that
is, concentration on selected thematic objectives.6
Thanks to the ESI Funds' improved reporting and evaluation rules for the 2014-2020
period, data on the Member States' expected achievements for all common output
indicators related to all of the ESI Funds are collected and presented on a special online
platform. For the Cohesion Fund, there are thirteen different indicators, divided into four
categories: environment, energy, climate change and transport.

Evaluation of the CF
During its first years of existence, the CF was criticised by both politicians and academics.
While net contributors to the budget saw the fund as too generous, beneficiaries
complained that it was insufficient to meet their needs. Much of the criticism concerned
the Fund's eligibility rules, the fact that projects were selected at the level of the
Commission and not at Member State or regional level, and that eligibility was linked to
the convergence criteria.7 Nevertheless, the CF has been operating continuously for more
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than 20 years now and its impact, especially with regard to development of
environmental and transport infrastructure, is assessed positively.
The approaches used in evaluating the CF have some limitations. The projects co-financed
by the fund are sizeable and have a long implementation period, which means that the
in-depth evaluations carried out on now closed programmes spanning all eligible
countries only cover the first two spending cycles: 1993-1999 and 2000-2006 (including
the ISPA Fund's contribution to the then candidate countries from central and eastern
Europe). So far, there are only fragmented ex-post evaluations available for the CF
spending covering the 2007-2013 period.8 Another difficulty related to the evaluation of
CF interventions since 2007 is that data, especially on investments in transport
infrastructure, are presented jointly for the CF and the ERDF. It is therefore impossible to
isolate the information concerning the CF's performance or compare between
interventions from different financial periods.
According to studies carried out by the Commission, the CF is undoubtedly an important
contributor to public investment in (particularly underdeveloped) infrastructure of the
eligible Member States. Thanks to the CF, the EU's contribution to investments in the
transport and environmental base increased from about 2% of total EU cohesion
spending to 15% between 2007 and 2014. As a result, some Member States became
significantly dependent on the CF (and on the ERDF) for making public investments in
these areas. For example, in 2000-2006, the CF and the ERDF together accounted for over
40% of public investment in convergence regions in Portugal, for over 30% in most Greek
regions and for 20–25% in the Spanish convergence regions.9 Moreover, the CF and the
other ESI Funds have recently been used for offsetting the negative effects of the financial
crisis. To help accelerate investments in particularly hard-hit Member States and regions,
funding has been made more readily available and the co-financing rates have
temporarily been increased up to 100% (Regulation (EU) No 1311/2011 and Regulation
(EU) No 1297/2013).
Evaluations carried out on projects in the transport sector show that the CF has
contributed to the expansion of the road and rail network in the beneficiary countries.
Investments in transport infrastructure have improved connections between centres of
economic activity and between neighbouring countries. They have also reduced
congestion especially in urban areas and increased safety. A noteworthy contribution of
the CF has been its support for the completion of the TEN-T network. The evaluation of
projects originating in the 2000-2006 period reveals that CF co-financed projects provided
4 214 km of new or upgraded roads, or approximately 10% of the network's total length.
In the rail sector, co-financed projects provided 8 477 km of new or upgraded
infrastructure within the TEN-T network, or approximately 21% of its total length. The
result of the investments is most visible in the Member States which joined the EU in
2004 and were first supported by ISPA and then by the CF, after their accession. Overall,
the contribution of ISPA and the CF to the development of the TEN-T network in the 20002006 financial period is assessed as significant, and in the case of the 10 new Member
States – as exceptional.10
The CF plays an important role in supporting the eligible Member States' efforts to comply
with the EU environmental acquis. As early as 1999, it was reported that the CF
contributed very significantly to Spain's progress in implementing Directive 91/271/EEC
on Urban Waste Water and the EU's policy on waste materials.11 Newly constructed,
extended or upgraded infrastructure for water provision, sanitation services and solid
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waste management has allowed beneficiaries to meet or to advance towards meeting the
EU's environmental requirements. For example, thanks to the projects co-financed from
the CF over the 2000-2006 period, over 5.6 million people got connected to mains water
supply in Spain, 1.1 million to mains drainage in Greece, 1.06 million to new or upgraded
mains drainage and sewage treatment systems and 1.4 million to mains water supply in
Poland.12 It is estimated that thanks to the projects completed in 2007-2013, at least
4 million EU citizens have improved drinking water supply and over 7 million have better
wastewater treatment today. Progress towards the EU targets in this respect has been
fairly clear especially in Estonia, Poland and Slovenia. 13
According to studies covering the 1993-2002 period, CF interventions in the field of the
environment have had a very positive and sizeable impact on the then eligible countries,
Spain, Portugal, Ireland and Greece. The studies noted that 'there is a clear and tangible
improvement of the situation in these countries' and that 'such improvements would
have been less impressive without Cohesion Fund assistance'.14 Investments made over
the 2007-2013 period yielded similar positive results. While there has been impressive
improvement in certain types of infrastructure, it is worth noting that the starting point
had been very low and the need for EU Cohesion Funds incentives and support in this
respect remains.15
Studies evaluating the CF investments made over the 2000-2006 and 2007-2013 periods
highlight some important management and implementation issues, such as: time and
cost overruns; methods of projects selection and ex-ante evaluation (especially
politicisation of the decision-making, poor involvement of civil society organisations and
poor take-up of the cost-benefit analysis); and irregularities in the application of the
public procurement procedures.16 Moreover, there were substantial information gaps
concerning the co-financed projects. In particular, the information gathered by the
beneficiaries and the Member States was not detailed enough, not always consistent with
the EC recommendations and not available for all of the geographical levels. Furthermore,
it was difficult to aggregate, compare or show the achievements at EU level. This issue
also applied to the ERDF and ESF, especially in the 2000-2006 programming period, and
resulted partly from the lack of an appropriate EU-level performance assessment
framework. Some of these shortcomings were taken into account and fixed during the
reform of the implementation rules in the 2007-2013 and 2014-2020 programming
periods. The changes introduced to the ESI Funds' performance assessment system have
tightened the requirements regarding the output and outcome indicators as well as the
reporting of the results significantly.
In recent years, in addition to the evaluations prepared for the Commission, the European
Court of Auditors (ECA) has published two special reports on CF and ERDF-co-financed
investments, the first on investments in the seaports infrastructure in the 2000-2006
financial period, and the second on investments in renewable energy generation in the
2007-2013 financial period. On completing its audit, the ECA concluded that most of the
projects involving investments in seaports were inefficient and a third were not related
to the objectives of the co-financing funds. The Court's recommendations included
strengthening the alignment of the projects to the goals set out in the operational
programmes, more Commission's involvement in monitoring and supervision of the
results of the investments, strengthened assessment procedures and use of more results
indicators and measurable targets for assessing the impact of the funding.17
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Regarding the projects involving investment in renewable energy generation, the ECA
noted that they had delivered their expected outputs and were implemented on time
without special risks or cost overruns. Still, only a third of the 24 evaluated projects had
achieved their energy production targets. The ECA recommended more Commission
involvement and guidance for the Member States, especially regarding programme
preparation and cost-effectiveness of projects. The ECA emphasised that given the high
investment needs of the sector, allocation of the EU funds had been too low.18

Other EU programmes and action in the same field
One of the important premises of the cohesion policy reform introduced with the MFF
2014-2020 is the need to achieve better coordination and synergies between the ESI
Funds, and between the ESI Funds and other EU instruments and financial programmes.
In particular, special consideration should be given to the coordination of the Cohesion
Fund with the Connecting Europe Facility and the ERDF 'as to ensure complementarity,
avoid duplication of efforts and ensure the optimal linkage of different types of
infrastructure at local, regional and national levels, and across the Union' (Article 4.8 CSF;
recital 11 CFR).
Achieving coherence when using financing from different funds is a challenging task,
especially when implementing multi-fund operational programmes that combine ESF,
ERDF and CF financing. This requires special administrative arrangements and is
facilitated by the common rules regarding programming, management and monitoring as
well as by certain specific mechanisms provided for in the ESI Funds legal framework. For
example, thanks to the integrated territorial investment tool, Member States can
combine funding from different ESI Funds, including the CF, to implement a cross-sectoral
strategy for a specific, say, urban area (Article 36 CPR).
Moreover, the concentration of the ESI Funds on selected TOs allows to see where their
actions are complementary. Data collected from the Member States indicate that all TOs
on which the CF is focused are also co-financed by the ERDF, the European Agricultural
Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund
(EMFF).

The European Parliament's role
The EP played an important role in the procedures leading to the adoption of the CF legal
framework. Agreement on both the Common Provisions Regulation and the CF
Regulation had been reached through the ordinary legislative procedure and the EP was
satisfied with the outcome of the interinstitutional negotiations. The EP supported the
changes leading to the CF's better coordination and synergy with the other ESI Funds,
especially the ERDF. The EP advocated broadening the scope of CF eligibility to include
investments in energy efficiency and renewable energy use in the housing sector and in
enterprises other than SMEs; as well as investments in high-efficiency district heating and
in heat and power cogeneration. The EP considers CF investments in such projects the
most cost-effective way to achieve the target of a 20% increase in energy efficiency by
2020, set in the Europe 2020 strategy. One of the most debated issues in the context of
the CFR has been the transfer of part of the CF budget to the CEF (as explained above
under 'Eligibility and budget'). The EP sought a compromise that would safeguard the
Member States' allocations from the CF on the one hand, while strengthening support for
investments in transport infrastructure of European added value, on the other.19
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Fund for European Aid to the Most
Deprived (FEAD)
In a nutshell
Created in 2014, the €3.8 billion Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived (FEAD)
supplements EU Member States' own aid. Member States can choose between food and/or
other basic material assistance or social inclusion activities. Partner organisations selected by
the Member States manage FEAD support. The FEAD complements other EU instruments that
seek to promote social cohesion, the European Social Fund in particular.

EU's multiannual financial framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 1 – Smart and inclusive growth
Subheading 1b – Economic, social and territorial cohesion

2014-2020 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €3 824.46 million (0.35 %)

2018 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €556.87 million (0.36 %)
Payments:
€401.40 million (0.29 %)

2019 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €567.78 million (0.34 %)
Payments:
€401.20 million (0.27 %)

Methods of implementation
Shared management (Member States and European Commission)
In this briefing:
• EU role in the policy area: legal basis
• Programme objectives
• Actions funded
• Assessment of programme/actions
• Other EU programmes and action in the
same field
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
In 2014, around 122 million people were 'at risk of poverty or social exclusion' (AROPE)
in the EU28 – a quarter of the population. This means they were in at least one of the
following situations: at risk of monetary poverty (17.2 % of the total population), living in
households with very low work intensity (11.1 %) or severely materially deprived (9.0 %).
Since the onset of the 2008 financial and economic crisis, fighting poverty and social
exclusion has become a key priority for the European Union. One of the aims of the
Europe 2020 strategy is to reduce the number of people 'at risk of poverty or social
exclusion' by at least 20 million by the end of the decade. Anti-poverty and social inclusion
measures are core objectives of the recent European Pillar of Social Rights, showing that
the topic is still high on the European agenda.
Since 1987, the EU's food distribution programme for the most deprived (MDP) has been
an important source of food provision for the needy, making meaningful use of
agricultural surpluses. With the reduction of intervention stocks and a judgment by the
Court of Justice of the EU ruling out the use of EU funds to purchase food, the MDP was
discontinued at the end of 2013. At a time when needs were increasing, the European
Parliament called on the Commission to maintain a food aid programme. On
24 October 2012, the European Commission announced a proposal to set up a new Fund
for European Aid to the Most Deprived (FEAD) for the 2014-2020 period. Unlike its
predecessor, the new fund benefits all Member States.
Regulation (EU) No 223/2014 of the European Parliament and Council of 11 March 2014
established the FEAD. This regulation was amended by Regulation (EU, Euratom)
2018/1046 of the European Parliament and Council of 18 July 2018, which introduced
several simplifications. The Commission adopted all the implementing and delegated acts
by the end of 2016.
The legal basis for the FEAD Regulation is to be found in Article 175(3) of the Treaty on
the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) considering that specific actions in favour
of the most deprived are needed to complement other existing EU funds that promote
social cohesion. In line with Article 174 TFEU, the fund is also supposed to play a part in
strengthening social cohesion within the EU.

Objectives of the programme
The FEAD's objectives are described in Article 3 of Regulation (EU) No 223/2014. The
general objective is to promote and enhance social inclusion and therefore ultimately
contribute to the goal of eradicating poverty in the Union. The fund is therefore helping
to reach the target of reducing the number of people 'at risk of poverty or social exclusion'
by at least 20 million, in accordance with the Europe 2020 strategy. It seeks to alleviate
worst forms of poverty by providing non-financial assistance for the most deprived in
conjunction with other EU funds, such as the ESF, and with Member States' national
poverty eradication and social inclusion policies.

Funded actions
The EU contribution to the FEAD is more than €3.8 billion (in current prices) for the 20142020 period. In addition, Member States are to co-finance at least 15 % of the costs of
their national operational programmes (around €674 million), bringing the total
resources channelled through the fund to approximately €4.5 billion.
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The principal actions undertaken under the FEAD are:
•
•
•
•

food support (distribution of food packages and meals to people in deprived
situations, school lunches for children at risk of poverty or social exclusion,
collection and distribution of donated food, etc.);
material assistance (basic hygiene items for adults and children, basic household
items, clothing, sleeping bags for the homeless, school supplies, etc.);
accompanying measures to alleviate adversity through advice and guidance
(regarding basic rights, nutrition and health, available social services and access
to education services, temporary shelter for the homeless, etc.);
social inclusion activities (improving access to existing support and social
services, psychological support, training in self-reliance, language courses, etc.).

Implemented under shared management, each Member State is free to adapt the
assistance it provides, focusing on food aid, basic consumer goods or social inclusion
activities, depending on local needs (see Box 1). FEAD assistance is delivered via partner
organisations (public bodies or non-governmental organisations (NGOs)), selected by
Member States on the basis of objective and transparent criteria. There is also a network
of national FEAD managing authorities, organisations delivering or involved in FEADfunded activities, EU-level NGOs and EU institutions. The network's main objective is to
share best practice on how to deliver non-financial assistance for the most deprived in
the EU.
Box 1 – The FEAD in practice: examples of activities in different Member States
Food support:
– Belgium: distribution of freshly made soup using unsold products
– Cyprus: prevention of malnutrition and early school leaving with free breakfasts
– Spain: solidarity supermarkets to take the stigma out of food distribution
Material assistance:
– Austria: distribution of school starter parcels effectively across the country
– Croatia: distribution of hygiene products, school material and sports equipment
– Slovakia: distributing food and material aid directly to the doorsteps of FEAD end recipients
Accompanying measures:
– Cyprus: 'baby dowry' – supporting disadvantaged parents in welcoming a new-born
– France: 'red cross on wheels' – providing mobile social assistance
– Germany: 'ACASA in Dortmund' – counselling vulnerable EU mobile citizens
Social inclusion activities:
– Czech Republic: 'chefs without borders' – reintegrating homeless women through cooking
– Latvia: 'fish and not only'– learning how to fish to improve self-sufficiency
– Slovenia: dance and English workshops

Source: European Commission, 2018.

Assessment of programme/actions
As required by Article 17(1) of the FEAD Regulation, the mid-term evaluation of the Fund
for European Aid to the Most Deprived was published on 27 March 2019. The document
presents the FEAD's main achievements for the period up to the end of December 2017.
According to the report, between 2014 and 2017, the FEAD supported more than
12 million people per year and, during this period, more than 1.3 million tonnes of food
were distributed. Social inclusion measures, meanwhile reached about 66 000 people.
Members' Research Service

Page 3 of 4

171

EPRS

Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived

Given the FEAD's very limited resources compared with other EU funds, the main
conclusion of the mid-term evaluation is that there are strong arguments in favour of
continuing the programme.
In its Special Report No 5/2019: FEAD-Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived,
published on 3 April 2019, the European Court of Auditors assesses whether the initial
set-up of the FEAD and the Member States' operational programmes effectively target
the most in need and do contribute to the Europe 2020 poverty target. The Court points
out that the fund remains primarily a food aid scheme with 80 % of its budget devoted to
food support. As a result, although the FEAD offers Member States the possibility to focus
on social inclusion, those measures are scarcely implemented. The Court concludes by
stating that the ability of the fund to reduce poverty has yet to be demonstrated.

Other EU programmes and action in the same field
The main funding instrument fighting poverty and social exclusion remains the broader
European Social Fund, which makes EU funding available to co-finance actions aimed at
combating discrimination and helping people access the labour market. In May 2018, the
Commission issued a proposal for an ESF+ (with a provisional budget of €101.2 billion in
current prices for the 2021-2027 period) to incorporate the FEAD and other programmes,
such as the Youth Employment Initiative (YEI), the Employment and Social Innovation
Programme (EaSI) and the EU Health Programme.

Disclaimer and Copyright
This document is prepared for, and addressed to, the Members and staff of the European Parliament as
background material to assist them in their parliamentary work. The content of the document is the sole
responsibility of its author(s) and any opinions expressed herein should not be taken to represent an official
position of the Parliament.
Reproduction and translation for non-commercial purposes are authorised, provided the source is
acknowledged and the European Parliament is given prior notice and sent a copy.
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Photo credits: ©Svyatoslav Lypynskyy / Fotolia.
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Youth Employment Initiative
In a nutshell
The Youth Employment Initiative (YEI) is the main EU funding programme of the Youth
Guarantee (YG) political commitment. It was established to support young people not in
education, employment or training (NEETs) in regions with a youth unemployment rate above
25 %. The YEI has been in place for three years and both the initial results and the initial
evaluations are positive.

EU Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 1 – Smart and Inclusive Growth
Subheading 1b – Economic, Social and Territorial Cohesion

2014-20 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €4 411.22 million (0.4 %)

2016 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: (none in 2016, due to frontloading in 2014-2015)
Payments:
€1 050 million (0.77 %)

2017 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €500 million (0.37 %) (proposed in DAB 3/2017)
Payments:
€600 million (0.45 %)

Methods of implementation
Shared management (European Commission and Member States)

In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 Financial allocation
 Objectives and functioning
 Funded actions
 Assessment of the initiative
 Other EU programmes and actions in the
field
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
Full employment, social inclusion and cohesion are at the heart of the European Union.
Article 3 (3) of the Treaty on European Union (TEU) states 'The Union ... shall work for the
sustainable development of Europe ... aiming at full employment and social progress ....
It shall combat social exclusion and discrimination... . It shall promote economic, social
and territorial cohesion ...'.
The instrument to achieve such goals, established in Article 162 of the Treaty on the
Functioning of the European Union (TFEU), is the European Social Fund (ESF), created 'to
improve employment opportunities for workers in the internal market and to contribute
thereby to raising the standard of living'. The ESF 'shall aim to render the employment of
workers easier and to increase their geographical and occupational mobility within the
Union, and to facilitate their adaptation to industrial changes and to changes in
production systems, in particular through vocational training and retraining'.
The economic and financial crisis resulted in young people becoming one of the age
groups most at risk of social exclusion. The unemployment rate of young people aged 1524 years reached a height of 24.0 % in February 2013 in the EU, with peaks of 60.0 % in
Greece, 56.2 % in Spain, 49.8 % in Croatia, 44.1 % in Italy1 and 40.7 % in Portugal. The
Council addressed this situation in its recommendation of 22 April 2013, which
established the Youth Guarantee, a political commitment to ensure that all young people
under the age of 25 years receive a good-quality offer of employment, continued
education, an apprenticeship or a traineeship within a period of four months of becoming
unemployed or leaving formal education. To support the policy financially, Articles 16 to
23 of Regulation (EU) No 1304/2013 on the European Social Fund (the ESF Regulation)
created and regulated the Youth Employment Initiative (YEI).

Financial allocation
Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 (Article 91), proposed a specific allocation of €3 billion for
the YEI, which should be matched by the same amount from the European Social Fund
(ESF). During the MFF 2014-2020 negotiations, and in view of the high youth
unemployment rates, the amount was raised to €3.2 billion and a specific flexibility was
included in the MFF Regulation, to allow for all the funds to be frontloaded to 2014-2015.2
The ESF Regulation was amended by Regulation (EU) 2015/779 in May 2015, to help
countries facing budget constraints to swiftly mobilise the resources allocated to the YEI.
The amendment raised the initial pre-financing amount paid to operational programmes
supported by the YEI/ESF from 1 % to 30 %.
In the mid-term review/revision of the Multiannual Financial Framework 2014-2020, the
Commission proposed to reinforce the programme with a further €1 billion for the period
2017-2020. The amount was raised to €1.2 billion by the European Parliament and the
Council in a draft joint statement.3 Following Council approval of the mid-term revision
on 20 June 2017, a proposal to include the first €500 million of this additional funding in
the 2017 budget is currently under discussion.4

Objectives and functioning
The Youth Employment Initiative's main objective is the fight against youth
unemployment in the worst-affected EU regions. It targets all people between the ages
of 15 and 24 not in employment, education or training (NEETs), with Member States free
to decide to extend support to include young persons under the age of 30. Eligible regions
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are those where the youth unemployment rate for young persons aged 15 to 24 years
was higher than 25 % in 2012, or those where youth unemployment rose more than 30 %
in 2012, resulting in an unemployment rate higher than 20 %.5
Resources are allocated by region, calculating the ratio between the unemployed young
persons in every eligible region and the total number of unemployed young persons in all
eligible regions. The allocation for each Member State is the sum of the allocations for
each of its eligible regions (Regulation (EU) 1303/2013, Annex VIII). The eligible regions
and the allocation by country are shown in Table 1 below.
Table 1 – Youth Unemployment Initiative by country
Country

Eligible regions

YEI allocation (€)

Belgium (BE)

Hainaut, Liège and Brussels-Capital.

€42 435 070

Bulgaria (BG)

Severen tsentralen, Severoiztochen, Severozapaden, Yugoiztochen and Yuzhen tsentralen.

€55 188 745

Czech Republic (CZ)

Severozapad.

€13 599 984

Ireland (IE)

All regions.

€68 145 419

Greece (EL)

All regions.

€171 517 029

Spain (ES)

All regions.

€943 496 315

France (FR)

Aquitaine, Auvergne, Centre, Champagne-Ardenne, Haute-Normandie, Languedoc-Roussillon,
Nord-Pas-de-Calais, Picardie, Mayotte, Guadeloupe, Guyane, Martinique, Réunion.

€310 161 401

Croatia (HR)

All regions.

Italy (IT)

Abruzzo, Basilicata, Calabria, Campania, Emilia-Romagna, Friuli-Venezia Giulia, Lazio, Liguria,
Lombardia, Marche, Molise, Piemonte, Puglia, Sardegna, Sicilia, Toscana, Umbria, Valle d'Aosta.

Cyprus (CY)

All the country.

€11 572 101

Latvia (LV)

All the country.

€29 010 639

Lithuania (LT)

All the country.

€31 782 633

Hungary (HU)

Dél-Alföld, Dél-Dunántúl, Észak-Alföld, Észak-Magyarország

€49 765 356

Poland (PL)

Dolnoslaskie, Kujawsko-Pomorskie, Lódzkie, Lubelskie, Lubuskie, Malopolskie, Podkarpackie,
Swietokrzyskie, Warminsko-Mazurskie, and Zachodniopomorskie

€252 437 822

Portugal (PT)

All regions.

€160 772 169

Romania (RO)

Centru, Sud-Muntenia and Sud-Est.

€105 994 315

Slovenia (SI)

Vzhodna Slovenija

Slovakia (SK)

Stredné Slovensko, Východné Slovensko and Západné Slovensko.

€72 175 259

Sweden (SE)

Mellersta Norrland, Norra Mellansverige and Sydsverige.

€44 163 096

United Kingdom (UK)

Inner London, Merseyside, South Western Scotland, Tees Valley and Durham, and West Midlands.

€66 177 144
€567 511 248

€9 211 536

€206 098 124

Source: European Commission, March 2017, Youth Guarantee country by country, country fiches and factsheets.
Note: The allocation is matched by the same amount from the ESF in all countries, with the exception of Slovakia, where the allocation coming
from the ESF is €122 175 259.

Support provided under the YEI directly targets young people not in employment,
education or training. In that sense it is different from the European Social Fund, which
supports systems and structures. Nevertheless, the YEI is integrated in ESF programming
and, according to its regulation, the programming arrangements can take the form of 1)
a dedicated operational programme; 2) a dedicated priority axis within an operational
programme; or 3) a part of one or more priority axes.6
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When a project is approved, it receives an allocation from the YEI and a matching
allocation from the ESF. The amount allocated from the YEI does not require national cofinancing, while the matching amount from the ESF is to be co-financed using the highest
co-financing rate (Article 22(3) of the ESF Regulation). Normally, a project is financed in
three tiers: one from the YEI, one from the ESF and one from national sources.

Funded actions
As there are more than 120 eligible regions in 20 countries, there is a very large and varied
array of actions to promote the inclusion of NEETs in the labour market. They include:
 Stepping up of early activation and intervention with the development of individual
action plans (CZ, FR, LT, HU);
 Improvements to the quality of general education and training, including reforms in
the vocational education and training system and in the apprenticeships system (ES,
SE, UK), better digital technologies (BG, IE, LV) and foreign language learning (BG),
support for young people who have not completed secondary education to return to
education or training (CZ, FR);
 Easier school-to-work transitions, for instance by helping young people secure their
first work experience (BG, EL, CY), or traineeship (CZ, PL), with the objective of
increasing their employability and labour market attachment, including in the public
sector (HR, PT);
 Acquisition of professional skills in new professions or professions where there are
labour shortages, in training and on-the-job training (BE, IE, LV, HR, SK, SE);
Box 1 – Examples of concrete YEI measures.
Belgium
The 'Popul'ArtCité: street art et rénovation urbaine au rendez-vous de l’insertion des jeunes' project, developed by the Charleroi
Public Centre for Social Action (CPAS) and involving multiple local actors, targets 68 young people aged 18 to 24 years. The
action began in September 2015 and will run during 2015-2018 with a budget of €1 275 million. The main objective is to promote
the establishment of an integrated system of career guidance, pre-qualification, qualification, employment and education
support actions for young job-seekers. A mix of activities related to the field of urban art and revitalisation of neighbourhoods
will help to the acquisition of skills, in areas such as construction, industrial painting, graphic and audio-visual arts, and
consequently young people's professional integration.
Greece
The 'voucher scheme for first work experience leading to labour market entry for young people aged up to 29' aims at helping
young people acquire their first work experience in the private sector. Many local actors are involved in the programme, such
as public employment offices, professional chambers, trade unions, etc. The scheme has two target groups: 1) 12 000 NEETs
(3 000 tertiary education graduates and 9 000 secondary and post-secondary education graduates) aged 15-24, with a budget
of €43 million; and 2) 30 000 NEETs (12 000 tertiary education graduates and 18 000 secondary and post-secondary education
graduates) aged 25-29, with a budget of €108 million.
Spain
'Tarifa Joven', a project which ran from 5 July 2014 to 30 June 2016 and supported an estimated 4 500 young people, provided
subsidised employment for the young. Employers received a €300 per month reduction in their social security contribution for
a period of six months if they offered a permanent contract to a young person registered with the Youth Guarantee programme.
In the case of a part-time contract, the reduction ranged from €150 to €225 per month. The employer was required to maintain
or increase the company's employment level while receiving the bonus, to avoid replacement effects. The total budget for the
project was €1.43 million, with a YEI/ESF contribution of €1.31 million.
Italy
The YEI supports the 'SELFIE-employment' financial instrument, launched in March 2016 to enhance self-employment among
young people up to 29 years old. 'SELFIE-employment' provides micro-credit (up to €25 000) and small loans (up to €50 000) to
young people who want to engage in entrepreneurship and self-employment activities, but would typically not find financing
through the traditional channels. To access the funds, the beneficiary has to develop a business plan, which must attract a
positive evaluation. To reduce the risk associated with starting a business, the young person also has to participate in training
supervised by the regional Chamber of Commerce and receives support services for the first 12 months following the signing of
the loan agreement.

Source: European Commission, March 2017, Youth Guarantee country by country, country fiches and factsheets.
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 Strengthening public employment services (PES) capacity, with the establishment of
an integrated system of career guidance (BE, FI, SE), help and guidance for job seekers,
such as CV and cover letter, or job interview preparation (FR, HU, SE);
 Implementation of mentoring schemes as a part of labour market services, either
when the young person is in training or on-the-job (CZ, SK, FR);
 Activation support for self-employment, such as start-up support (including
mentoring) for young entrepreneurs (BG, IE, HR, IT);
 Incentives for employers, such as wage and recruitment subsidies and reductions of
non-wage labour costs (CZ, ES, FR, SI, SK).

Assessment of the initiative
Since 2013 the youth unemployment rate has fallen in the EU from a peak of 24.0 % in
February 2013 to 16.9 % in July 2017. This improvement can be seen in Figure 1 that
compares the situation in the regions in 2012 and 2016. Youth unemployment is however
still higher than before the crisis, when it reached a low of 15.1 % in February 2008.
Moreover, the most recent data from Eurostat shows that unemployment is above the
EU average in Greece (46.6 %), Spain (39.3 %), France (21.7 %), Croatia (26.3 %), Italy
(34.0 %), Cyprus (29.6 %), Luxembourg (18.5 %), Portugal (23.7%), Romania (20.4 %),
Slovakia (18.2 %), Finland (20.4 %) and Sweden (17.6 %).7 The situation in Greece, Spain
and Italy remains especially worrying.
Figure 1 – Youth unemployment rate (%), by NUTS 2 regions, age 15-24, 2012 and 2016

Data source: Eurostat (online data code: lfst_r_lfu3rt), 2017. Notes: See endnotes.8

The NEET rate has also fallen, from 13.2 % in 2012 to 11.5 % in 2016, however annual
data from 2016 show that it remains above the pre-financial crisis level (see Figure 2).
In some countries, such as Cyprus, France, Italy, Poland and Slovakia, improvements are
slow. In others, Croatia, Finland, and Romania, for instance, there is no improvement at
all, and the situation is even worse than in 2012.
The YEI has undoubtedly contributed to these lower unemployment and NEET rates,
especially because it not only supports young people individually, but has also provided
structural reforms. However, it is not yet possible to gauge to what extent, nor to
distinguish the effect of the reforms from the general improvement in macroeconomic
conditions. As structural reforms require some time to become effective, it is still too
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early to make a complete assessment of the initiative, even more so considering
implementation was delayed. Nevertheless, Article 19 (6) of the ESF Regulation, requires
two evaluations of the YEI, to be completed by 31 December 2015 and by
31 December 2018.
Figure 2 – Young people neither in employment nor in education and training (NEET rate), %
of total youth population, age 15-24
25
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Data source: Eurostat, 2017.

A communication from the European Commission, published in the second part of 2016,
summarises the first evaluation and gives some preliminary impressions of the results.
The document highlights that there were delays in setting up the programmes,
designating authorities and submitting payment applications. Nevertheless, once the
structures were in place, over 1.4 million young people benefited from the YEI and
404 500 young persons finalised a YEI-financed operation, well above initial projections.
Of the total budget of €6.4 billion, €4.7 billion has already been allocated to specific
actions and projects. In some countries, such as Spain, the YEI is the main financial
support for the Youth Guarantee.
In August 2015, the European Youth Forum Board published a position paper evaluating
the implementation of the Youth Guarantee after two years. The paper recognises the
potential of the YG and the YEI for improving the situation of young people, but expresses
concern regarding the risks of the YG becoming a mere declaration of intent, and
proposes several measures to avoid this. The main concerns are the existence of counterproductive measures;9 the difficulty of reaching young people in general and the most
vulnerable young people in particular; the low quality of some offers; the need to monitor
a large array of different measures; and finally the lack of involvement and cooperation
between the relevant stakeholders.
The European Policy Centre, in a paper published in September 2016, concludes that the
YG has brought important reforms to education and labour market policies and points
out some weaknesses, such as the lack of continuity in the measures adopted over time;
the disconnection between activation and protection measures; flaws in the partnership
approach; and insufficient effort to reach out to non-registered NEETs. They
recommended prolonging EU support to the second half of the current MFF and enlarging
the coverage of the YG to the most vulnerable, i.e. the non-registered NEETs, including
young migrants.

178

Members' Research Service

Page 6 of 8

EPRS

Youth Employment Initiative

The European Court of Auditors issued a special report to evaluate the YG and the YEI.
They concluded that the results 'fall short of initial expectations' after visiting Ireland,
Spain, France, Croatia, Italy, Portugal and Slovakia, mainly because expectations were
unrealistic. The auditors also pointed to the fact that the Commission needs to develop
better indicators and better defined targets to be able to monitor the results, even
though the Commission states that monitoring is one of the strengths of the YEI.
Finally, a recently published in-depth analysis from the EPRS concluded that even though
there is not yet enough comparable data, the information available shows that the YEI
has not only contributed to lower youth unemployment, but also provided some lessons
that 'will facilitate future mechanisms established by the EU and individual Member
States to further improve the situation'.

Other EU programmes and actions in the same field
The European Solidarity Corps, launched in December 2016, is a European Union initiative
which offers young people the opportunity to volunteer or work in projects that benefit
communities and people around Europe. It has a volunteering strand, where young
people can carry full-time voluntary service of between two and twelve months in
another country, and an occupational strand that gives young people the opportunity of
a job, traineeship or apprenticeship, in solidarity-related sectors. The European
Commission has presented a proposal for allocating €341.5 million to the programme for
2018-2020.
The European Alliance for Apprenticeships (EAfA), launched in July 2013, is a platform
which connects governments, businesses, social partners, chambers, vocational
education and training (VET) providers, regions, youth representatives and think-tanks,
to strengthen the quality, supply and image of apprenticeships in Europe, thus reinforcing
the quality of offers under the Youth Guarantee.
The EU Programme for Employment and Social Innovation (EaSI) promotes the
modernisation of employment and social policies (PROGRESS axis), job mobility (EURES
axis) and access to micro-finance and social entrepreneurship (Microfinance and Social
Entrepreneurship axis). The total envelope for 2014-2020 is €919.47 million.
The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) provides support to workers,
including young workers, made redundant by changes in the global economy. It has an
annual budget of €150 million. Because the fund provides support in urgent and
unexpected circumstances, the EGF is outside the Multiannual Financial Framework.
The Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived (FEAD) helps to provide material
assistance to Europe's most deprived individuals. The earmarked budget for 2014-2020
is €3.8 billion.

Main references
Dhéret, Claire and Julie Roden, Towards a Europeanisation of Youth Employment Policies?,
European Policy Centre, Issue Paper No 81, September 2016.
Eurofound, Social inclusion of young people, Publications Office of the European Union,
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made a difference?, 2017.
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Endnotes
1

The figure for Italy is from March 2014, when youth unemployment was highest.

2

The YEI plus the matching amount from the ESF equals a total of €6.4 billion. Additionally, €6.3 billion is earmarked
for youth employment measures coming directly from the ESF, totalling €12.7 billion.

3

As in the previous years, this will be the specific YEI allocation and there will be a matching amount from the ESF.

4

Draft Amending Budget No 3/2017.

5 The YEI uses the definition of regions used for cohesion policy purposes, so regions have been defined at

See Eurostat for explanation and definitions.

NUTS level 2.

6

See the definitions of operational programme, priority axis, etc. in Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013, Article 96.

7

Eurostat, monthly seasonal adjusted data. Downloaded June 2017.

8

In the 2012 map: Bremen, Gießen, Leipzig (Germany), and Limousin (France): 2011. Oberfranken, Unterfranken and
Kassel (Germany): 2010. Oberpfalz (Germany), Salzburg, and Vorarlberg (Austria): 2009. In the 2016 map:
Severozapaden, Severen tsentralen, Yugoiztochen (Bulgaria), Mittelfranken, Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, Lüneburg,
Dresden (Germany), Limousin (France), Opolskie (Poland), Algarve (Portugal), North Yorkshire and Cornwall and the
Isles of Scilly (the United Kingdom): 2015. Kassel (Germany), Lubuskie (Poland), Região Autónoma dos Açores, Região
Autónoma da Madeira (Portugal), Cumbria, and the Highlands and Islands (the United Kingdom): 2014. Oberfranken,
Chemnitz and Leipzig (Germany): 2013. Both include data of low reliability for many regions.

9

Two of the counter-productive measures listed are 'cutting access to social benefits for young people or decreasing
the share of national budgets dedicated to education'.
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Common Agricultural Policy – Pillar I
In a nutshell
The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) concerns the pooling of European Union resources
spent on agriculture and aimed at protecting the viable production of food, the sustainable
management of natural resources and to support rural vitality. It consists of two pillars,
the first includes direct payments (i.e. annual payments to farmers to help stabilise farm
revenues in the face of volatile market prices and weather conditions) and market
measures (to tackle specific market situations and to support trade promotion). The
second pillar concerns rural development policy. Nearly 38% of the EU budget is spent on
the CAP; for the Multiannual Financial Framework 2014-2020 the CAP amounts to
€408.31 billion, of which €308.72 billion is allocated to the first pillar.

EU Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading Sustainable Growth: Natural Resources
Common Agricultural Policy (Pillar I) – Direct payments and market measures

2014-2020 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €312.73 billion (29%) – first pillar before transfer between pillars
Commitments: €308.72 billion (28.5%) – first pillar after transfer between pillars

2016 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €42.22 billion (27.2%)
Payments:
€42.21 billion (29.3%)

2015 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €43.45 billion (30%)
Payments:
€43.44 billion (30.7%)

Methods of implementation
Shared management by Member States and European Commission (DG AGRI).
In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 Objectives of the programme
 Funded actions
 Assessment of programme/actions
 Other EU programmes and actions in
the same field
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Glossary
Cross-compliance: To receive direct payments and some other forms of support, farmers are
required to respect certain rules. This requirement is known as cross-compliance. These rules
concern food safety, animal health, plant health, the climate, the environment, protection of
water resources, animal welfare, and the condition in which farmland is maintained. There are
two components of these rules: SMR and GAEC (see below). If a farmer is found not to respect
these rules, his or her direct payments may be reduced.
Export refunds: Export refunds may be paid by the European Union to trading companies that
sell certain agricultural goods in third countries. The refund normally covers the difference
between the internal EU price and the world market price. Export refunds in 2013 reached the
rate of zero for all products, and may only be activated when market conditions are such that
exceptional measures are justified.
Decoupling: means the removal of the link between the receipt of a direct payment and the
production of a specific product. Prior to this reform, farmers received a direct payment only
if they produced the specific product to which the direct payment was associated.
LPIS: The Land Parcel Identification System is a computer database that contains all agricultural
areas that are eligible for a direct payment under the Common Agricultural Policy. It is used to
cross-check the parcels for which payments have been claimed by the farmer. The land parcel
identification system ensures that the farmer is paid for the correct area and that overpayment
is avoided.

EU role in the policy area: legal basis
The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) consists of two pillars, the first includes direct
payments (i.e. annual payments to farmers to help stabilise farm revenues in the face of
volatile market prices and weather conditions) and market measures (to tackle specific
market situations and to support trade promotion); whereas the second pillar concerns
rural development policy.
Agricultural policies are at the crossroads of several crucial aspects of European Union,
(e.g. viable food production, sustainable management of natural resources, rural vitality),
with a direct impact – according to the European Commission – on more than half of EU
territory and EU consumers1. In the EU, more than 7.3 million farmers are CAP direct
payment beneficiaries and they manage more than 170 million hectares of agricultural
land. At present, nearly 38% of the EU budget is spent on CAP – with €408.31 billion
allocated to CAP for the Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) 2014-2020, of which
€308.72 billion is allocated to the first pillar (28.5%).
Figure 1 – Headings of the EU annual 2016 adopted budget, in € million

Data source: European Commission, DG Budget.
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The CAP in the Treaties and EU regulations
Articles 38 to 42 and Annex I of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union
(TFEU) set out the basic rules and the objectives to implement a common agriculture and
fisheries policy. After having illustrated the main aspects of CAP (Article 38), the TFEU
goes on to enumerate the goals of CAP (Article 39) and to explain the organisational forms
needed to tackle these objectives (Article 40). Articles 41 and 42 of the TFEU are
dedicated to specific aspects of CAP implementation.
The legal basis of the first CAP pillar for 2014-2020 includes the following EU regulations:
firstly, Regulation (EU) No 1307/2013 – containing the single basic act and a
comprehensive code for direct payments to farmers; secondly, Regulation (EU)
No 1308/2013 establishing a common organisation of the markets in agricultural
products; thirdly, Regulation (EU) No 1306/2013 covering horizontal CAP issues (i.e.
financing, management and monitoring).

Objectives of the programme
The 2014-2020 CAP aims to address a set of challenges, including the guarantee for viable
food production, the promotion of sustainable management of natural resources and the
adoption of actions aimed at mitigating climate change. As set out in Article 39 TFEU, the
CAP has five main objectives, namely:
1. To increase agricultural productivity by promoting technical progress and
ensuring the optimum use of the factors of production, in particular labour;
2. To ensure a fair standard of living for farmers;
3. To stabilise markets – a crucial challenge, given the frequent alternation between
sharp increases in global food prices and severe price depression;2
4. To ensure the availability of supplies;
5. To ensure reasonable prices for consumers.
According to the Monitoring and Evaluation Framework of the CAP, the intervention logic
for the first pillar of the current CAP involves the following specific objectives that must
be achieved by direct payments:
 contribute to farm incomes and limit farm income variability in a manner that
includes minimal trade distortion;
 improve the competitiveness of the agricultural sector and enhance its value share
in the food chain;
 maintain market stability and meet consumer expectations;
 provide public goods and mitigation/adaptation of climate change effects.
The shift of focus in challenges to the CAP over the years
When it was first established in the 1960s, the CAP had specific goals: to ensure the
availability of food supply at reasonable prices, and to ensure a fair standard of living for
farmers, mostly by maintaining high and stable prices for the major agricultural products
by way of market intervention.
While the initial objectives of the CAP have not officially changed, other dimensions have
received increasing attention in recent years. As shown in table 1, this change in the CAP
challenges is clearly exemplified by the 85 percentage points decrease (from up to 90%
to only 5%) in market interventions' share of the total CAP budget over a period of
24 years (1990-2014).
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Table 1 shows that most of the current CAP budget is fully decoupled (no longer linked
with specific agricultural production) or allocated to rural development policy (second
pillar).
Indeed, current CAP challenges now embrace areas which go far beyond agriculture
alone. These concern economic competitiveness (including issues of food security and
globalisation; a declining rate in productivity growth; price volatility; pressures on
production costs due to high input prices; and the deteriorating position of farmers in the
food supply chain); environmental sustainability (relating to resource efficiency; soil and
water quality; and threats to habitats and biodiversity); and territorial balance (where
rural areas are faced with demographic, economic and social developments, including
land abandonment, depopulation and relocation of businesses).
Table 1 – CAP payments from 1990 to 2013 and MFF ceiling from 2014 to 2020

Source: European Commission, DG Agriculture and Rural Development.

Funded actions
More than €308.72 billion – out of the €408.31 billion of the CAP MFF for 2014-2020 – is
allocated to direct payments and market measures. Within Heading 2, Sustainable
growth and natural resources, the first CAP pillar accounts for €42.22 billion in 2016, as
illustrated in figure 2.
Direct payments are payments granted annually directly to farmers' bank accounts, as
income support and to provide a safety net. Market measures are included in the single
Common Market Organisation (CMO), which sets out the parameters for intervening in
agricultural markets and providing sector-specific support (e.g. for fruit and vegetables,
wine, olive oil, school schemes).
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Figure 2 – Heading 2: Sustainable growth and natural resources
(2016 adopted EU budget, in € million)

Source: European Commission, DG Budget.

Direct payments
CAP direct payments are decoupled from specific production, market-oriented and
intended to support farmers’ income stemming from sales on the markets, which are
subject to price volatility. In order to maximise their profits, producers must respond to
market signals, so that they produce the goods which consumers demand. Moreover,
with the introduction of the greening component, and in combination with crosscompliance rules, direct payments deliver basic public goods. Indeed, direct payments
are multi-purpose payments, composed of three compulsory components and three
voluntary components for Member State implementation. The compulsory components
are as follows:
 The first consists of a basic payment per hectare, as income support, the level of
which is to be harmonised according to national or regional economic or
administrative criteria and subject to a convergence process between farmers and
Member States;
 The second is a greening component, as additional support to compensate for the
costs of providing environmental public goods not remunerated by the market,
through three environmentally-friendly farm practices: crop diversification,
maintenance of an ecological focus area and the protection of permanent pasture.
Member States have to use 30% of their national direct-payment envelopes to
fund the greening component;
 The third consists of an additional payment for five years for young farmers for the
first 90 hectares of their farm. Member States have to use up to 2% of their
national direct-payment envelopes to support young farmers.
The voluntary components are:
 First, a redistributive payment,3 whereby farmers may be granted additional
support for the first hectares of their farm: up to 30% of the Member State directpayment envelope.
 Second, additional income support in areas with specific natural constraints: up
to 5% of the Member State direct-payment envelope;
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 Third, a specific support coupled to some production, granted to certain areas or
types of farming in difficulties for economic and/or social reasons: up to 15% of
the Member State direct-payment envelope.
Finally, a simplified system may be set up for small farmers, to replace all of the above
components, with an annual payment of up to €1 250.
Table 2 shows the annual direct payment allocations for each Member State (in current
prices), before and after transfer between pillars (according to Article 11 of Regulation
No 1307/2013). In fact, Table 2 shows that 11 Member States moved part of their direct
payment allocations to the rural development policy and four Member States increased
their direct payments allocations using part of their rural development funds.
Table 2 – Annual direct payments allocation in 2015 for each Member State, before and after
transfer between pillars. (In € billion, current prices)

Before
transfer

After
transfer

France

7.55

7.30

Germany

5.14

4.91

Spain

4.84

4.84

Italy

3.90

3.90

Poland

2.99

3.38

United Kingdom

3.56

3.17

Greece

2.04

1.92

Romania

1.63

1.60

Hungary

1.27

1.35

Ireland

1.22

1.22

Denmark

0.92

0.87

Czech Republic

0.87

0.84

Netherlands

0.78

0.75

Bulgaria

0.72

0.72

Sweden

0.70

0.70

Austria

0.69

0.69

Portugal

0.57

0.57

Belgium

0.54

0.52

Finland

0.52

0.52

Slovakia

0.38

0.44

Lithuania

0.42

0.42

Croatia

0.13

0.18

Latvia

0.20

0.18

Slovenia

0.14

0.14

Estonia

0.12

0.11

Cyprus

0.05

0.05

Luxembourg

0.03

0.03

Malta

0.01

0.01

Member States
(Calendar year 2015)

Source: Annex II of Regulation (EU) No 1307/2013 and Annex II of Regulation (EU) No 1307/2013 as modified by
Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) No 994/2014 of 13 May 2014.
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Market measures
Several market measures are embraced by the single Common Market Organisation,
which accounts for €2.7 billion in the 2016 budget (in current prices). The first includes
the rules on marketing of agricultural products (e.g. marketing standards, geographical
indications, labelling) and the functioning of producer organisations, competition rules
applicable to enterprises and the rules on State aid.
The second type of market measures contains general provisions concerning exceptional
measures, including measures to guard against market disruption caused by price
fluctuations or other events, market support measures in the event of outbreaks of
animal diseases or a loss of consumer confidence owing to public, animal or plant health
risks, and measures relating to concerted practices adopted in periods of serious
imbalances in the markets.
A third typology includes specific sectorial programmes (for fruit and vegetables, wine,
olive oil, school schemes).
A fourth typology of market measures includes a crisis reserve fund of €400 million per
year (in 2011 prices) established to secure the financial resources needed in case of crisis
in the agriculture sector, through deductions from direct payments, with unused amounts
reimbursed to the same farmers in consecutive budget years (the 'financial discipline'
mechanism). The amount of the crisis reserve in the agricultural sector, planned to be
included in the Commission 2017 Draft Budget, accounts for €450.5 million (in current
prices).
Finally, other typologies cover issues related to international trade (e.g. licences, tariff
quota management, inward and outward processing) and competition rules.

Assessment of programme/actions
Since the 2003 CAP reform, one crucial point of the policy has been the definition of the
direct payments beneficiary. The European Court of Auditors' 2011 report recommended
that the legislation on direct payments and its implementing rules should be amended to
ensure that these payments are directed to active farmers and exclude beneficiaries who
have no, or only insignificant, agricultural activities (the so-called 'sofa farmers').
Moreover, the Court suggested a more balanced distribution of direct support between
farmers by further modulation of payments, or by capping higher individual payments, or
by taking into consideration specific circumstances. These recommendations have been
partially included in the current CAP. In 2013, a Commission evaluation report on the
structural effects of direct support mentioned that payments decoupling has contributed
to the migration of farms from less to more specialised types of farming between 2004
and 2009. Moreover, the greater freedom of decision related to decoupling of direct
support has stimulated part of the holdings to focus more on production activities (crops
and/or livestock) for which market conditions allow higher profitability, which has led to
greater farm specialisation.4
For the 2014-2020 Common Agricultural Policy a new Monitoring and Evaluation
Framework has been set up to provide a sound analytical basis for future policy design by
providing an understanding of the effectiveness of measures and interventions and the
achievement of the objectives set, thus supporting policy developments. With further
concern about the effectiveness of the new measures, a 2014 report, underlined how the
'unprecedented' flexibility of the new CAP could impact on the implementation of
decisions taken at the national level. The report suggests that the main challenge for
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future years will be the risk that 'greater flexibility in CAP implementation might start to
undermine the "common" policy approach and generate an uneven playing field in terms
of Europe-wide competitiveness'.

Other EU programmes and action in the same field
Because of the inter-sectoral nature of the CAP, various EU funding programmes deal
with similar fields. While the European Agricultural Guarantee Fund (EAGF) finances the
first CAP pillar, EU rural development policy is supported by the European Agricultural
Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD). Four other EU funds can also provide support: the
European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the Cohesion Fund and
the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund. These four, together with the EAFRD, are
collectively known as the European Structural and Investment (ESI) funds. Each Member
State concludes a partnership contract with the Commission, including a national
strategic plan indicating investment priorities for the five ESI funds.
Additionally, €3.8 billion is allocated to the Fund for European Aid to the most Deprived
people (FEAD) that supports EU Member State actions to provide material assistance to
the most deprived, such as food, clothing and other essential items for personal use.
This briefing is part of the series 'How the EU budget is spent' and complements the
briefing on CAP pillar II (rural development policy).

Endnotes
1

See European Commission, SEC(2011) 1152 final/2 – Impact Assessment 'Common Agricultural Policy Towards 2020',
2011.

2

For an overview of international agricultural policies and instruments to tackle volatility, see Farm Europe, How to
tackle farm and price volatility for farmers? An overview of international agricultural policies and instruments, 2016.

3

In order to redistribute support to smaller farmers, Member States may allocate up to 30% of their national budget
to a redistributive payment for the first hectares. The number of hectares for which this payment could be allocated
will be limited to 30 hectares, or the average farm size in Member States if the latter is more than 30 hectares. The
amount per hectare cannot exceed 65% of the average payment per hectare.

4

For further information on the state of play of the process of review of CAP see Tropea, F, EPRS, European Parliament,,
CAP Simplification, state of play, 2016.
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Common Agricultural Policy – Pillar II
In a nutshell
The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) concerns the pooling of European Union resources
spent on agriculture and aimed at protecting the viable production of food, the sustainable
management of natural resources and a living countryside. Nearly 38% of the EU budget is
spent on the CAP. Under the 2014-2020 Multiannual Financial Framework €408.31 billion
is earmarked for the CAP, of which €99.6 billion is allocated to the second pillar. The second
pillar of the CAP budget is financed under the European Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development (EAFRD). The EAFRD is aimed at achieving the balanced territorial
development of rural economies and at sustaining a farming sector that is environmentally
sound as well as competitive and innovative.

The EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 2 – Sustainable Growth: Natural Resources
Common Agricultural Policy (Pillar II) – Rural Development Policy

2014-20 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €99.6 billion (9.2%) – second pillar after transfer between pillars

2016 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €18.676 billion (12%)
Payments:
€11.746 billion (7.6%)

2015 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €18.169 billion (11.2%)
Payments:
€11.166 billion (6.9%)

Methods of implementation
Indirect implementation, by Member States' managing authorities
In this briefing:
 The EU's role in agriculture: legal basis
 Objectives of the programme

Measures funded
 Assessment of programme/measures
 Other rural development-related EU
programmes and measures
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The EU's role in agriculture: legal basis
The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) pools the European Union (EU) resources that are
spent on agriculture and aimed at protecting the viable production of food, the
sustainable management of natural resources and a living countryside. Agricultural
policies are at the meeting point of several crucial aspects of EU policy, with a direct
impact –the European Commission estimates – on more than half the EU's territory and
consumers.1 In the EU, farmers manage more than 170 million hectares of agricultural
land.
How rural development policy has evolved
EU rural development policy is designed to support the 'European model of agriculture',
based on a mix of small farmers, family farmers, and industrial and professional farmers
– a model that ensures food safety (in a context of climate change) and promotes
sustainable and balanced development across all rural areas in the EU, including those
characterised by difficult production conditions.
Rural development policy covers areas as diverse as farming and forestry, land use, the
management of natural resources and economic diversification of rural communities. The
policy has, however, been modified over the years. In its early days, rural policy was
essentially sector-based – i.e. it dealt mainly with agricultural structures and included
only limited territorial aspects. Agenda 2000 established it as the second pillar of the CAP
and brought rural development under a single regulation to apply across the whole of the
EU. Since then rural development policy has embraced agricultural restructuring as well
as environmental concerns.
As a matter of fact, rural development has only recently become a genuine EU policy. It
currently attracts 9.2% of the total EU budget and is fully integrated in the new strategic
framework for European structural and investment policies.
According to a European Commission report on rural development, rural areas in the EU
are home to 113 million people – nearly one quarter (23%) of the EU population.
Predominantly rural regions represent more than half of EU territory (52%), while forests
cover 38% of EU territory. The distribution of the economically active population varies
considerably from country to country. In the Netherlands and the United Kingdom, for
instance, predominantly rural regions account for less than 10% of the economically
active population. In Ireland, at the other end of the scale, predominantly rural regions
account for over 70% of the economically active population.2 Overall, more than
46 million jobs are associated with rural regions in the EU.3
The CAP in the Treaties and in EU regulations
Articles 38 to 44 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) set out
the basic rules and objectives for a common agriculture and fisheries policy. Articles 38,
39 and 40 describe the main aspects of the CAP, its goals and the organisational forms
needed to tackle them. Of particular importance is Article 39b, which refers to the
promotion of fair standards of living in the agricultural community. The protection of rural
areas is further mentioned in Article 174 TFEU (concerning economic, social and
territorial cohesion).
The legal basis for the second pillar of the 2014-2020 CAP includes the following EU
regulations: Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 on the European structural and investment
funds, including the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD);
Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013, which sets out the rules for EAFRD support; and
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Regulation (EU) No 1306/2013, which covers horizontal matters (such as the financing,
management and monitoring of the CAP).
EU financial support for rural development
At present, nearly 38% of the EU budget is spent on the CAP. The 2014-2020 Multiannual
Financial Framework allocates €408.31 billion to the CAP, of which €99.6 billion has been
earmarked for the second pillar (9.2% of the total EU budget).
The total CAP budget was initially distributed between the two CAP pillars as follows:
€312.74 billion for Pillar I (direct payments to farmers and market measures, under the
European Agricultural Guarantee Fund – EAGF) and €95.58 billion for Pillar II, under the
EAFRD.
Under Heading 2, Sustainable Growth: Natural Resources, Pillar II totals €18.676 billion in
2016.
Figure 1 – Heading 2: Sustainable Growth – Natural Resources
(adopted EU budget for 2016, in € million)

Data source: European Commission, DG Budget.

The current CAP, which was reformed in 2013, provides for inter-pillar flexibility (Article
14 of Regulation (EU) No 1307/2013). This means that Member States have been able to
transfer funds between pillars, up to 15% of the original amounts. Some 18 countries
have decided to use this option to strengthen support for rural development. The net
transfer from Pillar I to Pillar II over the 2014-2020 period amounts to around €4 billion,
thus increasing the rural development envelope to €99.6 billion.
Figure 2 illustrates Member State allocations before and after transfers and application
of capping (the possibility for Member States to limit the amount of basic payments that
farmers receive and transfer the amount thus saved to the rural development envelope).
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Figure 2 – Breakdown by Member State of EU support for rural development 2014-2020, after
inter-pillar transfer and reduction of payments (in € billion, current prices)

Source: Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013 as amended by Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) No 2015/791.

Objectives of the programme
The EU's rural areas are characterised by their great diversity. Despite including some of
the EU's wealthiest regions, many of these areas, particularly in remote or depopulated
parts of Europe, face significant socio-economic problems: low income levels,
unemployment, depopulation and an aging population, a lack of services and
infrastructure, and a lack of opportunities for women and young people, to name but a
few. The role of EU rural development policy is in particular to help rural areas rise to
those challenges. In this regard, it shares many objectives with other European Structural
and Investment (ESI) Funds.
According to Article 3 of Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013, the mission of the rural
development fund (EAFRD) is to contribute to the Europe 2020 strategy for smart,
sustainable and inclusive growth 'by promoting sustainable rural development
throughout the Union in a manner that complements the other instruments of the CAP,
the cohesion policy and the common fisheries policy'. Article 4 states that EU rural
development policy has three overarching strategic objectives: fostering the
competitiveness of agriculture; ensuring the sustainable management of natural
resources, and climate action; and achieving balanced territorial development of rural
economies and communities including the creation and maintenance of employment.
These objectives are translated into six EU priorities for rural development:
1. Fostering knowledge transfer and innovation in agriculture, forestry and rural areas
2. Enhancing farm viability and competitiveness of all types of agriculture, and
promoting innovative farm technologies and the sustainable management of forests
3. Promoting food chain organisation, animal welfare and risk management in
agriculture
4. Restoring, preserving and enhancing ecosystems related to agriculture and forestry
5. Promoting resource efficiency and supporting the shift toward a low-carbon and
climate-resilient economy in the agriculture, food and forestry sectors
6. Promoting social inclusion, poverty reduction and economic development in rural
areas
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Each EU priority, in turn, is broken down into two or more sub-areas for targeted
intervention, also called focus areas (Article 5 of Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013). Priorities
and focus areas provide the basis for programming and implementing EAFRD support for
EU rural areas. The first priority 'Fostering knowledge transfer' is considered to be a crosscutting objective for EAFRD support.

Measures funded
Planned intervention within rural development programming
EU rural development policy is implemented on the basis of national or regional multiannual rural development programmes (RDP) designed and managed by EU Member
States or regions and approved by the European Commission. Each programme
constitutes a specific strategy that has to meet the needs of the country/region
concerned while respecting EU priorities for rural development. Member States must
draw up their RDPs on the basis of at least four of the six above-mentioned EU priorities.
For each of the 18 focus areas, they have to set quantified targets and indicate the
measures they will use to reach them (from a menu of 20 measures listed in Regulation
(EU) No 1305/2013).
All measures are co-financed by the EAFRD. Co-financing rates depend on the type of
rural area for which support is intended, as well as on the measures themselves. Member
States must devote at least 30% of their EAFRD allocation on measures related to the
environment and the fight against climate change.
Measures apply to all rural actors (farmers, forest managers, local associations, rural
entrepreneurs) and support a wide range of activities, from fostering innovation and the
knowledge base in rural areas, to facilitating generational renewal in the agriculture
sector, reducing nitrous oxide and methane emissions from agriculture or supporting
farm risk management. In December 2015, the European Commission approved the last
of the 118 rural development programmes submitted.
In comparison with the previous period, programming has been made more flexible to
better address needs and opportunities in rural areas, and the programmes are more
results-oriented.
Rural development as part of a wider EU strategy for growth
In the 2014-2020 programming period, EU rural development policy is built into the new
EU Common Strategic Framework, ensuring a more strategic and complementary use of
all European structural and investment (ESI) funds and reflecting the Europe 2020
strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, by means of 11 common thematic
objectives. Action funded by the EAFRD can thus be better coordinated with action
funded by the four other ESI funds.4 All five funds are covered by a common set of rules,
under the Common Provisions Regulation (CPR).
Notable aspects of EU rural development policy in the 2014-2020 period
Member States and regions have the possibility to design thematic sub-programmes in
order to grant special support for policy areas such as small farms, young farmers,
mountain areas, women in rural areas, climate change mitigation and adaptation,
biodiversity and short supply chains.
The LEADER (links between the rural economy and development actions) approach is an
area-based, bottom-up method of delivering support to local communities that design
and implement local development strategies themselves. It is a compulsory feature of all
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Member State RDPs, and at least 5% of EAFRD national envelopes must be devoted to
LEADER measures.
The EAFRD also supports knowledge transfer and innovation via the European Innovation
Partnership for agricultural productivity and sustainability (EIP-Agri). Other new features
include the possibility to use financial instruments, ex-ante conditionalities
(commitments or obligations that must be fulfilled by Member States before programme
adoption) and the performance reserve: an amount equal to 6% of a Member State's rural
development envelope that is set aside to reward good programme performance.
Overview of Member States' planned rural development investments
In total, around €161 billion of total public funding (EAFRD and national funding) will be
spent on rural development for the period 2014-2020. The analysis by the Commission of
all 118 RDPs provides a picture of the way funding has been distributed between priorities
and measures and of the expected achievements.
The measures that have attracted the most funding are 'Investments in physical assets
(22.6% of total public expenditure), 'Agri-environment-climate' (16.8%), and 'Areas facing
natural or specific constraints' (16.3%).
Examples of key expected achievements:









Total investment in agricultural physical assets: €16.78 billion
Total investment in non-agricultural activities: €4.74 billion
14% of rural population benefiting from new or improved ICT services or
infrastructure
Total investment for energy efficiency in agriculture and food processing: €2.8
billion
Total investment in renewable energy production: €2.71 billion
175 407 young farmers supported
10 million hectares of organic farming supported
1 366 390 farmers benefiting from advisory services

Assessment of programme/measures
The CAP for 2014-2020 includes a monitoring and evaluation framework designed to
provide administrations with information on the implementation of the policy, its results
and its impacts. For the first time, this framework covers both pillars of the CAP.5
Evaluations within Pillar II are conducted by/on behalf of the Member States and then
synthesised by the Commission services. Starting from 2016 and until 2024, Member
States will submit an annual implementation report on the implementation of their rural
development programmes for the previous year.
In a 2013 special report, the European Court of Auditors came to the general conclusion
that the Commission and Member States had not sufficiently demonstrated the extent to
which rural development objectives had been achieved during the 2007-2013 period and
that there was 'a lack of assurance' that the EU budget had been 'spent well'. More
specifically, the Court found that the objectives set by the RDPs lacked clarity and that
there was insufficient information on the results achieved. Furthermore, more use should
have been made of the monitoring and evaluation information to improve the efficiency
of rural development spending.
The Court considered that, for the 2014-2020 programming period, the Commission and
Member States should put more emphasis on the effectiveness and efficiency of
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expenditure when designing and programming measures and subsequently when
selecting the operations to be financed. The Court therefore made a number of
recommendations related to necessary improvements to the 2014-2020 common
monitoring and evaluation framework, to the design of rural development programmes
(so that they can provide a better foundation for sound financial management), to their
implementation, and to reporting by Member States and the Commission on the results
achieved with the EU budget.
In November 2015, the Commission published a synthesis of ex ante evaluations of rural
development programmes 2014-2020, as required by Article 79 of Regulation (EU)
1305/2013. Member States' rural development programmes have to be submitted to an
ex ante evaluation in the early stages of their development, so as to insure that they are
in line with the needs of the Member State concerned and with EU priorities. The aim is
also to assess the consistency of the RDPs with the measures funded under the first pillar
by the EAGF, with interventions supported under other national or regional funds and
with other ESI fund programmes. The ex ante evaluation should constitute a solid
foundation for monitoring and evaluating RDP achievements. The synthesis
commissioned by the Commission formulates a list of recommendations on a number of
aspects of RDP design, such as the need to improve capacity building and exchanges
between management authorities and other actors involved; to improve presentation of
the internal coherence of RDPs and to clarify the links between expected outputs and
results; to strengthen the links between farming practice and research; and to closely
monitor the implementation of Measure 4 'Investment in physical assets', as it is the most
popular type of RDP intervention.

Other rural development-related EU programmes and measures
Because of the cross-cutting nature of the CAP, various other EU funding programmes
deal with similar fields. In a general way, relevant EU funds providing support include the
following: the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the
Cohesion Fund and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund. These are collectively
known as the European Structural and Investment (ESI) funds. Many of the programmes
funded through the ESI funds apply to rural areas. Take, for instance, the broadband
coverage of rural areas. With the Europe 2020 strategy, EU commitments to be achieved
by 2020 include full national coverage by broadband above 30 Mbps and 50% of the EU
subscribed to broadband above 100 Mbps. Rural areas are also recipients of the funds
distributed through the European Fund for Strategic Investment, which is the main pillar
of the Investment Plan for Europe.
Additional programmes include aspects of interest to rural areas, such as the Fund for
European Aid to the Most Deprived (FEAD), which supports EU countries' actions to
provide those most deprived with material assistance, such as food, clothing and other
essential items for personal use; the research and innovation framework programme
Horizon 2020 (including research funds on food security, sustainable agriculture and the
bioeconomy); European territorial cooperation (with a budget accounting for 2.74% of
the total 2014-2020 allocation for cohesion policy, the programme includes among its
objectives the connection between rural and urban areas, as well as the accessibility of
rural areas and environmental protection).
This briefing is part of the 'How the EU budget is spent' series and complements the
briefing on CAP Pillar I (direct payments and market measures).
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Endnotes
1

See European Commission, SEC(2011) 1152 final/2 - Impact Assessment 'Common Agricultural Policy Towards 2020',
2011

2

See Eurostat, Regional Yearbook 2013, 2013.

3

On the role of EU's CAP in creating rural jobs see The role of the EU's Common Agricultural Policy in creating rural
jobs, European Parliament, Directorate-General for Internal Policies, Policy Department B, 2016.

4

European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), Cohesion Fund, European Social Fund (ESF) and European Maritime
and Fisheries Fund (EMFF).

5

The monitoring and evaluation framework for the CAP 2014-2020 is set out in three EU regulations: Regulation (EU)
No 1306/2013 (the horizontal regulation) covers both pillars; Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 (the common provisions
regulation) defines common monitoring and evaluation elements for the ESI funds; and Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013
(the rural development regulation) deals specifically with rural development programmes.
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European Maritime and Fisheries Fund
In a nutshell
The €6 396.6 million European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) is the smallest of the
European Structural and Investment Funds for the 2014-2020 period, but it is the major
financial tool supporting the EU common fisheries policy (CFP). Slightly less than half of the
Fund is dedicated to promoting sustainable fisheries and to fostering sustainable aquaculture.
Another significant share contributes to proper implementation of the CFP, particularly for
data collection and science-based needs, and control and enforcement of rules. A small part
of the EMFF is also aimed at supporting an integrated maritime policy (IMP) for the EU.

EU Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 2 – Sustainable Growth: Natural resources

2014-20 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)1
Commitments: €6 396.6 million (0.59 %)

2016 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)2
Commitments: €891.36 million (0.57 %)
Payments:
€431.85 million (0.32 %)

2017 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €911.74 million (0.58 %)
Payments:
€577.38 million (0.43 %)

Methods of implementation
Shared management (European Commission and Member States):

€5 749 million

Direct management (European Commission):

€648 million

In this briefing:
 EU role in fisheries and maritime affairs:
legal basis
 EMFF objectives and financing priorities
 Financial allocation
 Assessment of the EMFF
 Other EU programmes and action in the
same field
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EU role in fisheries and maritime affairs: legal basis
The Treaties provide that the Union must define and implement a common agriculture
and fisheries policy. Agriculture and fisheries are dealt with therein under the same
heading and objectives (Title III TFEU). Fisheries products are included as part of the
definition of agriculture products and references to agriculture shall be understood as
also referring to fisheries, having regard to the specific characteristics of this sector. The
Treaties provide the Union with exclusive competence concerning 'the conservation of
marine biological resources under the common fisheries policy (CFP)', while other
fisheries areas fall under shared competence (Articles 3 and 4 TFEU).
The first Community rules on a common market organisation (CMO) in the fisheries
sector, as well as a structural policy for fisheries, appeared in the 1970's. The CFP not only
covers fishing activities at sea, but also aquaculture (the farming of fish, shellfish and
other aquatic animals, and the cultivation of algae and aquatic plants), and the processing
and marketing of fishery and aquaculture products. The CFP was the object of a
fundamental review by the European Parliament and the Council a few years ago, to
address some major long-lasting deficiencies, notably over-fishing. The CFP is now subject
to the general framework established under a new CFP 'Basic Regulation'
(No 1380/2013). Its general objective is to ensure that fishing and aquaculture activities
are environmentally sustainable and managed in a way that is consistent with the
objectives of achieving economic, social and employment benefits, and of contributing to
the availability of food supplies. Regarding management of fishing activities, the
reformed CFP must notably be based on the precautionary approach and the ecosystembased approach, and it aims at restoring and maintaining populations of harvested
species above levels which can produce the maximum sustainable yield (MSY). 3 Another
significant shift in fisheries management, decided in this CFP reform, is to gradually
eliminate discards and ensure that all catches are actually landed.
This new 'CFP Basic Regulation' was adopted in parallel to a new legislative framework on
the common organisation of the markets in fishery and aquaculture products
(Regulation 1379/2013), and followed by the adoption of a dedicated financial
instrument: the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF). Governed under
Regulation 508/2014, (the EMFF Regulation), this Fund aims at providing the EU and the
Member States with the financial means to underpin the objectives of this new CFP. In
this regard, this Fund continues the succession of specific EU financial instruments aimed
at supporting the EU fisheries sector, the first of which was created in 1994. In 1994-2006,
the fund was known as the Financial Instrument for Fisheries Guidance (FIFG). In the
2007-2013 period it was renamed the European Fisheries Fund (EFF), before being
entitled the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) under the current 2014-2020
Multiannual Financial Framework.
Beyond providing a financial instrument mainly dedicated to supporting the CFP
objectives, this EMFF was also set up as a tool to sustain funding for the implementation
and development of an integrated maritime policy (IMP) for the EU. The objective of the
IMP is to support the sustainable use of seas and oceans and to develop coordinated,
coherent and transparent decision-making in relation to the policies affecting the oceans,
seas, islands, coastal and outermost regions and maritime sectors. Initiated a decade ago
(see Commission communication COM(2007) 574), the IMP for the EU does not develop
as such relying on one specific legal base of the Treaties, but touches upon numerous EU
policies such as transport, industry competitiveness, research and technological
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development, environment, energy and tourism, with impact in terms of economic,
social, and territorial cohesion.
In the 2014-2020 Multiannual Financial
Framework (MFF), the EMFF is one of
five European Structural and Investment
Funds (ESI Funds), which make up the
Union's financial support for the
strengthening of its economic, social,
and territorial cohesion (Article 174
TFEU) (figure 1).

Figure 1 – The European Structural and
Investment Funds

Therefore, the financial management
and implementation of the EMFF is not
only based on the provisions established in the specific EMFF Regulation (EU)
No 508/2014, but is also governed by Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 laying down
common provisions on the ESI Funds, known as the Common Provisions Regulation (CPR).
Integration of the EMFF into the legal framework of the ESI Funds aims at improving their
coordination and synergies and, thereby, at enhancing their impact on the development
of the EU regions.
As far as the financial implementation of the EMFF is concerned, part of the Fund is
subject to shared management (implementation by the European Commission with
Member States), the other part is subject to direct management (implementation by the
Commission alone). The CPR, notably Part Four thereof (which provides rules on
management and control, financial management, accounts and financial corrections),
applies however only to the EMFF budget that is spent under shared management (see
box 1).
Box 1 – Shared and direct management of the EMFF.
About 90 % (€5 749 million) of the EMFF is spent under the shared management (Article 58b and
59 of the Financial Regulation 966/2012), which involves both the European Commission and
Member States. The measures financed from this part of the EMFF budget are subject to the
provisions of the CPR (the ESI Funds) and the EMFF Regulation. As in the case of the other ESI
Funds, the co-financed actions are specified in the operational programmes prepared by the
Member States and approved by the European Commission.
Roughly 10 % (€648 million) of the total EMFF budget in 2014-2020 is spent under direct
management (Article 58a of the Financial Regulation 966/2012), i.e. by the European Commission
or, on its behalf, by the Executive Agency for Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (EASME). The
measures financed from this part of the EMFF budget are outlined in the EMFF Regulation and
specified in the Commission's annual work programme. The implementation of the 2017 work
programme is supported with €75.6 million from the EU budget.4

EMFF objectives and financing priorities
A financial tool supporting the aims of the CFP, the EMFF must also contribute to the
thematic objectives of the ESI Funds and more generally to the Europe 2020 strategic
goals.5
The EMFF Regulation provides that this Fund aims at contributing to the achievement of
the following objectives:
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Promoting competitive, environmentally sustainable, economically viable and
socially responsible fisheries and aquaculture;
Fostering the implementation of the CFP;
Promoting a balanced and inclusive territorial development of fisheries and
aquaculture areas;
Fostering the development and implementation of the Union's IMP in a manner
complementary to cohesion policy and to the CFP.

Measures financed under shared management
The part of the Fund under shared management covers six main Union priorities, each
of these being divided into several specific objectives:
(1) Promoting sustainable fisheries (e.g. through ensuring a balance between fishing
capacity and available fishing opportunities,6 reduction of the environmental
impact of fisheries, notably unwanted catches, and improvement of safety and
working conditions);
(2) Fostering sustainable aquaculture (e.g. through innovation and technological
development, professional training and promotion of resource-efficiency,
environmental protection, animal health and welfare, and public health and
safety in aquaculture);
(3) Fostering the implementation of the CFP (notably through improving the science
base and support to control and enforcement);
(4) Increasing employment and territorial cohesion (e.g. through the promotion of
job creation, and support for employability and labour mobility, including
diversification of activities);
(5) Fostering marketing and processing of fishery and aquaculture products (by
improving market organisation and encouragement of investment in these
sectors);
(6) Fostering the implementation of the IMP.
The Fund also provides for additional compensations in outermost regions.
The EMFF can support numerous types of measures. Depending on the type of measure,
the financial support is destined to some categories of beneficiaries, being it private
operators (in fishing, aquatic farming, processing and marketing); public bodies; or
different types of stakeholder organisations, such as professional or producer
organisations (POs), NGOs, and advisory councils (ACs). A community-led local
development (CLLD) approach (as set out in Article 32 of the CPR) is also promoted, with
specific support for fisheries local action groups (FLAGs) and their networking activities
(FARNET).
Table 1 below provides a general overview of the main categories of eligible measures
under shared management. While some measures are fishing-specific by nature, other
types of measures – notably to promote sustainable aquaculture or territorial cohesion
in fisheries and aquaculture areas – to some extent mirror measures benefiting from EU
funding under the common agriculture policy (pillar I and pillar II).
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Table 1 – Main measures supported by EMFF under shared management7
Priorities and main types of EMFF eligible measures (shared management)
Sustainable development of fisheries
(see EMFF Regulation: Title V, Chapter I)

Innovation projects (products, equipment, processes, techniques organisation systems...)
Advisory services, feasibility studies and advice (for sustainability or competitiveness)
Scientists-fishermen partnership (creation of networks and joint activities)
Promotion of human capital, job creation, social dialogue (training, best practices exchanges...)
Diversification and new forms of income (investments), best practices exchanges...)
Start up support for young fishermen
Health and safety (investments on board and equipment)
Cessation of fishing activities under conditions
- Temporarily (e.g. under emergency closures, non-renewal of a fisheries agreement).
- Permanently (scrapping of vessel when part of a plan to reduce fishing capacity)
Mutual funds compensating losses due to climatic events and environmental incidents
Support for systems of allocation of fishing opportunities
Support for the design and implementation of conservation measures and regional cooperation
Limitation of environmental impact of fishing (equipment, e.g. for better selectivity)
Innovation related to conservation of marine resources
Environment protection and compensation regimes (e.g. waste collection, Natura 2000 measures)
Energy efficiency and climate change mitigation (e.g. investment equipment, audits, studies)
Added value, product quality and use of unwanted catches (investments, e.g. for direct sale)
Fishing ports, landing site auction halls, shelters (improvement of infrastructures)
Inland fishing (investments for operators) and protection of aquatic fauna and flora (Natura 2000)

Sustainable development of aquaculture
(see EMFF Regulation: Title V, Chapter II)

Innovation (for more sustainable production, new farmed species, innovative products ...)
Productive investments
Management, relief and advisory services (for sustainability or competitiveness)
Promotion of human capital and networking (training, working conditions, best practices...)
Increasing aquaculture sites potential (e.g. spatial planning, control of predators and diseases)
New aquaculture farmers (setting up of micro and small enterprises )
Conversion to eco-management and audit schemes (EMAS) and organic aquaculture
(compensation for costs and conversion losses)
Aquaculture providing environmental services (compensation for costs or income foregone)
Public health measures (compensation to harvest suspension imposed on mollusc farmers)
Animal health and welfare (e.g. disease control, best practices, health protection groups...)
Aquaculture stock insurance (natural disasters, climatic events, sudden water quality changes...)

Sustainable development of fisheries and aquaculture areas
Follows a community-led local development (CLLD) approach
(see EMFF Regulation: Title V, Chapter III)

Possible beneficiaries
Operators
Public
Others
(vessel
bodies
(POs,
owners,
(incl.
NGOs,
fishermen...)
scientists)
FLAGs...)
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

●
●
●
●
●
●
●
Operators
(aquaculture
enterprises...)
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
Operators

●
●
●
●

●
Public
bodies
(incl.
scientists)
●

●

●

●

Public
bodies

Others
(FLAGs)

Operators

Public
bodies

Production and marketing plans (preparation and implementation expenditure)
Storage aid (for fishery products only)
Marketing measures (e.g. creation of POs, traceability measures, promotional campaigns)
Processing (investments; e.g. energy saving, hygiene improvement, new products, organic goods)
concerning fishery and aquaculture products
(see EMM Regulation: Title V, Chapter V)

Compensation of additional costs (resulting from the specific handicap of the region concerned or
other type of public intervention affecting the level of additional costs)
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●
●
Others
(POs,
NGOs,
FLAGs...)

●

●

concerning fishery and aquaculture products
(see EMFF Regulation: Title V, chapter IV)

Compensation for additional costs in outermost regions

●

●
●
●

Support for CLLD (preparatory support, implementation of CLLD strategies, cooperation activities,
running costs and animation)

Marketing and processing related measures

●
●
●
●

Operators (in
fishing,
farming, fish
processing,
marketing)
●

Public
bodies

Others
(primarily
POs)
●
●
●
●
Others
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Accompanying measures for the CFP

(also applicable to operations outside EU territory)
(see EMM Regulation: Title V, Chapter VI)
Support for control and enforcement (electronic detection and transmission systems, data
exchanges between Member States, control means, including patrol vessels and aircrafts,
training...)
Support for data collection (for scientific analysis and CFP implementation, including at-sea
monitoring and data management systems)

Operators

Public
bodies

Others

●

●

●

●
Operators

IMP measures

(see EMM Regulation: Title V, Chapter VIII)
Support for operations contributing to integrated maritime surveillance IMS (notably the common
information sharing environment CISE) and promoting the protection of marine environment
(notably under the Nature Directives and the Marine Strategy Framework Directive

Public
bodies

Others

●

Notwithstanding some possible specific conditions associated with the above-listed types
of measures, certain operations are not eligible under the EMFF (especially in
consideration of their possible effects on conservation of aquatic resources). Ineligibility
particularly concerns those operations that could lead to an increase in fishing capacity,
to construction of new fishing vessels or to transfer of ownership of a business. Similarly,
exploratory fishing or direct restocking in general cannot benefit from EMFF support.
The EMFF may also support some measures of technical assistance for Member States
(see Article 59 of the CPR) and the establishment of national networks between FLAGs.
Measures financed under direct management
Part of the EMFF is available to the European Commission for direct management. It must
contribute to developing the Union's IMP and to facilitating the implementation of the
CFP and the IMP (table 2).
Table 2 – Main measures supported by the EMFF under direct management
Priorities for EMFF budget under direct management
(see EMFF Regulation: Title VI and Annex III)

Enhancing the development and implementation of the IMP
Objectives
- Development and implementation of integrated
governance of maritime affairs and coastal affairs
- Development of cross-sectorial initiatives
- Support for sustainable economic growth, employment,
innovation and new technologies
- Promotion of the protection of the marine environment

Eligible operations
- Studies and projects
- Information and communication, best practice sharing,
dissemination activities, conferences, seminars, workshops
- Coordination activities
- Development and operation of IT systems and networks
- Training projects

Accompanying measures for the CFP and IMP
Objectives
- Collection, management and dissemination of scientific
advice under the CFP
- Specific control and enforcement measures under the CFP
- Voluntary contributions to international organisations
- Advisory Councils (ACs) and communication activities
under the CFP and IMP
- Market intelligence, including the establishment of
electronic markets

Indicative
distribution
of fund
(45 %)
5%
33 %
2%
5%
(55 %)

Eligible operations
- Studies, provision of scientific advice, expert meetings, atsea surveys, support services, cooperation activities...
- Joint purchase or chartering of controls means (patrol
vessel, aircraft...), new technologies and exchanges of data,
expenditure related to control and evaluation...
- Contribution to organisations (or preparation of new
organisations) active in the field of the law of the sea and to
their work
- Operating costs of the ACs (established by Article 43 of the
CFP basic Regulation)
- Information and communication actions, stakeholders and
experts travel costs when invited to commission meetings...
- Development and dissemination of market intelligence for
fishery and aquaculture products by the Commission

11 %
19 %
10 %

9%
6%

The EMFF may also support some measures of technical assistance at the initiative of the
European Commission (see Article 58 of the CPR), as well as some of the costs concerning
the external dimension of the CFP (i.e. preparation and monitoring of sustainable
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fisheries partnership agreements and Union participation in regional fisheries
management organisations), and the establishment of a European network of FLAGs.

Financial allocation
The EMFF allocation represents only about 0.6 % of the total 2014-2020 MFF. It is part of
heading 2 'Sustainable growth: natural resources’', which also covers the common
agricultural policy, rural development, and environment and climate action (LIFE), as well
as EU fisheries expenditure not included in the EMFF, such as payments for international
fisheries agreements and obligatory contributions to Regional Fisheries Management
Organisations (RFMOs).
Out of the total €6 396.6 million allocated to the EMFF in 2014-2020, €647.3 million is
managed directly by the Commission. Some €5 749.3 million is spent in the framework of
the ESI Funds, managed by the Commission and the Member States together.
The distribution of the Fund between the Member States was set according to the
following criteria:8


the level of employment in the fisheries and marine and fresh water aquaculture
sectors, including employment in related processing;



the level of production in the fisheries and marine and fresh water aquaculture
sectors, including related processing; and



the share of small-scale coastal fishing fleet in the overall fishing fleet.

In the 2014-2020 MFF, all Member States except Luxembourg are eligible for EMFF
support.
In order to receive support from the Fund, each Member State has to fulfil ex-ante
requirements, also known as 'ex-ante conditionalities' (Annex IV of the EMFF
Regulation). Member States must have fulfilled their obligations under the CFP Basic
Regulation to establish a national strategic plan on aquaculture and to report, each year,
on the balance between the fishing capacity of their fleets and their fishing opportunities.
Moreover, they must have the administrative capacity to implement specific aspects of
the fisheries policy (data collection, control and enforcement).
In accordance with the principle of additionality, the EU contribution from the EMFF has
to be matched with additional expenditure by the Member State. Taking into account the
EMFF and the Member States' contributions, the total support for the objectives and
measures defined under EMFF in 2014-2020 amounts to €7 989.46 million.9 The biggest
beneficiary of the Fund is Spain, followed by France, Italy and Poland (figure 2).
As with the other ESI Funds, the Member States have to draw up an operational
programme including the strategy and arrangements for spending their allocation and
actions to be co-financed by the EMFF. The programmes have to be tailored to the
priorities of the EU common strategic framework and in line with the national partnership
agreements (agreed with the European Commission and describing how an individual
Member State is going to use the ESI Funds). Once the Commission approves the EMFF
operational programme, the national authorities can begin the implementation phase.
The process is managed in the Member States by a special Managing Authority, which
also serves as a central contact point for the bodies interested in the funding. 10
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Figure 2 – EMFF allocation per Member State and additional national contributions (€ million,
MFF 2014-2020).

Data source: European Commission, DG Regio, Cohesion Data, [accessed on 3 April 2017].

Based on the approved operational programmes, almost 48 % of the Fund in the Member
States is dedicated to two out of the six main Union priorities, namely the promotion of
sustainable fisheries and the fostering of sustainable aquaculture (figure 3). About
€1.1 billion supports the implementation of the CFP, notably to improve the scientific
basis and to support control and enforcement of rules.11
Figure 3 – EMFF contribution to the Union priorities (shared management)

Data source: European Commission Facts and figures on the common fisheries policy, Basic statistical data, 2016
edition.

Implementation progress in 2014-2020
Due to the late adoption of the 2014-2020 MFF and the late agreement on the EMFF
regulatory framework, the implementation of the Fund has been delayed. According to
the Commission's Open Data Platform, in February 2017 only 2.1 % of the total (EU and
the Member States) 2014-2020 allocation was decided, i.e. distributed among the
selected projects, and 0.3 % was reported as spent. The best progress was noted in
Denmark (24.8 % of the allocation was decided), Finland (17 %) and Ireland (12.7 %).
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In order to address the frequent data gaps that appeared when the previous EU funds in
support of the CFP were assessed,12 a new approach to indicators and evaluation was
introduced for the EMFF 2014-2020. Based on a common monitoring and evaluation
system, the approach includes a set of common indicators, evaluation plan and bi-annual
reporting obligations.13 The Commission must present a first, comprehensive, mid-term
review of the implementation of the EMFF to the European Parliament and the Council
before 30 June 2017.

Other EU programmes and action in the same field
The EMFF contains specific provisions adapted to the objectives and particularities of the
CFP and the IMP sectors. However, it also aims at complementing the ESI Funds under
the CPR in supporting cohesion policy and maximising synergies between EU financial
instruments,14 while avoiding double funding. Member States' operational programmes
for the EMFF must include information on complementarity and coordination with ESI
Funds and other relevant Union and national funding instruments.
Moreover, separately to the EMFF, the EU budget supports EU action in fisheries and
maritime matters, particularly in support of the external dimension of the CFP. Therefore,
€138.4 million under the 2017 budget is dedicated to the EU's participation and
contributions to international bodies responsible for the conservation and the
management of living resources in certain seas and oceans around the world (Regional
Fisheries Management Organisations – RFMOs) and to the Sustainable Fisheries
Partnership Agreements (SFPAs) between the EU and some third countries.

Endnotes
1

All MFF figures are based on data on the 2014-2020 MFF as established by Council Regulation No 1311/2013
(excluding adjustments) published by the Commission (http://ec.europa.eu/budget/mff/figures/index_en.cfm
[accessed on 10 April 2017]).

2

The 2016 and 2017 annual figures, based on data from Annex 3 in: A. D'Alfonso, A. Delivorias, M. Sapala, A. Stuchlik,
Economic and budgetary outlook for the EU 2017, EPRS, European Parliament, January 2017.

3

The Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY) concept on which the new CFP builds is defined as 'the highest theoretical
equilibrium yield that can be continuously taken on average from a stock under existing average environmental
conditions without significantly affecting the reproduction process'. MSY roughly corresponds to the largest catch of
a fish stock that can be taken over an indefinite period without harming it and if other, notably environmental,
conditions remain constant.

4

The 2017 allocation is divided between six budget lines: integrated maritime policy (€38.43 million), scientific advice
(€8.7 million), control and enforcement (€8.72 million), voluntary contributions to international organisations (€7.97
million), governance and communication (€7.42 million), and market intelligence (€4.37 million). See the Commission
implementing decision of 15 December 2016, C(2016) 8422 final.

5

See notably Article 39 TFEU, Article 2 of the CFP Basic Regulation, Article 9 of the CPR Regulation, and the
communication 'EUROPE 2020 A strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth'

6

In this regard, the EMFF Regulation also establishes a general condition on the use of the Fund, by providing that the
pursuit of its objectives cannot result in an increase in fishing capacity.

7

This table is provided for illustrative purposes only and cannot be considered comprehensive nor accurately reflect
all provisions established in the EMFF and for its implementation.

8

See Article 16(a) of the EMFF Regulation: the criteria apply to all measures except those related to control, inspection
and the enforcement system, as well as data collection (as specified in Articles 76 and 77 of the EMFF Regulation).
The specific criteria for financial distribution of these measures are listed in Article 16(b).

9

European Commission, www.cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu [accessed on 30 March 2017].

10

The list of Managing Authorities for each Member State is available at
https://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/sites/fisheries/files/docs/body/national_authorities.pdf .

It needs to be recalled in this regard that the support for scientific advice and for control and enforcement measures
under the CFP also benefits from a further indicative share of 30 % of the around €650 million allocated from the
EMFF under direct management by the European Commission.

11
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12 In the 2007-2013 programming

period the EFF had a budget of €4.3 billion. The interim, national evaluations and the
Commission’s annual reports on the implementation of the EFF were the basis for the debate on the post-2013
fisheries fund and for the proposal of the EMFF 2014-2020. In November 2016, the Commission presented an ex-post
evaluation of the EFF. It analyses the results of the Fund’s interventions for different spending categories (fisheries,
aquaculture, processing, common interest, community development and technical assistance). Notwithstanding the
Commission’s evaluations, the European Court of Auditors assessed the effectiveness of EFF support for aquaculture.
In its special report published in 2014, the Court stated that overall, the EFF did not offer effective support for the
sustainable development of aquaculture.
Commission staff working document, 2016 Synthesis of Evaluation Results and Plans under the ESIF Programmes
2014-2020, SWD(2016) 447 final, Brussels, 20 December 2016.

13

See, for example, the Commission services' guidance document on how to explore for synergies and combine EMFF
with other funds.

14

Disclaimer and Copyright
The content of this document is the sole responsibility of the author and any opinions expressed therein do
not necessarily represent the official position of the European Parliament. It is addressed to the Members
and staff of the EP for their parliamentary work. Reproduction and translation for non-commercial purposes
are authorised, provided the source is acknowledged and the European Parliament is given prior notice and
sent a copy.
© European Union, 2017.
Photo credits: © lucadp / Fotolia.

eprs@ep.europa.eu
http://www.eprs.ep.parl.union.eu (intranet)
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank (internet)
http://epthinktank.eu (blog)
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LIFE programme
In a nutshell
LIFE, the EU's only funding programme entirely devoted to environmental objectives, is meant
to act as a catalyst for developments in this policy area. Its achievements since 1992 include:
improved conservation and restoration of some 4.7 million hectares of land; higher air quality
for some 12 million people; waste prevention of around 300 000 tonnes; and recycling of a
further 1 million tonnes. For 2014-20, LIFE has two components: environment and climate
action. In addition, the EU 'mainstreams' these objectives into many funding programmes,
with the aim of allocating 20% of its 2014-20 resources to climate-related expenditure.

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 2 (Sustainable Growth: Natural Resources)
Environment and climate action

2014-20 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: € 3 456.66 million (0.32%)

2014 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €404.61 million (0.28%)
Payments: €264.06 million (0.19%)

2015 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €435.10 million (0.30%)
Payments: €350.49 million (0.25%)

Methods of implementation
D i r e c t m a n a g e m e n t (European Commission, Executive Agency for Small and Medium-sized
Enterprises) and i n d i r e c t m a n a g e m e n t (e.g. European Investment Bank).
In this briefing:
• EU role in the policy area: legal basis
• Objectives of the programme
• Funded actions
• Assessment of programme/actions
• Other EU programmes and action in the
same field

EPRS | European Parliamentary Research Service
Author: Alessandro D'Alfonso
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PE 548.992
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
Environmental policy, a shared competence between the European Union (EU) and its
Member States, is addressed by Part Three, Title XX of the Treaty on the Functioning of
the European Union (TFEU). Article 191 TFEU defines the objectives of the EU's
environmental policy, including the role for the Union to play in promoting action on
the international stage and, since the Treaty of Lisbon, an explicit reference to fighting
climate change.
Based on Article 192 TFEU, the European Parliament (EP) and the Council agree on the
actions to achieve these objectives through the ordinary legislative procedure. 1
Member States are to finance and to implement environmental policy, but the EU can
also take measures to this end. On 11 December 2013, the EP and the Council adopted
Regulation (EU) 1293/2013, establishing a funding programme, called LIFE, 2 specifically
dealing with the environment and climate action for the 2014-20 period.

Objectives of the programme
The LIFE programme is meant to act as a catalyst, providing leverage that promotes
changes in the development and implementation of environmental and climate policies,
including by offering a platform for exchanging best practices and knowledge-sharing.
The programme has four general objectives: 1) contributing to the shift towards a
sustainable, low-carbon and climate-resilient economy, as well as to the protection of
the environment and of biodiversity; 2) improving the development, implementation
and enforcement of EU environmental and climate policy and legislation; 3) improving
environmental and climate governance at all levels, including better involvement of civil
society, non-governmental organisations (NGOs) and local actors; and 4) supporting the
implementation of the 7th Environment Action Programme.
LIFE now has two components, with three priority areas each and related specific
objectives: 'Environment', which gets three quarters of the €3.46 billion envelope for
2014-20, focuses on 'resource efficiency', 'nature and biodiversity' and 'environmental
governance and information'; 'Climate action', to which the remainder of the financial
envelope goes, is a novelty in the 2014-20 phase of the programme and supports
actions aimed at climate change mitigation, adaptation and governance/information.

Funded actions
During its first four phases (1992-2013), LIFE co-funded more than 4 170 projects to
address environment- and climate-related issues (see table 1), with the total
EU contribution amounting to about €3.4 billion. 3 Financing was mainly provided
through grants, which is also the case for the 2014-20 period, since at least 81% of the
budgetary resources must be spent through action grants. However, the current
programme introduces the possibility of delivering part of this support through financial
instruments instead, with the European Investment Bank (EIB) in charge of managing
two tools ('Natural Capital Financing Facility' and 'Private Finance for Energy Efficiency
instruments') that provide funding opportunities in the form of loans or equity
investments. In addition, LIFE can disburse operating grants to support the operational
and administrative costs of NGOs working on environment and climate in the EU.
Interventions are meant to act as a catalyst for the implementation and development
of EU environmental and climate policies. In addition to traditional projects aimed at
testing or disseminating environmental techniques and approaches (e.g. pilot,
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demonstration and best practice projects), Regulation (EU) 1293/2013 introduces the
category of 'integrated projects' to implement environmental or climate plans and
strategies required by EU legislation on a large territorial scale (i.e. regional, multiregional, national or trans-national). Integrated projects are also meant to create a
strong link and ensure consistency between actions funded by LIFE and those financed
under other EU spending programmes (see section on 'other EU programmes and action').
The conservation of nature and biodiversity remains an important area of action for
LIFE, which has for example supported the establishment and management of the
Natura 2000 network of nature protection areas across the EU. Project achievements
include: stopping the decline of fish biodiversity Table 1 - LIFE projects by lead partner country
in the Prespa basin by disseminating sustainable (1992-2013)
fishery practice (Greece); restoration of
Number of
projects
Year when the
endangered peatland and wet habitats in the
Number of
selected in
first project
Hautes-Fagnes plateau (Belgium); and reopening
LIFE projects 2013
was selected
of oxbow lakes in the Emajõgi River and in the BE
164
4
1992
Alam-Pedja Natura 2000 site, which contributed
BG
19
1
2007
to increasing the population of priority fish
CZ
11
1
2004
species (Estonia).
In addition, over the past two decades, the
programme has dealt with a wide range of
environment-related topics, such as air quality,
resource efficiency, soil, urban development,
waste and water. Examples of projects are:
better monitoring of air to improve management
of urban traffic and air quality in Salamanca
(Spain); innovative technological solutions to
increase both the environmental performance of
fridges and the productivity of their
manufacturing process (Italy); strengthened
standards and auditing practices to deal with the
collection and recycling of waste electrical and
electronic equipment, which contains hazardous
substances (Belgium); and the development of a
strategy to counter urban flood-risk from climate
change in Riga (Latvia).

Assessment of programme/actions
In a 2009 special report on the nature projects
funded by LIFE, the European Court of Auditors
(ECA) concluded that overall the audited
measures had contributed to the conservation
of the targeted species and habitats. The ECA
added that the European Commission had
significantly enhanced its management and
control systems since the introduction of LIFE in
1992, but noted that there was still room for
improvement to ensure the long-term
sustainability of the projects financed.
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More recently, the ECA's special report 15/2013 examined the effectiveness of the
environment component of past LIFE programmes, highlighting a number of
weaknesses and recommending that the dissemination and replication of successful
projects be improved. The ECA provided the example of an Italian project which
succeeded in implementing a sustainable process to reduce and recycle waste in the
ceramic sector, but was not replicated. Other criticisms include: the excessive number
of objectives in comparison with the rather limited financial envelope and the presence
of national allocations for projects, which led to their assessment being based not only
on merit but also on geographic origin. The Commission agreed to a large extent with
the ECA's recommendations and the 2014-20 programme adopted by the EP and the
Council seeks to streamline the objectives, while eliminating, as of 2018, national
allocations for all categories of projects except integrated projects.
A number of evaluations of the 2007-13 programme were carried out for the European
Commission. For example, a 2010 study analysed potential obstacles for applicants in
new Member States to access LIFE funding at EU level (e.g. level of co-financing and
duration of selection procedure) and at national level (e.g. low visibility of the
programme in the country and lack of interest in it from national authorities), as well as
ways of addressing these difficulties. The high impact that more active promotion of the
programme by the Member State can have was exemplified by the case of Poland,
where the absorption of LIFE funding grew from 2.5% to 78% in two years.
In 2011, when presenting its proposal for the 2014-20 programme, the Commission
produced an impact assessment 4 identifying some features of LIFE that appear to be, by
and large, in line with a number of the ECA's observations. Nature projects, which
mainly involved public co-financing, were able to achieve critical mass, since 50% of
available resources were focused on the implementation of just two directives. This was
not the case for environment projects, which were successful in mobilising private
funding, but had much greater variety in objectives, thus reducing the capacity to
produce additional impact beyond the individual project. Overall, the Commission's
evaluation of the programme was positive and the impact assessment explained the
different options that had been examined to address the issue of critical mass and other
identified weaknesses.
In addition, the Commission document notes that the majority of stakeholders agreed
on the usefulness of a dedicated financial tool for the environment at EU level, one
reason for this being the still inadequate and uneven implementation of environmental
policy across the EU and the need to enhance the capacity of Member States in this
respect. This appears to be in line with the analysis of other impact assessments,5
according to which inadequate implementation of the policy acquis, and insufficient
incentives for investment in environment and climate action are two obstacles to the
achievement of environmental objectives in the EU.
A 2012 study drew conclusions and recommendations on the implementation of LIFE,
which the Commission took into account, together with previous assessments, for its
final evaluation of the 2007-13 phase.6 According to the Commission, LIFE has proved to
be an effective tool with EU added value, and its achievements since 1992 include:
improved conservation and restoration of some 4.7 million hectares of land; increased
water quality over an area of approximately 3 million hectares; higher air quality for
some 12 million people; waste prevention of around 300 000 tonnes and recycling of a
further 1 million tonnes; and 1.13 million tonnes reductions of CO 2 emissions per year.
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With regard to the challenges identified, such as the need for more strategic and
targeted programming, better measurable monitoring and faster selection procedures,
the Commission said that its proposal for 2014-20 sought to address these aspects.
As for the 2014-20 programme, its mid-term evaluation is due in 2017 with a view to
tracking progress against a set of indicators (e.g. percentage restored of surface and
type of ecosystems targeted by LIFE projects; number of LIFE interventions suitable for
being replicated or transferred; and number of persons covered by projects which
progress towards improved air quality), as well as monitoring efficiency and the use of
resources. By 2023, an ex-post evaluation will assess the overall results of the 2014-20
phase.7
Contribution to green jobs and skills
LIFE is not an employment-creation scheme, but funded projects have contributed to creating
green jobs, reorienting production processes and developing green skills, according to the
European Commission. For example, some 300 new jobs have resulted from two LIFE projects in
Sweden and Italy that reduced waste and increased resource efficiency in the distribution
chains of grocery goods and fruit and vegetables respectively. A project in Austria provided
construction professionals with training in sustainable building practices. Another project in
Spain aimed at disseminating profitable organic farming techniques, while at the same time
countering soil degradation in the Mediterranean.

Other EU programmes and action in the same field
The EU mainstreams environmental and climate objectives into many of its policies and
funding programmes. Under the EU's 2014-20 Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF),
at least 20% of EU expenditure should be climate-related further to a Commission
proposal endorsed by the European Council and the EP. According to the methodology
developed by the European Commission to track progress against this objective, both
the 2014 and 2015 EU budgets devote more than €17.5 billion to climate-related
expenditure, accounting for around 12.5% of the total (see figure 1).
Along the same lines, yearly spending relating to protecting biodiversity and
strengthening the resilience of ecosystems is estimated at more than €11.5 billion
(around 8.3% of the EU budget).
Various EU funding programmes include expenditure predominantly or significantly
related to environmental and/or climate objectives. For example, it is estimated that
Horizon 2020, the EU framework programme financing research and innovation
activities, allocates more than €2 billion annually to climate-related expenditure, with
one of its components specifically devoted to 'Climate action, environment, resource
efficiency and raw materials' and others involving environmental aspects (e.g. 'Secure,
clean and efficient energy' or 'Smart, green and integrated transport'). The European
Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) includes expenditure to protect
ecosystems dependent on agriculture and forestry, as well as to support the shift
towards a low-carbon and climate-resilient economy in these economic sectors, with
the total amount estimated at €5.6 billion in 2014. The same year, some €4.2 billion of
cohesion policy expenditure is related to climate action.
In addition, the EU launches pilot projects and preparatory actions in the field of
environment, with 2014 examples including: development of prevention activities to
halt desertification in Europe; marine litter recovery; and strategic environmental
impact assessment on the development of the European Arctic.
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Figure 1 - 2014 EU budget: share of climate-related expenditure
Climaterelated
expenditure
(€17.7
billion)
12,7%
Additional
expenditure
required to
reach the
target
7,3%
Data source: Based on European Commission data.

Two EU decentralised agencies,
in particular, are involved in
environmental policies. The
European Environment Agency
(EEA), established in the 1990s
and located in Copenhagen, is
tasked with the provision of
sound and independent information on the environment. In
Helsinki,
the
European
Chemicals
Agency
(ECHA)
carries
out
environmentrelated activities in the fields of
legislation on biocides and on
import
and
export
of
dangerous chemicals.

In addition, the European Commission 8 has delegated to the Executive Agency for Small
and Medium-sized Enterprises (EASME) the management of several EU programmes,
including in the area of environment and climate action (e.g. part of LIFE, and the calls
for proposals in the field of waste under the Horizon 2020 programme).

Endnotes
1

With some exceptions, since a special legislative procedure applies to actions relating to a number of fields
(e.g. quantitative management of water resources and land use), where the Council decides by unanimity and the
EP is only consulted.

2

LIFE is the acronym for 'L'Instrument Financier pour l'Environnement' (financial instrument for the environment).
MEP Alain Lamassoure (EPP, France) is credited with finding the name.

3

The financial envelope for the 2014-20 period practically equals what was disbursed over 22 years, representing the
highest ever for LIFE.

4

Commission Staff Working Paper, SEC(2011)1541 final: Impact assessment accompanying the document on the
Proposal for a Regulation on the establishment of a Programme for the Environment and Climate Action (LIFE).

5

See for example: Initial appraisal of a European Commission impact assessment (European Commission proposal on
a General Union Environment Action Programme to 2020), European Parliament, Impact Assessment Unit, 2013.

6

Commission Communication COM(2013)478 final of 28 June 2013: Final evaluation of Regulation (EC) No 614/2007
concerning the Financial Instrument for the Environment (LIFE+).

7

See also: 'Review Clauses in EU Legislation – A Rolling Check-List', European Parliament, European Parliamentary
Research Service, 2014, p. 22.

8

Commission Decision C(2013) 9414.
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Briefing
How the EU budget is spent
March 2015

Asylum, Migration and Integration
Fund (AMIF)
In a nutshell

The Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund co-finances national and EU actions that aim at
promoting the efficient management of migration flows, as well as the implementation,
strengthening and development of a common EU approach to asylum and migration.

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area

Heading 3 (Security and Citizenship)
Home affairs

2014-20 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €3 137.42 million (0.29%)

2014 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €403.26 million (0.28%)
Payments: €165.82 million (0.12%)

2015 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €416.74 million (0.29%)
Payments: €336.58 million (0.24%)

Methods of implementation

S h a r e d m a n a g e m e n t (Member States for national projects), d i r e c t m a n a g e m e n t (European
Commission for Union actions, emergency assistance, the European Migration Network and
technical assistance) and i n d i r e c t m a n a g e m e n t .
In this briefing:
• EU role in the policy area: legal basis
• Objectives of the Fund
• Funded actions
• Assessment of the Fund/actions and
implementation
• Other EU programmes and action in the
same field

EPRS | European Parliamentary Research Service
Author: Alessandro D'Alfonso
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
Traditionally, EU Member States have developed their own policies for asylum and
immigration from non-EU countries. The need for greater coherence, also in light of
evolutions such as the removal of internal border controls across most of the EU in the
Schengen area, has made the case for increased cooperation, especially since the
Amsterdam Treaty (1999). However, experts consider that progress has been slow, with
difficulties in reaching agreement, and a resort to opt-outs in some cases.
Title V of the Treaty on the Functioning of the EU (TFEU) on freedom, security and
justice sets the EU's competence in developing a common policy on asylum,
immigration and external border control, based on solidarity between EU countries
and fairness to non-EU nationals (Article 67(2) TFEU). The principle of solidarity is
further detailed in Article 80 TFEU, which says that the implementation of this EU policy
is governed by fair sharing of responsibilities and its financial implications between
Member States. Most instruments relating to asylum, migration and border checks
(Articles 77-80 TFEU) are subject to the ordinary legislative procedure, with the
European Parliament (EP) and the Council acting as co-legislators on an equal footing.1
In addition, the Lisbon Treaty made legally binding the EU Charter of Fundamental
Rights, which includes provisions on the right to asylum (Article 18).
In April 2014, as a measure relating to this policy area, the EP and the Council adopted
Regulation (EU) No 516/2014, establishing a specific EU funding programme dealing
with asylum and migration 2 for the 2014-20 period: the Asylum, Migration and
Integration Fund (AMIF). The Regulation notes Articles 78(2), and 79(2) and (4) TFEU as
legal basis of the Fund, but not Article 80 TFEU. This appears to reflect the fact that in
this policy area fair sharing of responsibilities and of their financial implications
remains a controversial issue, with Member States showing different standpoints. The
EP, which had supported explicit inclusion of Article 80 TFEU in the legal basis, accepted
the final text to allow the Fund to start functioning, but reaffirmed its view on the
correct legal basis in a declaration accompanying the adopted text. As regards the
countries which have different opt-out provisions concerning Title V TFEU, Denmark
does not take part in the AMIF, while Ireland and the United Kingdom do.

Objectives of the Fund
The AMIF aims to contribute, through financial assistance, to the efficient management
of migration flows and to the implementation and development of a common EU
approach to asylum and migration. The Fund reflects efforts to simplify and streamline
the implementation of the EU budget in the area of home affairs, since it replaces three
separate funding programmes that operated during the 2007-13 period under the
umbrella of the general programme SOLID (Solidarity and Management of Migration
Flows): the European Refugee Fund (ERF), the European Fund for the Integration of
third-country nationals (EIF) and the European Return Fund (RF).
The AMIF has four common specific objectives: 1) strengthening and developing the
establishment of the Common European Asylum System (CEAS); 3 2) supporting legal
migration to the Member States in accordance with their economic and social needs
and promoting the effective integration of third-country nationals; 3) enhancing fair
and effective return strategies with a view to countering illegal immigration; and
4) increasing solidarity and responsibility-sharing between the Member States, with
particular focus on those most affected by migration and asylum flows.
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To achieve these objectives, the AMIF can co-finance actions not only in the
participating Member States but also in relation with third countries. Initiatives need to
be coordinated, and consistent with the EU's external action and the measures
supported by related funding instruments.

Funded actions
For the 2014-20 period, around 88% of the €3.1 billion resources of the AMIF are
allocated to Member States that adopt multiannual national programmes and
implement the Fund under shared management. In general, the maximum EU cofinancing rate for national projects is 75% (90% in specific cases). Each EU country needs
to devote at least a given share of the
resources that it receives to certain Table 1 – National allocations based on statistical data:
objectives. For example, a minimum 20% 2014-20 breakdown in million euros (with rounding)
% average
Average
of the national allocation assigned,
Minimum
2011-13
amount
Total for
amount
allocations
based on
2014-20
taking into account statistical data on
ERF+EIF+RF
2011-13 data
4
migration flows (see table 1), must be
5
2.65%
59.53
64.53
spent on actions aimed at strengthening AT
5
3.75%
84.25
89.25
and developing the CEAS. Departure BE
5
0.22%
5.01
10.01
from this target requires proper BG
justification in the national programme CY
10
0.99%
22.31
32.31
and is not allowed for those EU countries CZ
5
0.94%
21.19
26.19
that are affected by structural DE
5
9.05%
203.42
208.42
deficiencies
in
the
area
of
EE
5
0.23%
5.16
10.16
accommodation, infrastructure and
5
11.22%
252.10
257.10
services. In absolute terms, the UK gets ES
5
0.82%
18.49
23.49
the largest national allocation, followed FI
FR
5
11.60%
260.57
265.57
by Italy, France, Greece and Spain.
The remainder of the Fund is
implemented through direct management (European Commission) or, in
some cases, indirect management
(e.g. by the International Centre for
Migration Policy Development or ICMPD)
to support transnational actions or
actions of particular interest to the EU
(‘Union actions’), emergency assistance,
technical assistance and the European
Migration Network, which the Council
established in 2008 with the task of
providing reliable and comparable
information on migration and asylum
topics.
The three predecessors to the AMIF offer
examples of the range of actions that can
be co-financed.5 As for asylum-seekers
and refugees, measures aim to ensure
full and effective implementation of the
CEAS. Past projects included: support
Members' Research Service

EL

5

11.32%

254.35

259.35

HR

5

0.54%

12.13

17.13

HU

5

0.83%

18.71

23.71

IE

5

0.65%

14.52

19.52

IT

5

13.59%

305.36

310.36

LT

5

0.21%

4.63

9.63

LU

5

0.10%

2.16

7.16

LV

5

0.39%

8.75

13.75

MT

10

0.32%

7.18

17.18

NL

5

3.98%

89.42

94.42

PL

5

2.60%

58.41

63.41

PT

5

1.24%

27.78

32.78

RO

5

0.75%

16.92

21.92

SE

5

5.05%

113.54

118.54

SI

5

0.43%

9.73

14.73

SK

5

0.27%

5.98

10.98

UK

5

16.26%

365.43

370.43

145

100.00%

2 247.00

2 392.00

Total

Data source: Regulation (EU) No 516/2014
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and practical assistance to unaccompanied minors (Belgium); improvement of reception
conditions (Estonia); and mental health services for asylum-seeking children who have
been victims of torture (Finland). In the fields of legal migration and integration,
initiatives seek to support the national integration strategies of Member States, as well
as their national legal migration strategies. Examples of financed actions are: 'learning
cafes', providing support to immigrant children with school work and personal
development (Austria); language education and intercultural mediation for newly
arrived migrants (Italy); and raising awareness of the risks of female genital mutilation
with a view to preventing this practice, particularly within sub-Saharan immigrant
communities (Spain). As regards irregular immigration and return, support can go to
voluntary return schemes, forced return operations, mechanisms for monitoring forced
returns, investment in detention facilities and development of alternatives to detention.
Past actions included: voluntary assisted return and reintegration programme for
irregular migrants (Ireland); training for officials to improve the skills needed to escort
irregular immigrants during the forced return process (Latvia); and strengthening
cooperation with third-country diplomatic missions (Romania). Actions with a
transnational or EU-wide dimension can promote practical cooperation between
relevant authorities in different Member States.
For 2014 and 2015, the European Commission has put aside €50 million to address
urgent and specific needs of Member States through the AMIF. In 2014, four proposals
were awarded emergency assistance: establishment of an emergency day
accommodation centre for irregular migrants in Calais, France (with the EU contribution
amounting to €3.78 million); consolidation of reception capacities in respect of
migratory flows reaching strategic border points on Italian territory (€1.71 million);
capacity-building of asylum reception and human resources aiming to respond
effectively to migration pressure in Hungary (€1.25 million); and addressing needs
related to the mass arrival in Cyprus of third country nationals who may be in need of
international protection (€0.97 million). In February 2015, the European Commission
allocated €13.7 million in emergency funding to Italy to help the country tackle the high
influx of asylum seekers.
Resettlement, relocation and specific actions
In line with the EP's efforts to strengthen tools promoting solidarity between EU countries, the
AMIF endows resettlement, relocation and specific actions with €360 million for 2014 to 2020.
In addition to the national allocation detailed in table 1, for example, Member States receive a
lump sum for each person resettled on their territory from a third country under the Union
Resettlement Programme (Article 17 of Regulation (EU) No 516/2014). Along the same lines, a
Member State accepting the transfer of beneficiaries of international protection from another
EU country (relocation) is entitled to receive a lump sum for each person relocated (Article 18 of
the Regulation).

Assessment of the Fund/actions and implementation
In 2012, the European Court of Auditors (ECA) issued a special report on the European
Refugee Fund (ERF) and the European Integration Fund (EIF). Most of the projects
audited by the Court gave positive results. However, the overall success of the ERF and
the EIF could not be assessed due to lack of proper monitoring and evaluation systems.
The effectiveness of the Funds, said the ECA, was hindered by a series of factors, such
as: excessive administrative burden in comparison with the size of the budget;
implementation delays at EU and national level; and insufficient coordination with
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other funds such as the European Social Fund, which supports integration measures on
access to the labour market. Recommendations included simplifying programming rules
and enhancing management systems. In its reply, annexed to the report, the
Commission said that, while elements could be improved and were being improved, the
Funds were deemed effective by stakeholders.
The Commission accepted most of the Court's recommendations, indicating that the
proposals for the next generation of Funds contained provisions aimed at addressing
related issues. For example, the rules of the AMIF adopted by the EP and the Council in
April 2014 show simplification efforts, with national programmes now covering the
entire period of the Fund (instead of also having annual programmes, as was previously
the case) and subject to a mid-term review (see below). The preparation,
implementation and monitoring of national funding programmes requires the
involvement of relevant public authorities at national, regional and local level, and,
where appropriate, of non-governmental organisations (NGOs), international
organisations and social partners.
In addition, the Commission presented results and challenges of past actions in ex-post
evaluations. For example, as regards the European Return Fund (RF), the Commission
deemed the implementation of its 2008-10 programmes 'quite satisfactory' overall,
reporting that the RF generally contributed to strengthening the scale, duration and
sustainability of both voluntary and forced return activities. The Commission added
that the RF also provided support to the implementation of the EU's Return Directive in
line with the EP's position that had unlocked negotiations in the Council on the latter,
making a political link between EU co-financing of return activities and the adoption of
common standards for these activities. 6 The evaluation again noted issues relating to
the excessive administrative burden, but said at the same time that the five largest
beneficiaries of the Fund (United Kingdom, Greece, France, Spain and Italy) were rather
successful in managing it, with an average implementation rate of 83%.
In the impact assessment accompanying its proposals for the 2014-20 generation of
home affairs funds, the Commission highlights other challenges that it sought to address
with the AMIF. These include the need to enhance emergency mechanisms to respond
to crises and increase their flexibility, since the one available under the ERF had shown
a number of weaknesses.
In 2012, commenting on the overall Commission proposal, the United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) welcomed the efforts to simplify the framework
and increase its flexibility. After stressing that EU funding should complement national
funding and not replace it, the UNHCR formulated a series of recommendations,
including the need to further strengthen indicators for the objectives of the new Fund
and to ensure coherence with other EU tools.
In 2018, the European Commission and the Member States are to carry out a mid-term
review of the AMIF, taking into account policy developments and the interim evaluation
reports prepared by EU countries on the implementation of their national programmes.
This could lead, where necessary, to a revision of national programmes. The assessment
of the mid-term review will be part of an interim evaluation report that the
Commission is to submit to the EP, the Council, the European Economic and Social
Committee and the Committee of the Regions by 30 June 2018. An ex-post evaluation
report, including an assessment of the results of the AMIF, is due by 30 June 2024,
following the closure of the national programmes. 7
Members' Research Service
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EUREMA, a pilot project for intra-EU relocation
Transnational actions financed under the ERF included EUREMA, a pilot project for relocation
from Malta. The European Commission notes that relocation is a concrete tool of solidarity
between EU countries, but also controversial. In 2012, the European Asylum Support Office or
EASO (see below) produced a report on EUREMA, with mixed views from respondents. The
scheme offered a framework to prepare and implement intra-EU relocation. Under the first
phase of the scheme, which took place in 2011, 227 protected persons were relocated from
Malta to other EU countries (out of the ten Member States that had pledged places for this
phase, six eventually received relocated persons). Participating countries identified a number of
areas needing improvements, including: funding and administrative requirements of the pilot
project; legislative obstacles to relocation in some participating countries; administrative
procedures for the transfer of protection; and lack of a central coordinating entity. Most
respondents to the survey considered that participation in a relocation scheme should remain
voluntary and based on a political decision. The AMIF seeks to strengthen the tools promoting
solidarity between EU countries, including through provisions on resettlement and relocation
(see box above).

Other EU funds and action in the same field
The EU's other main programme in the area of home affairs is the Internal Security
Fund (ISF), with maximum resources amounting to €3.76 billion for 2014-20. The ISF has
two components, of which the 'instrument for financial support for external borders
and visa' 8 is endowed with €2.76 billion and tackles issues often closely related to
asylum and migration topics. In addition, over the same period, almost €0.14 billion are
earmarked for IT systems (Visa Information System and Schengen Information System)
allowing national authorities to cooperate on border management by sharing relevant
information.

Figure 1 – Security and citizenship heading of the

In a context of increasing challenges in the 2015 EU budget: share of the AMIF
policy area of home affairs, the European
Parliament has, on many occasions, called
AMIF
(€416.74
for an integrated EU approach for migration,
million)
asylum and external borders, endowed with
19.4%
sufficient resources as well as appropriate
tools to handle emergency situations. An
example is provided by the 2011 resolution
on the EU's Multiannual Financial Framework
(MFF) for 2014-20, where the EP noted the
relatively small share of the EU budget
devoted to home affairs. Some progress was
achieved against the backdrop of the difficult Data source: Based on European Commission data.
negotiations on the MFF: although lower
than the amount initially proposed by the Commission (€3.8 billion), the €3.1 billion
available under the AMIF for 2014-20 still represents an increase from the €2.1 billion
that its three predecessors had for 2007-13. Along the same lines, the financial
envelope supporting actions for external borders was increased by around 45% in
current prices from the previous period. Together, the AMIF and the instrument for
external borders account for around 0.5% of the 2014-20 MFF. An EP resolution of 17
December 2014 reiterates the call for a holistic EU approach to migration and for
enhancing fair sharing of responsibilities and solidarity towards the EU countries with
the highest numbers of refugees and asylum. It also recommends, in this context, an
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analysis of how the home affairs Funds are spent. Improving the management of
migration is an explicit priority of the Juncker Commission, which is expected to present
the new European Agenda on Migration in May 2015.
Furthermore, external action funding programmes may also support activities relating
to migration and asylum, and notably their external dimension, with a view to
strengthening cooperation with third countries. For instance, the Development
Cooperation Instrument can tackle migration and asylum issues under geographical
programmes and, in addition, its thematic programme 'Global Public Goods and
Challenges' has an indicative financial allocation of about €0.36 billion specifically
devoted to asylum and migration for 2014-20. Examples of past interventions include
capacity-building projects and financial aid to third countries facing a refugee crisis.
In addition to funding programmes proper, the EU may have pilot projects and
preparatory actions in the field of asylum and migration, often launched on the
initiative of the EP. A recent example is an initiative supporting victims of torture
through rehabilitation centres and multidisciplinary assistance. Launched as a pilot
project in 2011, it is now a preparatory action endowed with €0.5 million in
commitment appropriations for 2015.
As regards decentralised agencies, in 2010 the EP and the Council established the
European Asylum Support Office (EASO), with a view to promoting practical cooperation
among EU countries on asylum, supporting those under particular pressure in this field
and contributing to implementing the CEAS. Located in Malta and fully operational since
2011, EASO has a budget of almost €15 million for 2015. In February 2015, EASO was
carrying out support programmes for Bulgaria, Greece and Italy. The related field of
border management is covered by the activities of the European Agency for the
Management of Operational Cooperation at the External Borders (Frontex), which was
established in 2004 and is located in Warsaw. This year, Frontex's allocation from the EU
budget is set at €106.1 million, 9 being one of the few expenditure items for which, in
the context of the tough negotiations leading to the adoption of the 2015 EU budget,
the two arms of the budgetary authority could agree on an increase in comparison with
the initial Commission proposal. This strengthening of resources is in line with the EP
position and last year's political guidelines of the new Commission President, which
specifically referred to the annual budget of Frontex, deeming it insufficient to carry out
its tasks relating to securing the EU's common borders.
AMIF: possible transfer of commitment appropriations from 2014 to 2015-17
The late adoption of the 2014-20 MFF led to delays in the adoption of the legal acts and rules
for a number of EU Funds, including the AMIF. As a result, a share of the 2014 commitment
appropriations of the EU budget was neither used nor carried over. When this concerns
programmes under shared management, a revision of the MFF Regulation is required to allow
the transfer of relevant allocations to subsequent years. On this basis, in January 2015 the
European Commission put forward a proposal for a revision of the MFF together with Draft
Amending Budget No 2 to the 2015 budget. For the AMIF, if approved as such, the amendments
will translate into an increase of its 2015 commitments appropriations to €486.01 million (or
0.3% of the amended budget), as well as into some transfers to the 2016 and 2017 budgets.
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Endnotes
1

A special legislative procedure applies in some areas, including support to Member States facing emergency
situations with a sudden inflow of non-EU nationals (after consulting the EP, the Council may adopt provisional
measures).

2

A different EU funding programme deals with actions relating to external border control: the Internal Security Fund
(ISF). In addition, Regulation (EU) No 514/2014 lays down general provisions on the AMIF and on the instrument for
financial support for police cooperation, preventing and combating crime, and crisis management, which is the
other part of the ISF.

3

The EU has been working on the creation of a CEAS since 1999, with a view to granting fair and equal treatment to
asylum-seekers across the Union. In 2013, the EP and Council completed adoption of the CEAS, whose backbone is
provided by five legislative acts. New versions of the five acts apply from December 2013 (the Qualification
Directive setting common grounds for granting international protection) and July 2015 (EURODAC on the EU asylum
fingerprint database; Dublin III identifying the Member State in charge of handling an asylum request and governing
relations between EU countries in this field; the Reception Conditions Directive; and the Asylum Procedures
Directive). The revised rules got mixed reactions, with the EP credited for improvements to the texts, but some
stakeholders finding the changes still limited, e.g. in Dublin rules assigning the handling of most asylum applications
to the first country of entry into the EU. This provision is often said to lead to a higher burden on Member States
neighbouring non-EU countries, notably those on the EU's southern and eastern borders. According to a recent
analysis ('Reforming the Common European Asylum System: legislative developments and judicial activism of the
European Courts', Velluti S., 2014, XI - 110 p.), despite progress in the legislative framework, the standard of
protection is still uneven across the EU and judicial developments may play a significant role in the future of EU
asylum law.

4

Statistical data on migration flows determine the allocation of €2 392 million, while an additional €360 million are
assigned to Member States on the basis of other mechanisms relating to specific actions, the Union Resettlement
Programme and the transfer of beneficiaries of international protection from one EU country to another (see also
box on resettlement, relocation and specific actions).

5

The Commission website includes a database with 2007-13 projects.

6

However, the April 2014 evaluation of the Commission (COM(2014) 230) indicates as a matter of concern that the
United Kingdom had so far still not opted into the Return Directive despite being the largest beneficiary of the
Return Fund.

7

See also: 'Review Clauses in EU Legislation – A Rolling Check-List', European Parliament, European Parliamentary
Research Service, 2014, p. 51.

8

Participating countries are all EU Member States (except Ireland and the United Kingdom), as well as the Schengen
Associated Countries (Iceland, Liechtenstein, Norway and Switzerland).

9

Taking into account contributions from Ireland, the United Kingdom and Schengen associated countries, the total
budget for Frontex in 2015 amounts to €114 million.

Disclaimer and Copyright
The content of this document is the sole responsibility of the author and any opinions expressed therein
do not necessarily represent the official position of the European Parliament. It is addressed to the
Members and staff of the EP for their parliamentary work. Reproduction and translation for noncommercial purposes are authorised, provided the source is acknowledged and the European Parliament is
given prior notice and sent a copy.
© European Union, 2015.
Photo credits: © DWerner/ Fotolia.
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Internal Security Fund (ISF)
In a nutshell
The Internal Security Fund (ISF) supports the implementation of the renewed EU Internal
Security Strategy and finances measures related to cooperation in law enforcement and the
management of the EU's external borders. The Fund has two components: one deals with
external borders and visa issues, while the other focuses on police cooperation, preventing
and combatting crime, and on crisis management.

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 3 (Security and Citizenship) – Home affairs

2014-2020 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €3 764.2 million (0.35%) + €138.7 million for information sharing mechanisms

2015 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €560.8 million (0.35%)
Payments:
€274.7 million (0.19%)

2016 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €647.5 million (0.42%)
Payments:
€397.0 million (0.28%)

Methods of implementation
Shared management (Member States for national programmes), direct management
(European Commission) and indirect management (e.g. EU decentralised agencies such as the
European Agency for the Operational Management of large-scale IT systems and Europol).

In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 Objectives of the fund
 Functioning and eligible measures
 Assessments of implementation,
results and level of funding
 Other examples of EU expenditure and
action in the same field
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
The area of freedom, security and justice is a shared competence of the EU and its
Member States (Article 4 and Title V, Part Three, of the Treaty on the Functioning of the
EU (TFEU)). Denmark, Ireland and the UK have different kinds of opt-outs from Title V
TFEU. Belgium, France, Germany, Luxembourg and the Netherlands began creating an
area of free movement without internal borders in 1985, signing an intergovernmental
agreement in the village of Schengen (Luxembourg). Since then, the Schengen area has
expanded to include most EU Member States as well as four non-EU countries (see Figure
1),1 while its developments have
been incorporated into the EU Figure 1 – Schengen area as of 1 July 2013
framework. Schengen-related
provisions
involve
various
aspects, such as: common rules
for the management of the
area's external borders (e.g. the
types of checks and visas
needed); conditions of entry;
police and judicial cooperation;
and the development of
databases and informationsharing mechanisms.
The EU budget contributes to
funding measures related to
these
aspects
and
the
overarching
objective
of
ensuring
internal
security
(Article 67(3) TFEU). While
responsibility
for
internal
security mainly lies with the
Source: European Commission.
Member States,2 threats appear
increasingly cross-border in
nature, which underlines the benefits of international cooperation in this field. As regards
border control and visa policy, Article 80 TFEU specifies that implementation is governed
by the principle of solidarity and fair sharing of responsibility, including financial
implications.
In April 2014, the European Parliament (EP) and the Council created the Internal Security
Fund (ISF) for 2014-2020, with a view to streamlining EU funding in these policy areas.3
The special legal features of Title V, Part Three, TFEU4 necessitated two separate
components to the ISF: 1) the instrument for financial support for external borders and
visa (ISF Borders and Visa), in which all EU Member States except Ireland and the UK take
part,5 is governed by Regulation (EU) No 515/2014 and is based in particular on Article
77(2) TFEU; and 2) the instrument for financial support for police cooperation, preventing
and combating crime, and crisis management (ISF Police), in which all EU Member States
except Denmark and the UK take part, is governed by Regulation (EU) No 513/2014 and
is linked to Articles 82(1), 84 and 87(2) TFEU. On the basis of protocols annexed to the
Treaties, Denmark, Ireland and the UK do not finance those components of the ISF in
which they do not participate.6
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In addition, Regulation (EU) No 514/2014 sets common rules for ISF Police and the Asylum
Migration and Integration Fund (AMIF),7 the other major EU fund in the area of home
affairs. These common provisions, which concern programming, management and
control, clearance of accounts, closure of programmes, as well as reporting and
evaluation for the two instruments, apply also to ISF Borders and Visa.

Objectives of the fund
The ISF aims to contribute to ensuring a high level of security in the EU, supporting the
implementation of the EU Internal Security Strategy and financing measures related to
cooperation in law enforcement and the management of the EU's external borders.
In particular, ISF Borders and Visa focuses on promoting a uniform, high level of control
and protection of EU external borders, as well as the effective processing of Schengen
visas. The two specific objectives of this strand, which are both related to facilitating
legitimate travel and tackling illegal immigration, are: 1) supporting a common visa policy;
and 2) supporting integrated border management, including through further
harmonisation of border management-related measures and information-sharing
between Member States and with the Frontex Agency (see section on other examples of
EU action).
Likewise, ISF Police has two specific objectives: 1) supporting national efforts to prevent
crime and fight cross-border, serious and organised crime and terrorism, as well as
reinforcing coordination and cooperation between law enforcement authorities and
other relevant authorities at national, EU and international level; and 2) strengthening
the capacity of the Member States and the EU for managing security-related risks and
crises effectively, as well as protecting people and critical infrastructure against securityrelated incidents, including terrorist attacks.
In addition, the renewed EU Internal Security Strategy for 2015-20208 provides a
strategic framework, with which use of the ISF is to be aligned. The three priority areas
for action identified by the Strategy are: terrorism and radicalisation; organised crime;
and cybercrime. The alignment of the ISF with the Strategy should result in priority use of
resources, including measures to enhance information exchange and cross-border
cooperation, as well as measures to update national sections of the Schengen
Information System (see section on functioning and eligible measures).

Functioning and eligible measures
Under the EU Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF), the financial envelope allocated to
the Internal Security Fund amounts to €3.76 billion for 2014-20. ISF Borders and Visa is
endowed with €2.76 billion, while the remaining €1 billion goes to ISF Police. In addition, the
2014-2020 MFF earmarks another €0.14 billion for information-sharing tools central to
cooperation between Schengen states in the area of home affairs.
Possible beneficiaries of the ISF include state and federal authorities, local public bodies,
non-governmental organisations (NGOs), and private and public law companies. In
addition, resources from ISF Borders and Visa may be allocated to humanitarian
organisations as well as to education and research bodies.
All measures financed by the ISF must comply with the EU's commitment to fundamental
freedoms and human rights. The ISF can also be used for activities in – or in relation to –
third countries, which have to be consistent and in synergy with the activities carried out
under the EU's external assistance instruments.
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The regulations establishing the two
components of the ISF set the minimum share
of ISF resources that each Member State has to
allocate to given objectives. For instance,
Member States are expected to use at least 10%
of their basic national allocations under ISF
Borders and Visa to ensure the development
and proper functioning of the European Border
Surveillance System (EUROSUR), a mechanism
that allows Member States' authorities
responsible for border surveillance to
cooperate with each other, with Frontex and
with neighbouring countries, by exchanging
operational information on irregular migration
and cross-border crime.
Following the findings and recommendations of
a Schengen evaluation report in the context of
the Schengen monitoring mechanism,10 a
Member State may be required to modify its
national programme with a view to addressing
the identified weaknesses and prioritising ISF
funding for corrective measures. The maximum
EU co-financing rate for projects under the
national programmes is 75%, which can go up
to 90% in some cases (e.g. for 'specific actions'
designed to address specific EU priorities and
often requiring cooperation between at least
some Member States), and reach 100% for
technical assistance carried out on the initiative
of Member States.
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Table 1 – 2014-2020 ISF resources in million euros
(rounded)
ISF Borders
and Visa

Basic national allocations

Resources under shared management
Some two thirds of ISF resources are
implemented by the Member States under
shared management.9 Member States prepare
national programmes, which detail operational
priorities and have to comply with the
objectives of the fund laid down in the basic
regulations. This process involves a series of
exchanges with the European Commission, to
which national programmes are submitted for
observations and eventual approval, as well as
consultation of the Frontex Agency. Following
Commission approval, the national authority in
charge of managing the ISF can start distributing
the funds. In total, there are 31 national
programmes, each covering the entire ISF and
the 2014-2020 programming period.

ISF Police

Total ISF

AT

14.16

12.16

26.32

BE

17.52

17.90

35.42

BG

40.37

32.00

72.37

CH

18.92

-

18.92

CY

34.51

8.12

42.63

CZ

14.38

17.03

31.41

DE

51.75

79.50

131.25

DK

10.32

-

10.32

EE

21.78

13.48

35.26

ES

195.37

54.23

249.60

FI

36.93

15.68

52.61

FR

85.00

70.11

155.11

GR

166.81

20.49

187.30

HR

35.61

19.10

54.71

HU

40.83

20.66

61.49

IE

-

9.24

9.24

IS

5.33

-

5.33

IT

156.31

56.63

212.94

LI

5.00

-

5.00

LT

24.70

16.12

40.82

LU

5.40

2.10

7.50

LV

15.52

16.94

32.46

MT

53.10

8.98

62.08

NL

30.61

31.54

62.15

NO

14.32

-

14.32

PL

49.11

39.29

88.40

PT

18.90

18.69

37.59

RO

61.15

37.15

98.30

SE

11.52

21.06

32.58

SI

30.67

9.88

40.55

SK

10.09

13.89

23.98

UK

-

-

-

1 276.00

662.00

1.938.00

Total basic national
allocations
Specific actions
Mid-term review
Special Transit Scheme
Emergency assistance,
Union actions, etc.
IT systems
Overall total

147.00

147.00

128.00

128.00

154.00

154.00

264.00

342.00

606.00

791.00
2 760.00

791.00
1 004.00

3 764.00

Data source: Regulations (EU) No 515/2014 and 513/2014.
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The basic allocations of the financial envelope for national programmes (see Table 1)
between Member States are defined in the regulations establishing the two components of
the ISF. For example, the distribution key for ISF Police is linked to the size of the population,
of the territory, the number of passengers and the tonnes of cargo processed through
international air and sea ports; and in inverse proportion to gross domestic product (GDP).
With regard to ISF Borders and Visa, other resources are available for Member States in
addition to their basic allocations: a total of €147 million is earmarked for specific actions
(establishment of consular cooperation mechanisms between at least two Member States;
and purchase of means of transport and operating equipment for joint operations by the
Frontex Agency); €154 million is reserved for Lithuania under a Special Transit Scheme; and
another €128 million11 should be distributed between Member States as of 2018, following
the mid-term review of the ISF (see section on assessment), and a risk analysis taking into
account the different burdens that Member States face in managing the external borders.
Resources under direct and indirect management
ISF funding managed directly by the European Commission or through executive agencies
complements the resources allocated to the Member States for implementation under
shared management. The resources under direct management go to 'Union Actions', which
are specific cross-border or innovative measures of interest and benefit to the entire EU.
In addition, the Commission directly manages a mechanism to provide emergency
assistance in response to crises, which can cover up to 100% of the eligible expenditure
within the limits of the available resources. When needed, both Union actions and
emergency assistance may be carried out in – or in relation to – third countries. Resources
under direct management may also be used to provide technical assistance on the
initiative of the Commission. The funding available for these three categories of
measures amounts to €264 million under ISF Borders and Visa and €342 million under
ISF Police.
Indirect management is also possible, since the Commission may decide to entrust
budget implementation tasks for part of these resources to entities and persons other
than Member States. A typical case concerns delegation agreements with EU
decentralised agencies (see below). For instance, the ISF Union Actions' 2014 work
programmes planned several such agreements, including the €3.5 million agreement
with the European Agency for the Operational Management of large-scale IT systems
(eu-LISA) for the implementation of the Smart Borders pilot project (under ISF Borders
and Visa), and another of €7 million with Europol to promote practical law enforcement
cooperation at EU level, by supporting the European Multidisciplinary Platform against
Criminal Threats (EMPACT) for the 2014-2017 period (under ISF Police).
In addition, ISF Borders and Visa earmarks almost 30% of its total resources, or €791 million,
for the development of existing and new IT systems aimed at supporting the management
of EU external borders. In general, these resources are also implemented through direct
and/or indirect management. Two tools currently playing a key role in information-sharing
between Schengen states in the borders and visa area are: the Schengen Information System
(SIS), which provides alerts and information on suspected criminals; on people who may not
be entitled to enter into or stay in the EU; on missing persons; and on stolen or lost property;
and the Visa Information System (VIS), which deals with data on visa applications and
decisions.12 On 6 April 2016, the European Commission adopted a communication on
stronger and smarter information systems for borders and security, analysing ways to
improve current systems and needs to establish new ones. The same day, the Commission
tabled a proposal for the creation of a new common Entry/Exit System (EES) concerning
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third-country nationals. As for Passenger Name Record (PNR) data, the Commission
communication indicated that the proposed PNR Directive does not involve the creation of a
central system, but should facilitate the exchange of relevant data through a certain degree
of standardisation of national solutions.
Some practical examples of eligible measures
The two components of the ISF can support similar categories of measures in their
respective fields of activity. Possible initiatives include: creating and running IT systems;
purchasing operational equipment and investing in infrastructure; developing and
promoting training schemes for staff and experts of relevant authorities; carrying out
analytical, monitoring and evaluation activities; and ensuring administrative and
operational coordination and cooperation, for example by means of joint operations.
Among national projects supported by the EU in the borders and visa area in the past,
examples range from the purchase of helicopters to strengthen border surveillance (Cyprus)
and equipment to identify fake documents (Malta), to training for border guard air staff
(Poland).
Projects financed by the predecessors of ISF Police, which were not implemented under
shared management, include: network-security risk assessment, through the development
of a methodology to measure interdependencies between infrastructure for ICT and for
electricity generation and transmission (Italy); prevention of and fight against the
smuggling of stolen and lost cultural objects of value, through improvement of recordkeeping on them (Latvia); and prevention and detection of criminal offences in the rail
transport system, by means of cross-border law enforcement activities and seminars on
operational and strategic issues (the Netherlands).
The emergency financial assistance available under the ISF amounts to €137.9 million in
2016. Examples of use of ISF emergency funding include the acquisition of
90 fingerprinting devices (€1.36 million), to be installed at border crossings across
Greece, for the identification and registration of migrants in the framework of the central
Eurodac system.13 In November 2015, the European Commission awarded Croatia and
Slovenia emergency funding of respectively €3.99 million and €4.92 million from the
ISF.14 The objective was to help both countries to manage high migratory flows, with
measures financed in the field of border management, including increased presence of
police staff at borders and the accommodation costs of officers deployed from other
Member States.

Assessments of implementation, results and level of funding
Delayed start of national programmes
The late adoption of the 2014-2020 MFF (December 2013) had a knock-on effect on the
adoption of the ISF basic regulations (April 2014), as well as on the preparation and
approval of the 31 national programmes (including four for the Schengen Associated
Countries). In practice, this meant that, in 2014, the resources available for ISF measures
under shared management were not used and it was necessary to adopt a revision of the
MFF to transfer more than €269 million to subsequent years, with a view to ensuring the
full implementation of the Fund.15 The finalisation of ISF national programmes was a key
activity in 2015, with five programmes approved by the Commission by March (Belgium,
Czech Republic, Germany, Denmark, France) and a further 16 programmes by August
(Austria, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Estonia, Finland, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania,
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Luxembourg, Malta, Portugal, Romania, Slovenia and Spain). The remaining national
programmes for EU Member States were finalised by the end of 2015.
The process contributed to a very high implementation rate of 2015 commitment
appropriations in the area of home affairs, which also includes the AMIF (according to
preliminary figures, the implementation rate for home affairs was close to 100% at the
end of the year). On 22 February 2016, the cumulative ISF payments from the
Commission to the Member States exceeded €200 million, an amount which includes
both pre-financing for national programmes and emergency funding.
Reporting and evaluation
By 31 March each year (starting in 2016 and until 2022), the national authorities in charge
of managing the ISF have to submit an annual implementation report to the European
Commission, detailing progress in the implementation of their respective national
programmes and any significant issues which affect their performance.
By 31 December 2017, participating Member States must submit interim evaluation reports
to the Commission on the implementation of ISF measures and the progress towards
achieving the objectives pursued by their national programmes. Together with an analysis of
relevant developments in EU policies and in the Member State concerned, this will serve as
a basis for the 2018 mid-term review of the ISF, which may lead to the revision of national
programmes where needed. In turn, on the basis of these reports, the European Commission
will provide an assessment of the mid-term review to the European Parliament, the Council,
the European Economic and Social Committee (EESC) and the Committee of the Regions
(CoR), in the context of an interim evaluation report of the ISF and the AMIF, due by 30 June
2018.
The final implementation reports of the national programmes and the ex-post evaluation
reports on the effects of the financed measures are due by the end of 2023. Likewise, these
will serve as a basis for the ex-post evaluation report on the effects of the ISF and the AMIF
that the Commission has to submit to the EP, the Council, the EESC and the CoR by
30 June 2024.
Within the European Commission, the Directorate-General for Migration and Home
Affairs (DG HOME) is in charge of the ISF. In its 2014 Annual Activity Report, DG HOME
includes a number of result indicators linked to the ISF and related targets. Examples of
such targets to be achieved by 2020 concern the numbers of: law-enforcement officials
trained on cross-border-related topics (39 200 officials for a total of 78 400 training days);
consular posts equipped, secured and/or enhanced (200, i.e. around 10% of the consular
posts issuing Schengen visas); staff trained in border management-related aspects
(1 500); and joint investigation teams (JITs) and EMPACT operational projects (1 285).
Audit and evaluation reports on past EU spending in the policy area
In 2014, the European Court of Auditors (ECA) published two special reports on past EU
spending in this policy area, notably on the predecessor to ISF Borders and Visa – the
External Borders Fund (EBF) – and the second generation of the Schengen Information
System (SIS II).
In its Special Report 15/2014, the ECA concluded that the EBF contributed to external
border management and promoted financial solidarity. Most audited projects supported
the achievement of the EBF objectives. However, the Court identified a number of
strategic and operational weaknesses, recommending that Member States and/or the
European Commission: improve the monitoring, reporting and evaluation of overall
Members' Research Service

Page 7 of 12

227

EPRS

Internal Security Fund

results; increase the EU added value of the fund (e.g. by creating common application
centres to promote consular cooperation, and by informing the Frontex agency on the
implementation of the fund and of subsequent instruments in a timely and
comprehensive manner); embed the EBF and its successors in national strategies for
border management based on relevant risk analyses; and strengthen administrative
capacity in the implementation of the Fund.16 According to the European Commission,17
the legal basis of the ISF for 2014-2020 already tackled part of these recommendations,
for example by means of a reinforced monitoring and reporting framework under the
new instrument (see 'Reporting and evaluation'). Two recommendations addressed to
the Commission remained open at the end of 2014.
Publication of the Commission's ex-post evaluation report on the EBF for the 2011-2013
period is planned for December 2016. In 2014, the Commission published the ex-post
evaluation for 2007-2010, concluding that the EBF served the interests of the Schengen
area as a whole and achieved a series of tangible results. The document added that the
identified shortcomings of the EBF were taken into account to design the 2014-2020
successor of the instrument, with a view to broadening the scope of EU funding in support
of internal security, simplifying the delivery mechanisms (e.g. by moving from annual to
multiannual programming under shared management) and increasing flexibility (with a
particular focus on the response to emergencies).
In its Special Report 3/2014, the ECA analysed the development of SIS II, noting that the
second generation of the Schengen Information System was delivered in April 2013 –
more than six years later than initially planned – and with significant increases in the costs
(from €23 million to €188.6 million). According to the Court, this was due both to a
challenging governance context and weaknesses in the management of the project, with
delays and overspending caused by: unstable system requirements, which continued
evolving to meet the changing needs of users and stabilised only in the final phase of the
project after 2009; unrealistic initial deadlines and budget; and insufficient staff allocated
to the project until 2007. The ECA adds that the Commission was able to build on the
lessons learned, to change its approach in the final phase of the project from 2010, and
to apply some of these lessons to the preparation of other large-scale IT projects. While
accepting the eight recommendations formulated by the Court in relation to managing
the development of large-scale IT projects,18 the Commission noted a number of points,
not least that the Council took the decision to develop SIS II on its own initiative and
without a Commission proposal19 and that many of the system requirements were not
initially planned, but were only added at a later stage. The impact of SIS II is to be assessed
in 2016.
In 2015, in the context of the discharge procedure for the 2013 EU budget,20 the
European Parliament analysed the ECA's Special Reports 15/2014 and 3/2014,
addressing a number of observations and criticisms to the Commission and/or the
Member States, together with related recommendations (e.g. calling for the
development and use of relevant and measurable indicators for the output, outcome and
impact of the projects funded by the ISF and emphasising the need for proper forward
planning for the development of a third generation of the Schengen Information System,
as SIS II might reach saturation point by the end of this decade).21
As regards the predecessor to ISF Police, in 2011 the Commission published a
communication on the mid-term evaluation of the Framework Programme 'Security and
Safeguarding Liberties' (SSL), concluding that the SSL had enjoyed reasonable success,
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and suggesting that it be continued under the same legal basis until 2013, while
addressing the concerns identified in the report. As for the post-2013 framework, the
Commission indicated that new approaches should be envisaged. For 2014-2020,
subsequent developments eventually resulted in streamlining of the framework for EU
home affairs funds into a two-pillar structure (i.e. AMIF and ISF, with a set of common
rules by means of Regulation (EU) No 514/2014) and the introduction of the shared
management mode for ISF Police (see above).
Level of funding
In current prices, the financial envelope devoted to the ISF for 2014-2020 represents an
increase in comparison with its predecessors under the 2007-2013 MFF, both for the
Borders and Visa strand (€2.76 billion – a 51.6% increase) and the Police component
(€1 billion – a 35.7% increase). Following stakeholder consultation, the initial Commission
proposal included higher amounts (some €3.5 billion for ISF Borders and Visa and
€1.1 billion for ISF Police). However these were reduced following the European Council's
cut in the 2014-2020 MFF compared to the Commission proposal.
Despite the increases in comparison to 2007-2013, the ISF and the other resources
earmarked in the EU budget for home affairs (AMIF and six decentralised agencies, see
section on other expenditure) amount to less than 0.9% of the MFF, or some €9.2 billion
for 2014-2020. In other words, it can be roughly estimated that less than 0.009% of the
EU's gross national income (GNI) is pooled to finance measures in this policy area within
the Union under the EU budget. According to Commission estimates,22 each year,
immediate direct costs of between €5 billion and €18 billion would be triggered by the
full re-establishment of border controls within the Schengen area.
The refugee crisis has drawn attention to the functioning of the Schengen area, including
the management of its external borders, and of the CEAS or Common European Asylum
System (see box on the EU resources devoted to the crisis in 2015-2016). One point in
the debate concerns the principle of solidarity and fair sharing of responsibility, including
the financial implications, which is enshrined in Article 80 TFEU for the related policy
areas of border management on the one hand, and asylum and migration on the other.
Stakeholders' views on this principle differ greatly.
Most expenditure for external border management is financed at national level.
However, Member States have significantly different responsibilities, depending on their
differing geographical situations.23 Likewise, the CEAS, which assigns the handling of most
asylum applications to the first country of entry into the EU, is often said to lead to a
higher burden on some Member States, with analysts deeming its current design to
present major threats to EU solidarity, including financially.24 According to one analyst,25
the distribution of the financial burden between national budgets and the common EU
budget for tasks such as border surveillance and asylum management, that Member
States carry out in the common interest, has not been sufficiently analysed to date and is
currently asymmetric. This author calls for an effective and permanent mechanism for
fair sharing of responsibility in these areas. Another article26 highlights different aspects
of the debate, such as the right mix of initiatives to tackle the crisis between external
border and asylum and migration policy areas.
In the context of increasing challenges in the home affairs policy area, and even before
the current crisis, the European Parliament has long and repeatedly called for an
integrated EU approach for migration, asylum and external borders, endowed with
sufficient resources as well as appropriate tools to handle emergency situations. 27
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EU resources devoted to the refugee crisis and border management in 2015-2016
According to Commission data (10 February 2016), the EU resources devoted to the refugee
crisis and the management of external borders amount to €10.1 billion in 2015 and 2016 (see
Figure 2), with a significant increase in
comparison with the initial allocation of
€4.6 billion. To this end, the European
Parliament and the Council have used the
MFF flexibility tools, mobilised additional
resources and rechanneled existing ones. As
regards funding inside the EU, the result has
also been achieved by strengthening the
AMIF and the ISF, the two main funding tools
for the EU to complement Member States'
efforts in the fields of migration, asylum and
borders. As far as funding outside the EU is
concerned, relevant measures have included
the creation of new instruments, such as two
EU Trust Funds,28 dealing respectively with
the Syrian crisis (EU budget contribution of
€500 million) and the root causes of irregular
migration in Africa (European Development
Fund and EU budget contributions of
€1.8 billion). The Commission and the
Parliament have urged Member States to
complement EU financial contributions to the
EU Trust Funds with total national
contributions of equivalent amount. In its
October 2015 reading of the 2016 EU budget,
the EP supported an increase in the resources
of the two EU Trust Funds, but said that their
establishment was due to the fact that the EU
budget lacks resources and flexibility to tackle
such crises promptly and comprehensively.
The EP therefore called for a more holistic
solution to be agreed in the framework of the
2016 review/revision of the 2014-2020 MFF. In addition to the two EU Trust Funds, Member
States decided to create another tool, the Facility for Refugees in Turkey, and agreed to
finance this joint coordination mechanism with contributions from the EU budget (€1 billion)
and national budgets (€2 billion).29

Other examples of EU expenditure and action in the same field
The other major EU fund in the field of home affairs is the Asylum, Migration and
Integration Fund (AMIF), whose resources amount to more than €3.13 billion for 20142020.
In the European Agenda on Security of April 2015, the European Commission notes that,
in their respective areas of action, other EU funding instruments can contribute to
supporting the priorities of the EU Security Strategy. Examples include the Horizon 2020
framework programme for research and innovation, the European Structural and
Investment Funds, the EU Justice Programmes, the Customs 2020 Programme and
funding tools for external action. In particular, Horizon 2020 has a societal challenge
entitled 'Secure societies – Protecting freedom and security of Europe and its citizens',
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with a budget of around €1.7 billion for 2014-2020. The 2016-2017 work programme for
the 'Secure societies' challenge shows the wide range of research and innovation
activities financed by Horizon 2020 in the field of security, covering topics such as:
protection of critical infrastructure; disaster-resilience; the fight against crime and
terrorism; digital security; border security; and external security.
Copernicus, the EU earth-observation system, offers a specific service for security
applications, which provides information in response to security challenges with a view
to supporting relevant EU policies. Its objective is to improve crisis prevention,
preparedness and response in key areas, including border and maritime surveillance.
Copernicus data have already been used to catch smugglers and save lives at sea.
In addition, the EU has six decentralised agencies in the area of home affairs, which are
endowed with resources of more than €2.3 billion under the 2014-2020 MFF. For the
sake of simplicity, these agencies can be roughly classified in two groups. Agencies
working mainly in the fields of borders, visa or migration issues are: Frontex, the Agency
for the Management of Operational Cooperation at the External Borders located in
Warsaw (€829.6 million); EASO, the European Asylum Support Office based in Valletta
(€113.8 million); and eu-LISA, the Agency for the operational management of large-scale
IT systems in the area of freedom, security and justice, which is located in Tallinn and
Strasbourg (€553.9 million). Three further agencies are mainly active in the field of police
cooperation: Europol, the European Police Office located in The Hague (€668 million);
CEPOL, the European Police College based in Budapest (€62.4 million); and EMCDDA, the
European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction located in Lisbon
(€104.4 million).

Endnotes
1

2

3

4

5

6
7

8

9

The UK and Ireland are not part of the Schengen area. In 1999, the UK asked to cooperate in some aspects of the
Schengen acquis: police and judicial cooperation in criminal matters, the fight against drugs and the Schengen
Information System (SIS). The following year, the Council approved the request (Decision 2000/365/EC). A similar
request was submitted by Ireland in 2000 and approved by the Council in 2002 (Decision 2002/192/EC).
In particular, Article 4(2) of the Treaty on European Union (TEU) sets out that national security remains the sole
responsibility of Member States.
For 2007-2013, EU spending in these policy areas was implemented through a series of programmes. The External
Borders Fund (EBF) was part of the General Programme 'Solidarity and Management of Migration Flows' and had a
budget of €1.82 billion. The Framework Programme 'Security and Safeguarding Liberties' (SSL) included the
'Prevention and Fight against Crime' programme (ISEC) and the 'Prevention, Preparedness and Consequence
Management of Terrorism and other Security Related Risks' programme (CIPS), endowed respectively with
€0.6 billion and €0.14 billion.
In particular, Protocols 19 (Schengen acquis), 21 (the position of the UK and Ireland in respect of the area of
Freedom, Security and Justice) and 22 (the position of Denmark, including in relation to Title V, part three of the
Treaty) attached to the Treaties may trigger variable geometry and different voting rules in the Council.
In addition, the four Schengen Associated Countries (Iceland, Liechtenstein, Norway and Switzerland) take part in
ISF Borders and Visa.
This is implemented by means of an adjustment of the three countries' contributions to the EU budget.
For more details on this instrument, see: Asylum Migration and Integration Fund (AMIF), A. D'Alfonso, European
Parliament, European Parliamentary Research Service, 2015.
Following the EU Internal Security Strategy for 2010-2014, the European Commission presented the European
Agenda on Security (COM(2015)185) on 28 April 2015. In June 2015, the Council of the European Union endorsed
the document as the renewed EU Internal Security Strategy for 2015-2020 (see Council documents 9951/15 and
9798/15). On 9 July 2015, the European Parliament adopted a resolution on the European Agenda on Security,
welcoming the intention to align the available financial resources to the identified priorities and reiterating the
importance of providing relevant EU agencies with adequate human and financial resources to fulfil their tasks.
This management mode represents a new feature in the area covered by the ISF Police, since it was not available
under the ISF predecessor, the 'Security and Safeguarding Liberties' (SSL) Framework Programme.
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Regulation (EU) No 1053/2013 established the evaluation and monitoring mechanism, which is meant to verify the
correct application of the Schengen acquis.
The European Commission may adjust this indicative amount in case of unforeseen or new circumstances and/or to
ensure the effective implementation of ISF funding.
In the related area of asylum and migration, the European Asylum Dactyloscopy Database (Eurodac) is the central
database for asylum-seeker fingerprint datasets that helps to identify the Member State responsible for examining
a given asylum application.
See previous endnote.
In addition, both countries received emergency funding under AMIF (e.g. for temporary accommodation centres).
The problem concerned not only the ISF, but also many other EU legal instruments implemented under shared
management. The 2015 revision of the MFF determined the transfer of over €21 billion of unused allocations from
2014 to 2015 and subsequent years. For an overview, see: Revision of the Multiannual Financial Framework (Article
19, MFF Regulation), S. Jędrzejewska, European Parliament, EPRS, 2015.
For an overview of the key findings and recommendations of this report, see: 'The EU External Borders Fund (EBF):
European Court of Auditors’ Special Report No 15/2014', B. Tzarnoretchka, European Parliament, European
Parliamentary Research Service, 2014.
See Commission replies to ECA Annual Report on the implementation of the 2014 EU budget as well as DG HOME
2014 Annual Activity Report.
The Commission implemented most recommendations by the end of 2014, while one remained open.
At that time, this policy area had a specific legal and institutional framework.
For an overview of special reports focusing on those relevant for the 2013 EU discharge procedure, please see:
Special Reports of the European Court of Auditors: A Rolling Check-List of recent findings, B. Tzarnoretcka, G. ZanaSzabo, M. Scagliusi and S. Huber, European Parliament, European Parliamentary Research Service, 2015.
EP resolution of 29 April 2015 on the Court of Auditors' special reports in the context of the 2013 Commission
discharge.
Back to Schengen: Commission proposes Roadmap for restoring fully functioning Schengen system, IP/16/585,
European Commission, 4 March 2016.
See ECA's Special Report 15/2014, p. 7 and p. 13. Complete and reliable information on national spending on
external border management is not available.
The other Euro crisis: rights violations under the Common European Asylum System and the unravelling of EU
solidarity, L. Langford, in Harvard Human Rights Journal, vol. 26, no. 1, 2013, pp. 217‐264.
'Hotspots and Relocation Schemes: the right therapy for the Common European Asylum System?', F. Maiani,
University of Lausanne and the Migration Policy Centre, European University Institute, 3 February 2016.
A European Border and Coast Guard: Fit for purpose?, S. Carrera and L. den Hertog, CEPS, 24 February 2016,
See for example the EP resolution of 8 June 2011 on a new Multiannual Financial Framework.
For more details on these instruments, see EU Trust Funds for external action: First uses of a new tool, A. D'Alfonso,
B. Immenkamp, European Parliament, European Parliamentary Research Service, 2015.
See EU-Turkey Cooperation: Commission welcomes Member State agreement on Refugee Facility for Turkey,
European Commission, IP/16/225, 3 February 2016. The name of the facility was subsequently changed, becoming
'Facility for Refugees in Turkey'.

Disclaimer and Copyright
The content of this document is the sole responsibility of the author and any opinions expressed therein do
not necessarily represent the official position of the European Parliament. It is addressed to the Members
and staff of the EP for their parliamentary work. Reproduction and translation for non-commercial purposes
are authorised, provided the source is acknowledged and the European Parliament is given prior notice and
sent a copy.
Photo credits: © European Union (The maritime surveillance system SPATIONAV, co-financed by the
External Borders Fund, at the Mediterranean control centre in France).
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Justice programme (2014-2020)
In a nutshell
The Justice programme aims at contributing to the development of the European area of
justice based on mutual recognition of judicial decisions from the Member States and mutual
trust between their national judiciaries. It promotes in particular judicial cooperation, judicial
training, as well as effective access to justice in Europe, including rights of crime victims. The
programme has been established by Regulation No 1382/2013 for the 2014-2020 period. All
Member States except the United Kingdom and Denmark participate.

EU Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading
Heading 3 (Security and citizenship)

2014-2020 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €377.6 million (0.0347 %)

2016 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €51.45 million (0.0331 %)
Payments:
€44.61 million (0.0326 %)

2017 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €53.83 million (0.0341 %)
Payments:
€41.49 million (0.0308 %)

Methods of implementation
Direct management (European Commission)

In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 Objectives of the programme
 Funded actions
 Assessment of the programme/actions
 Other EU programmes and action in the
same field
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
Judicial cooperation in civil matters
Within the current Treaty framework, the legal basis for judicial cooperation in civil
matters is found in Title V of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU),
devoted to the Area of Freedom, Security and Justice. Specifically, Article 67(4) TFEU
gives the EU competence to facilitate access to justice, in particular through the principle
of mutual recognition of judicial and extrajudicial decisions in civil matters.
This rule is developed in Article 81 TFEU. The EU has power to promote judicial
cooperation in civil matters with cross-border implications, based on the principle of
mutual recognition of judgments and decisions in extrajudicial cases. The Treaty explicitly
provides that, within such cooperation, the EU may adopt legal acts for the approximation
of laws of the Member States. Such acts may be adopted 'particularly' when necessary
for the proper functioning of the internal market, but such a link is not obligatory.
According to the Treaty, such acts may be adopted inter alia for the mutual recognition
and enforcement of judgments and extrajudicial decisions, as between the Member
States; the cross-border service of judicial and extrajudicial documents; the compatibility
of the private international law rules of the Member States (conflict of laws, and conflict
of jurisdictions); cooperation in the taking of evidence; effective access to justice; the
elimination of obstacles to the proper functioning of civil proceedings, which may include
making national civil procedures more compatible; the development of alternative
dispute resolution (ADR); and support for training of judges and other court staff.
Judicial cooperation in criminal matters
As regards judicial cooperation in criminal matters, EU competence in this area is
provided for in Chapter 4 of Title V TFEU, comprising Articles 82-86 TFEU. Similarly as in
the area of civil justice, judicial cooperation in criminal matters is also based on the
principle of mutual recognition of judgments and judicial decisions. It also includes the
approximation of the laws and regulations of the Member States in certain areas.
The EU legislature, acting under the ordinary legislative procedure, has power to adopt
rules regarding procedures for ensuring recognition throughout the EU of all forms of
judgments and judicial decisions, the prevention and settling of conflicts of jurisdiction
between Member States, support the training of the judiciary and judicial staff,
facilitating cooperation between judicial or equivalent authorities of the Member States
in relation to proceedings in criminal matters and the enforcement of decisions.
Furthermore, in the area of criminal matters of a cross-border nature, the EU may adopt
directives establishing minimum rules with regard to mutual admissibility of evidence
between Member States, the rights of individuals in criminal procedure, the rights of
victims of crime, as well as any other specific aspects of criminal procedure which the
Council identifies in advance by a unanimous decision adopted with Parliament’s consent.
Directives containing minimum rules concerning the definition of criminal offences may
be adopted with regard to the following crimes: terrorism, trafficking in human beings
and sexual exploitation of women and children, illicit drug trafficking, illicit arms
trafficking, money laundering, corruption, counterfeiting of means of payment, computer
crime and organised crime.
Legal basis of the Justice programme
The Justice programme was established by Regulation (EU) No 1382/2013 of the
European Parliament and Council of 17 December 2013 establishing a Justice programme
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for the period 2014 to 2020. The Justice programme replaced three separate funding
programmes which functioned over the 2007-2013 period, namely the Civil justice
programme, the Criminal justice programme, and the Drug prevention and information
programme. For each year, a Commission implementing decision is adopted. For 2016, it
was the Commission Implementing Decision of 23 March 2016 concerning the adoption
of the work programme for 2016 and the financing for the implementation of the Justice
programme. The implementing decision for 2017 has not yet been adopted, therefore
the figures presented below are taken from the 2016 decision and its annex.

Objectives of the programme
The aim of the Justice programme is to contribute to the further development of a
European area of justice based on mutual recognition of judicial decisions from various
Member States, as well as the promotion of mutual trust between national judiciaries
across the EU. The programme promotes:






judicial cooperation in civil matters (cases), including cases concerning commercial
law, family law, insolvency law and succession law;
judicial cooperation in criminal matters;
judicial training, including language training on legal terminology, with a view to
fostering a common legal and judicial culture;
effective access to justice in Europe, including rights of victims of crime and
procedural rights in criminal proceedings;
initiatives in the field of drugs policy (judicial cooperation and crime prevention
aspects).

Funded actions
General overview
The Justice programme encompasses the funding of the following types of actions
(Article 6 of the Justice programme Regulation):








analytical activities – e.g. collection of data and statistics, development of common
methodologies, indicators or benchmarks; drawing up studies, research, analyses and
surveys; conducting evaluations; elaboration and publication of guides, reports and
educational material; workshops, seminars, experts meetings and conferences;
training activities – e.g. staff exchanges, workshops, seminars, train-the-trainer
events, including language training on legal terminology, and the development of
online training tools or other training modules for members of the judiciary and
judicial staff;
mutual learning, cooperation, awareness-raising and dissemination activities – e.g.
identification of good practices, innovative approaches and experiences; organisation
of peer reviews and mutual learning; organisation of conferences, seminars,
information campaigns, compilation and publication of materials to disseminate
information about the programme and its results; the development, operation and
maintenance of systems and tools, using information and communication
technologies, including the further development of the European e-Justice portal as
a tool to improve citizens' access to justice;
support for main actors whose activities contribute to the implementation of the
objectives of the programme – e.g. for Member States in the implementation of Union
law and policies, for key European actors and European-level networks, and support
for networking activities at EU level.
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The Justice programme encompasses four specific objectives: judicial cooperation,
judicial training, access to justice, and drugs policy.
Table 1 – Allocation of funding per objective (2016)
Specific objective

Budget line

Total amount for 2016 (€)

Percentage of total funds of the
Justice programme for 2016

Judicial cooperation

33 03 02

14.4 million

29 %

Judicial training

33 03 01

16.9 million

34 %

Access to justice

33 03 01

16.3 million

32 %

Drugs policy

18 06 01

2.5 million

5%

Source: Annex to the Commission Implementing Decision concerning the adoption of the work programme
for 2016 and the financing for the implementation of the Justice programme, p. 2. Annex II slightly reduced
the amounts for judicial cooperation from €14.6 million to €14.4 million (reflected in the table above).

For 2016 most of the Justice programme funds (€38.8 million or 77 % of the total) were
allocated for grants, the remaining 23 % (€11.4 million) were used for procurement, and
a small sum of money (€35 000) covered other costs.1
Judicial cooperation
Judicial cooperation in civil matters
In 2015, the European Commission's Directorate-General for Justice and Consumers (DG
JUST) selected 13 projects for financing in the field of judicial cooperation in civil matters
for a total sum of grants amounting to €4.8 million. The topics of the funded projects
included cross-border proceedings in family cases, international child abduction, the
Brussels Ia Regulation (on private international law), cross-border insolvency proceedings.
For 2016, the priority area of the Justice programme relating to judicial cooperation in
civil matters was to contribute to the correct implementation of the Mediation Directive
(2008/52), the Cross-Border Succession Regulation (650/2012), Brussels II Regulation
(2201/2003), Regulation on cross-border divorces (1259/2010), the Insolvency
Regulation (2015/848), and the European account preservation order (655/2014).
Furthermore, the programme also intended to raise awareness about the European small
claims procedure (Regulation No 861/2007) and the European order for payment
procedure (Regulation No 1896/2006).
Judicial cooperation in criminal matters
In 2015, DG JUST selected five projects in the field of judicial cooperation in criminal
matters, assigning a total sum of €1.1 million. Four of them were concerned with various
aspects of the European arrest warrant (EAW)2 and one with strengthening the
fundamental-rights-based implementation of EU law in criminal matters through
cooperation between the judiciary and NPMs.
For grant procedures open in 2016, priority was given to the implementation and
practical application of a number of mutual recognition instruments in the field, including
the 2000 Convention on mutual assistance in criminal matters between the Member
States of the EU (established by Council Act of 29 May 2000), seven Framework Decisions
(2002/584/JHA on the European arrest warrant; 2003/577/JHA on freezing property or
evidence; 2005/214/JHA on financial penalties; 2006/783/JHA on mutual recognition of
confiscation orders; 2008/909/JHA on transfer of prisoners; 2008/947/JHA on probation
and alternative sanctions; 2009/829/JHA on the European supervision order) and two
directives (2011/99 on the European protection order; and 2014/41/EU on the European
investigation order).
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Criminal justice response to prevent radicalisation leading to terrorism and violent
extremism
Apart from 'ordinary' judicial cooperation in criminal matters, the Justice programme for
2016 prioritised cooperation with regard to the criminal justice response to prevent
radicalisation leading to terrorism and violent extremism. This aimed at implementing
actions included in the European agenda on security.
Direct grants to Council of Europe
The EU, within the framework of the Justice programme, has been cooperating with the
Council of Europe on two issues, for which in 2016 the sum of €200 000 was allocated:




the SPACE report. The Council of Europe has been producing annual reports on prison
statistic since 1984. The acronym 'SPACE' stands for Statistiques Pénales Annuelles du
Conseil de l'Europe. The Council of Europe is currently the only entity that can collect
the necessary data from EU Member States and it has developed expertise and a
methodology over the years;
the setting up of a network of prison monitoring bodies. The grant to the Council of
Europe will allow to create an EU network of independent prison monitoring bodies
such as National Preventative Mechanisms (NPMs) which EU Member States have set
up following ratification of the Optional Protocol to the UN Convention against
Torture (OPCAT). In most Member States, NPMs come under the Ombudsman.
Currently, 22 Member States have set up an NPM. The creation of such a network
might possibly stimulate the remaining six EU Member States to do the same.

Operating grants
These grants were aimed at supporting the 2017 annual work programme of European
networks active in the area of facilitating and supporting judicial cooperation in civil
and/or criminal matters that have signed Framework Partnership Agreements with the
Commission. The indicative amount assigned for operating grants was €1.08 million.
Procurement
In 2016 the Commission undertook several actions through contracts following public
procurement (calls for tenders and framework contracts) or administrative
arrangements. Conferences, expert meetings, seminars, and communication activities
may be organised, surveys and studies and impact assessments may be undertaken as far
as they are needed to monitor the proper implementation of existing legislation or to
prepare, or accompany new legislation or to respond to policy changes in the area
covered by the programme. The total budget assigned for these types of actions
implemented by DG JUST amounted to €4 455 000.
EU membership fee for the Hague Conference of Private International Law
On 5 October 2006, the Council of the European Union (EU) adopted a decision on the
accession of the European Union to the Hague Conference on Private International Law
('HCCH'). The purpose of this intergovernmental organisation is to work for the
progressive unification of the rules of private international law in the participating
countries. Most of the conventions developed by the Hague Conference fall within
exclusive or partial external competence of the EU and are part of the EU acquis. Since
2007, the EU, along with its Member States, is a Member of the Hague Conference and
has the obligation to remit a membership fee, in accordance with Article 9(2) of the
Hague's Statute. The contribution to HCCH amounting to €35 000 shall cover the
additional administrative expenses arising out of EU membership of the Conference.
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Judicial training
The objective of supporting and promoting judicial training, and training on legal
terminology, with a view to fostering a common legal and judicial culture was assigned,
for 2016, €16.9 million. This included: action grants (€6.7 million), operating grants to
beneficiaries identified in the legal base (€9.5 million) and procurement (€0.7 million).
Action grants to support transnational projects on judicial training covering civil law,
criminal law, fundamental rights and fight against terrorism and radicalisation
In 2015, DG JUST awarded four grants for transnational projects on judicial training for a
total sum of €1.4 million. The topics included: enhancing cross-border mutual legal
recognition of decisions in countering terrorism and preventing radicalisation in prisons;
judicial response to terrorism in the light of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the EU;
the prevention of juvenile radicalisation through promoting the use of alternatives to
detention through judicial training; and counter-radicalisation through the rule of law.
Judicial training on civil law, criminal law and fundamental rights
For 2016, the aim was to contribute to the effective and coherent application of EU law
in the areas of civil law, criminal law and fundamental rights. The following areas were
identified as priorities:








legal instruments in family matters and successions,
legal instruments in civil and commercial matters,
procedural rights in criminal proceedings,
victim’s rights,
mutual recognition instruments in criminal law,
fundamental rights,
data protection reform.

Judicial training on competition law
As regards judicial training in competition law, the aim has been to contribute to an
effective and coherent application of EU competition law in the Member States. This
includes the application of Articles 101 and 102 TFEU, the state aid rules, including
Articles 107 and 108 TFEU, and the private enforcement of the EU competition rules
before national courts, including antitrust damages actions. For this purpose €1 million
have been assigned, and this call has been administered by the European Commission's
Directorate-General for Competition (DG COMP).
National or transnational e-Justice projects
This call for proposals aims at contributing to achieving the objectives of the European eJustice Strategy 2014-2018. It will support the implementation of e-Justice projects
within the European e-Justice Portal and at national level, in as far as they have a
European dimension. Priority is to be given to projects aimed at joining or enhancing
existing or on-going e-Justice portal projects.
Transnational projects to enhance the rights of persons suspected or accused of crime
For 2016, the aim of this call was to contribute to the effective and coherent application
of EU criminal law in the area of the rights of persons suspected or accused of crime and
to the preparation of new EU action. The indicative sum assigned amounted to €2 million,
and the call has been administered by DG JUST.
Transnational projects to enhance the rights of victims of crime
In 2015, DG JUST awarded five grants for transnational projects to enhance the rights of
victims of crime, for a total sum of €1.77 million. The topics of the grants included:
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improving access to legal aid in the pre-trial phase of criminal proceedings in Bulgaria,
application of EU procedural rights inside police custody, enhancing children's rights in
criminal proceedings, effective implementation of the right to a lawyer and to legal aid,
as well as enhancing procedural rights of persons with intellectual and/or psychiatric
impairments in criminal proceedings.
For 2016, the main priority was to focus on the implementation and practical application
of the Victim's Rights Directive (2012/29/EU); the European Protection Order Directive
(2011/99/EU), the Protection Measures in Civil Matters Regulation (606/2013) and the
Victim's Compensation Directive (2004/80/EC). The sum of €3.05 million was assigned
and the call has been administered by DG JUST.
Grants to support transnational projects on promoting the quality of national justice
systems
For 2015, DG JUST awarded grants to support transnational projects on promoting the
quality of national justice systems. A total of four grants were awarded for a total sum of
€0.94 million. The topics of the grants included: assessing and designing methods for
evaluation and development of the quality of justice, knowledge sharing network for
justice management and communication, supreme courts as guarantee for effectiveness
of judicial systems in the EU, and problems of case- load management by courts.
Operating grant for the European Judicial Training Network
In 2016, pursuant to Article 6(2) of Regulation (EU) No 1382/2013, the European judicial
training network (EJTN) received an operating grant to co-finance expenditure associated
with its permanent work programme. The work programme is expected to be in line with
the 2011 Commission communication on European judicial training and, in particular,
should strive to increase its number of activities and of participants as well as continue to
develop the Aiakos exchange programme for new judges and prosecutors while
increasing the number of exchanges for experienced practitioners. The EJTN should also
continue to promote high-quality training methodologies and strive to make the most of
its partnerships with European judicial networks. The indicative amount assigned under
the operating grant is €9.5 million and is administered by DG JUST.
Access to justice
With regard to promoting access to justice, 2016 grants were to be awarded with the aim
of supporting the 2017 annual work programme of European networks active in the area
of facilitating and supporting access to justice which have signed Framework Partnership
Agreements with the Commission. The total sum assigned amounts to €2 million and is
administered by DG JUST.
Drugs policy
In the area of drugs policy, the total sum assigned is €2.5 million and is administered by
the European Commission's Directorate-General for Migration and Home Affairs
(DG HOME). The main priorities are to promote practical application of drug-related
research, to support civil society organisations and to expand the knowledge base and
develop innovative methods of addressing the phenomenon of new psychoactive
substances.

Assessment of programme/actions
The Justice programme, which was launched only two years ago, has not yet been
assessed. Nonetheless, the three predecessors – the Civil Justice, Criminal Justice and
Drug Prevention and Information programmes – implemented under the 2007-2013
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multiannual financial framework (MFF), were subject to external evaluations in 2015.3 As
regards the Civil Justice programme, the evaluation found that the actions under the
programme 'were effective in achieving the general objectives of the programme and
there is some evidence of useful outcomes, including the achievement of unplanned
positive outcomes'. The evaluation of the Criminal Justice programme found inter alia
that the programme succeeded in reducing legal obstacles, promoting transnational
partnerships and contacts, increasing mutual understanding on criminal justice matters,
enhancing information exchange as well as promoting networking between judiciaries of
the Member States. The evaluation concluded that the funding was sufficient to attain
the programme's objectives and that it 'made a strong contribution to the European area
of justice and complemented other EU actions and tools'. Finally, as regards the external
evaluation of the Drug Prevention and Information programme, it concluded that the
programme 'was effective in achieving its general objectives' but noted that due to its
'small budget', its impact was 'limited'.

Other EU programmes and action in the same field
A closely related programme is the Rights, equality and citizenship programme 2014-2020
which aims at contributing to the strengthening of equality and the rights of persons, as
enshrined in the Treaties, the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights, and in international
human rights conventions. The programme promotes non-discrimination and seeks to
combat racism, xenophobia, homophobia and other forms of intolerance, promote rights
of persons with disabilities, promote equality between women and men and gender
mainstreaming, prevent violence against children, young people, women and other
groups at risk (Daphne), promote the rights of the child, ensure the highest level of data
protection, and promote the rights deriving from Union citizenship as well as contribute
to the enforcement of consumer rights.

Endnotes
1

Annex to the Commission Implementing Decision concerning the adoption of the work programme for 2016 and the
financing for the implementation of the Justice Programme, p. 2.

2

On the EAW see e.g. M. del Monte, Revising the European Arrest Warrant, EPRS (European Added Value Unit) study,
2013; G. Sabbati, European Arrest Warrant, EPRS Infographic, 2014.

3

However, they were not subject to any Special Reports published by the Court of Auditors.
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Rights, Equality and Citizenship
In a nutshell
The Rights, Equality and Citizenship Programme aims to protect equality and the rights of
persons, as enshrined in the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, the Charter of
Fundamental Rights of the European Union (EU) and the international human rights
conventions to which the European Union has acceded. The programme has nine specific
objectives, ranging from the promotion of non-discrimination to the enforcement of
consumers' rights, and funds a variety of actions, including awareness-raising and training
activities, and support to key European actors involved in the protection of equality and the
rights of persons (e.g. Member State authorities implementing European Union law).

EU Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading: Security and Citizenship

2014-2020 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €439.473 million (0.04%)

2014 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €54.7580 million (0.0384%)
Payments:
€48.01 million (0.0345%)

2015 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €57.37 million (0.0354%)
Payments:
€47.63 million (0.0337%)

Methods of implementation
Direct management (European Commission), indirect management (Agencies, bodies set up by
the Communities, Joint management (with international organisations)

In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 Objectives of the expenditure
 Funded actions
 Assessment of expenditure
 Other EU programmes and action in the
same field
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
The protection of human rights is a fertile field of regulation in the international legal
arena. Since 1948, when the United Nations (UN) General Assembly adopted the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights, an elaborate body of international human rights
law has developed through state practice, the work of international courts, and
agreement of multilateral treaties. Human rights law is currently enshrined in dozens of
human rights treaties; it is protected by organisations as diverse as the UN, the Council
of Europe or the African Union; it is addressed by vibrant political and academic
debates; and, finally, it is targeted by unabated civil society activism.
Within EU borders, human rights are embedded in the EU treaties 1 and reinforced by
the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights. These rights include protection of individual
rights for EU citizens as well as promotion of equality and non-discrimination for all
individuals in the EU.
The Rights, Equality and Citizenship Programme (RECP) for the period 2014-2020 was
established with Regulation (EU) No 1381/2013 of the European Parliament and the
Council. The Programme replaced three Programmes in the field of security and
citizenship, namely: the Fundamental Rights and Citizenship Programme – running from
2007 to 2014 and aiming to strengthen the policy area of Freedom, Security and
Justice; the Daphne Programmes – three in total, running since 2000 and focused on
assisting civil society organisations active in the field of fundamental rights and justice
and disseminating information and knowledge against discrimination and violence; and
the Progress Programme – running from 2007 to 2013 to support implementation of EU
objectives in employment, social affairs and equal opportunities.2

Objectives of the expenditure
The general objective of the RECP is to further develop an area of equality and the
rights of persons as enshrined in the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union
(TFEU), the Treaty on European Union (TEU), the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights and
international human rights conventions to which the EU has acceded.
A further nine specific objectives are divided in two groups. Group I includes the
following: promotion of effective implementation and respect of the principle of nondiscrimination; prevention and combating of all forms of intolerance; promotion and
protection of the rights of people with disabilities; promotion of gender equality and
advancement of gender mainstreaming.
Group II includes: prevention and combating of all forms of violence (e.g. against
children, women and groups at risk); promotion and protection of the rights of the
child; contribution to protection of privacy and personal data; promotion and
enhancement of rights deriving from citizenship of the Union; and promotion and
reinforcement of consumers' rights.
EU funds for Group I in 2014 amounted to €31.15 million. In 2015, Group I funding was
approximately €32.11 million. Taken together, the 2014-2015 funds for Group I amount
to 14.37% of the total funding in the 2014-2020 period. Group II funding in 2014 was
€23 million. In 2015, it received over €24 million in financial support. Taken together,
the 2014-2015 funds for Group II amount to 10.73% of the funding for 2014-2020.3
The specific RECP objectives are pursued by means of four lines of action, namely:
disseminating-knowledge of the EU's underpinning values; enhanced enforcement and
monitoring of EU law instruments at the Member State level; cross-border cooperation
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and mutual knowledge; and improvement of knowledge and understanding of the
exercise of rights enshrined in primary and secondary EU law.

Funded actions
With a financial envelope set at €439.473 million, the RECP establishes four main
financing actions. First are analytical activities – these include the collection and
elaboration of data, as well as the publication of data, reports and other informative
materials. Second are training activities – these include workshops and all online/offline
tools for training purposes. Third is cooperation and awareness-raising –the broadest
of the four actions. It includes actions as diverse as the exchange of good practices, the
organisation of conferences and media campaigns, and the publication of informative
materials. The fourth, and final financing action, is support for main actors involved in
the Programme – this include support in areas/actions different from those in the first
three; main actors include both actors from civil society, namely non-governmental
organisations (NGOs), and actors from the public sector (Member States, regional and
local authorities).
The flexibility margin
All actions aimed at supporting Group I activities on the specific objectives share 57% of
the financial envelope, whereas actions included in Group II share 43%. The European
Commission, however, may exceed up to five percentage points for each group of
specific objectives. Modifications above 5% (and within the 10% limit) are also possible,
but can be empowered only through delegated acts of the European Commission to
which the European Parliament and Council have no objection.
Furthermore, according to Article 9 of Regulation (EU) No 381/2013, the annual
implementing measures should guarantee an appropriate and fair distribution of
financial support across all areas – i.e. taking into account the funds allocated under the
previous 2007-2013 Programmes, thus ensuring continuity of the actions funded.
Grants and public procurement
The RECP is implemented through grants and public procurement. In 2014,
€38.76 million (71.57% of the 2014 Programme funds) were awarded through grants
and €15.398 million (28.43% of the 2014 Programme funds) were channelled through
public procurement. In 2015, €39.039 million was awarded through grants (69.31% of
the 2015 Programme funds) and €17.284 million was channelled through public
procurement (30.69% of the 2015 Programme funds).

Assessment of expenditure
Assessment of RECP expenditure is carried out by the European Commission, the EU
Court of Auditors and the European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF). Assessment activities
include ex ante and ex post audits, investigations and inspections.
The RECP has not yet undergone major assessment of its expenditure. The European
Commission carries out an interim evaluation, due in 2018. This is intended to monitor
the implementation of the funded actions and how gender equality, non-discrimination
and child protection issues have been addressed across the RECP actions. This interim
evaluation is based on eight indicators, ranging from the number of persons and groups
reached by activities funded by the RECP, cases of cross-border cooperation,
geographical coverage and the number of applications and grants awarded.
Assessments exist for the funding programmes that were replaced by the RECP. The
results of these assessments could be summarised in two streams. The majority of the
assessments encouraged simplification of the existing programmes. In 2011, for
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instance, the European Commission Directorate General for Justice published an overall
assessment on the existing programmes in the field of justice and rights, putting
forward proposals for further simplification to help build an EU area of justice. Other
assessments point to the need to reduce the margin of error in administrative activities
related to the funds. In 2009, for instance, the EU Court of Auditors reported a 10%
error rate in declared costs related to the Daphne II programme.

Other EU Programmes and action in the same field
The EU has set in place a vast number of programmes aiming to fund actions related to
the promotion and protection of human rights.4 An example is the case of the European
Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR), established with Regulation (EU)
No 235/2014.5 As in the case of the RECP, the EIDHR builds on previous programmes in
the field, namely: the European Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights, running
from 2000 to 2006, and the 2007-2013 EIDHR.
Although the RECP, and other EU programmes focused on the field of human rights and
fundamental freedoms, may occasionally overlap in terms of field of action, they differ
because of the range of intervention. The RECP is focused on the EU, whereas other EU
Programmes are aimed at promoting democracy, the rule of law and respect for human
rights outside EU borders.
Another example of an EU programme with a scope similar to that of the RECP is
Europe for Citizens.6 This aims to foster understanding of the EU's history and diversity,
as well as encouraging citizens' direct participation in EU policies, and promoting
dialogue between the EU institutions, civil society organisations and municipalities.

Endnotes
1

2
3

4

5
6

See, for instance, Article 19 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) and Article 21 of the
Charter of Fundamental Rights of the EU, concerning non-discrimination. The EU is also committed to promote the
rights of the child, while combating discrimination (Article 3(3) of the TFEU).
Two strands of the Progress Programme linked to individual rights: the Anti-discrimination and the Gender
Equality strands.
European Commission, 2014 Annex I to the Commission Implementing Decision concerning the adoption of the
work programme for 2014 and the financing for the implementation of the Rights, Equality and Citizenship
Programme; 2015 Overview of the implementation of the Rights, Equality and Citizenship Programme.
Article 21 TEU stipulates that the EU's action on the international scene shall be guided by the principles which
have inspired its own creation, development and enlargement, including human rights and fundamental freedoms.
Regulation (EU) No 236/2014 aims to ensure the integration and consistency of all EU external action
programmes.
See A. Dobreva, How the EU budget is spent: European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights, European
Parliamentary Research Service, European Parliament, 2015.
See G. Sgueo, How the EU budget is spent: Europe for Citizens, European Parliamentary Research Service,
European Parliament, 2015.
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EU Civil Protection Mechanism
In a nutshell
The European Union's Civil Protection Mechanism supports and coordinates the deployment
of participating countries' in-kind assistance (teams, experts and equipment) to countries
requesting international assistance in the event of a major natural or man-made disaster. It
comprises a European Emergency Response Capacity (EERC), made up of pre-prepared
'modules' pooling civil defence capacity made available on a voluntary basis by its members,
and an Emergency Response Coordination Centre (ERCC), monitoring disasters and organising
the deployment of modules. The EERC responds to requests from both inside the EU and
beyond its borders, where assistance can go together with humanitarian aid.

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 3 (Security and Citizenship) and Heading 4 (Global Europe)
Humanitarian aid and civil protection

2014-20 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €368.43 million (0.038%)

2014 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €47.77 million (0.033%)
Payments:
€35.44 million1 (0.025%)

2015 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €46.19 million (0.029%)
Payments:
€40.39 million (0.029%)

Method of implementation
Direct management (European Commission).

In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 Objectives and structure of the Mechanism
 Funded measures
 Assessment of the Mechanism
 Other EU spending and initiatives in the
same field
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
Decision No 1313/2013/EU on a Union Civil Protection Mechanism (CPM) came into
effect at the beginning of 2014, replacing the previous Decision in this policy area, and
establishing a European Emergency Response Capacity (EERC)2 in place of the previous
ad hoc arrangement. EU spending in this area is modest in comparison with national
spending: Member States finance and implement civil protection policy and retain
primary responsibility for protecting people, the environment, and property on their
territory against disasters, as well as for preparing adequately for disasters that can
reasonably be anticipated.
Under Article 196 TFEU, the EU's role in this field is to encourage cooperation between
Member States to improve the effectiveness of systems for preventing and protecting
against natural or man-made disasters; to supplement Member States' efforts and train
their personnel; and to promote consistency in international civil protection work.
Measures taken to achieve these objectives are agreed through the ordinary legislative
procedure.

Objectives and structure of the Mechanism
The aim of the CPM is to increase the effectiveness of the EU's response to natural and
man-made disasters. All 28 EU Member States participate in the Mechanism, along with
Norway, Iceland, Montenegro and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. Serbia
has just agreed to take part and Turkey is expected to join in the near future.3
The Mechanism has two general objectives: 1) to strengthen cooperation between the
EU and its Member States, and to help coordinate civil protection efforts in order to
improve the effectiveness of systems for preventing, preparing for and responding to
natural and man-made disasters; and 2) to promote solidarity between the Member
States and other participating countries through practical cooperation and coordination.
To these ends, an Emergency Response Coordination Centre (ERCC) in Brussels monitors
emergencies across the globe round the clock, and liaises with contact points in
participating countries. Disasters are recorded in a Common Emergency Communication
and Information System (CECIS), which serves as a clearing house for civil incident alerts
and requests for assistance from participating countries. CPM activities are managed by
the European Commission's Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection department
(DG ECHO), where the ERCC is based.
The Mechanism also comprises the EERC with its pre-positioned civil protection
'modules' – autonomous, self-sufficient teams made up of civil protection equipment
and transport resources voluntarily committed by one or more participating country –
and technical assistance and support teams, to undertake specialised tasks such as
search and rescue, aerial forest-fire-fighting, management of oil spills at sea and
medical assistance. CPM funds can be used to co-finance the transport of assistance to
disaster-stricken areas – up to 55% of the total cost in most cases, but up to 100% if this
is needed to make the pooling of resources operationally effective. Participating
countries that contribute to the voluntary pool of civil protection resources are eligible
for Union co-financing of adaptation and certification to ensure compatibility of
equipment, at co-financing rates of between 20% and 100%. They also take part in
CPM-funded prevention and preparedness training and exercise programmes.
Otherwise, participating countries are responsible for funding civil protection
assistance, and most of them offer assistance free of charge as a gesture of solidarity.
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The CPM can be used to respond to disasters both within the EU, where its measures
come under Heading 3 (Security and Citizenship) of the EU budget, and beyond, where
deployment of CPM civil protection modules and experts complements humanitarian
aid under Heading 4 (Global Europe).

Funded measures
The financial envelope for the Union Civil Protection Mechanism for 2014-20 is
€368.4 million, of which €223.7 million is to be spent on prevention, preparedness and
response actions inside the EU, and €144.6 million is for actions abroad. Of this, 20% is
to be spent on prevention actions, 50% on preparedness and 30% on response, with
some scope for reallocation of funds between these categories over the course of the
MFF. In 2014, more than €10 million was disbursed in CPM funds to co-finance the
transport of civil protection assistance provided by participating states.
The CPM comprises a prevention and preparedness programme of risk assessment,
peer review (two completed: in the United Kingdom in 2012 and Finland in 2013),
training, exercises and expert exchanges. Current prevention initiatives include the
'Baltic everyday accidents, disaster prevention and resilience' project
(BaltPrevResilience); BE-AWARE-2, which includes authorities and civil protection
agencies in the United Kingdom, Netherlands, Belgium, Norway, France, Sweden,
Ireland and Germany; and Flood CBA (cost-benefit analysis), with the United Kingdom,
Greece, Romania, Portugal, Germany and Spain. CPM funds were used to assess
environmental hazards in Madagascar in April 2013 and enhance flood preparedness in
Nigeria in August 2013. In 2014, €27.1 million was appropriated for disaster prevention
and preparedness within the EU, and €5.3 million for disaster prevention and
preparedness in third countries.
The CPM has monitored over 300 disasters and been activated more than 215 times
since its launch in 2001. In 2014, the CPM was activated 19 times: seven times in
response to emergences within a participating country and 12 times for disasters
abroad.
Figure 1 - Requests for assistance from EU Member States and third countries
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Most recently, the CPM was activated in response to a 7.8-magnitude earthquake in
Nepal, with Member States using it to offer search and rescue teams, water purification
systems and technical assistance. Another recent request for assistance came from
Vanuatu, to which the EU dispatched two experts under the CPM, to complement
emergency relief from its humanitarian aid budget, in the wake of tropical cyclone
Pam in March 2015. In July 2014, the Mechanism was used to help transport medical
staff, vehicles, equipment and supplies to parts of West Africa worst hit by the outbreak
of Ebola. In 2013, the CPM was deployed in the aftermath of typhoon Haiyan in the
Philippines in November 2013. Within the EU and its neighbouring countries, it was
mobilised to tackle forest fires in Greece, Portugal, Montenegro, Bosnia and
Herzegovina and Albania in 2012 and 2013, and to assist with the reception of Syrian
refugees in Bulgaria, Lebanon and Jordan in 2013.

Assessment of the Mechanism
In December 2014, DG ECHO published an ex-post evaluation of the previous Civil
Protection Financial Instrument and Community Civil Protection Mechanism in the
2007-13 period. It found that implementation of the Mechanism had been generally
effective in achieving both overarching and specific objectives, and that the Mechanism
had added value by enhancing cooperation between participating countries, addressing
gaps in national response capacity, and shifting the focus towards prevention. However,
it also noted that more could have been done to improve take-up of lessons learned,
and to foster operational and cross-sector learning.
The 2011 Commission proposal for a Decision on a Union Civil Protection Mechanism
was accompanied by an impact assessment. It stated that EU action under the
Mechanism faced three challenges: 1) the increasing number, intensity and complexity
of disasters; 2) budgetary constraints in view of the economic downturn in the EU; and
3) restrictions in the existing institutional set-up that hinder effective action at EU level.
It pointed to critical gaps in response assets, cumbersome transport procedures, limited
preparedness in training and exercises, and poor integration of prevention. The specific
objective of the revised Mechanism was a 'shift from a reactive and ad hoc coordination
to a pre-planned, prearranged and predictable system'. The Commission plans to carry
out an assessment of the revised Mechanism in 2017.
Academic research4 argues that the 'solidarity clause' in Article 222 TFEU could justify a
more ambitious, EU-led response to catastrophe than that afforded by the CPM's
relatively modest budget (0.038% of the MFF). Countries participating in the CPM are
under no obligation to commit civil defence forces to any specific catastrophe.
However, other authors maintain that a stronger supranational civil protection capacity
may encourage individual countries to 'free ride', or under-prepare for catastrophes on
their own territory.5

Other EU spending and initiatives in the same field
The CPM can be deployed in response to marine pollution emergencies, where it works
together with the European Maritime Safety Agency (EMSA). The EMSA was set up in
2003, and takes part in oil-spill preparedness and response, vessel monitoring, and longrange identification and tracking of vessels. The EMSA's budget in 2014 was
€57.9 million (in payment appropriations).
Another major EU civil defence tool is the EU Solidarity Fund (EUSF), which provides
assistance in the event of a major natural disaster that poses a serious threat to living
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conditions, the natural environment or the economy in one or more regions of a
Member State or EU candidate country. A natural disaster is said to be 'major' if it
results in direct damage (in the Member State or candidate country) in excess of
€3 billion (2011 prices) or more than 0.6% of the gross national income of the
beneficiary State. Assistance from the EUSF takes the form of a grant to partly
reimburse costs incurred by national authorities. For the 2014-20 period, the annual
ceiling for expenditure of the EUSF is €500 million per year, which may be
complemented by unused resources from the previous year.6
DG ECHO invests in disaster-risk reduction (DRR) and preparedness as part of its
humanitarian aid to countries outside the EU. ECHO allocates about 16% of its
humanitarian budget to DRR activities. The Disaster Preparedness ECHO programme
(DIPECHO) was launched in 1996, and has thus far invested €325 million in vulnerable
communities in Central, South and Southeast Asia, Latin America and the Caribbean.
The key goal of the programme is to increase communities' resilience and reduce their
vulnerability.
Another EU initiative providing support in this area is Copernicus, which uses satellites,
ground stations and airborne and sea-borne sensors to monitor the Earth and collect
environmental and security-related data.

Endnotes
1

The 2014 and 2015 figures for payments include those for programmes that predate the 2014-2020 MFF.

2

This replaced the Monitoring and Information Centre in May 2013.

3

In addition to EU Member States, participation in the CPM is open to European Free Trade Association (EFTA)
countries that are members of the European Economic Area (EEA), and to acceding countries, candidate countries
and potential candidates eligible to participate in Union programmes under bilateral agreements with the EU.

4

See Theodore Konstadinides, 'Civil Protection Cooperation in EU Law: Is There Room for Solidarity to Wriggle Past?',
European Law Journal, Vol. 19, No. 2, March 2013, pp. 267–282.

5

See Arjen Boin, Magnus Ekengren and Mark Rhinard, The European Union as Crisis Manager: Patterns and
Prospects, 2013, p. 28.

6

The EU Solidarity Fund is not included in the EU's annual budgetary procedure. The Fund is financed through an
amending budget setting out commitment and payment appropriations to be entered in the budget of the current
year.
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'Food and feed' expenditure
In a nutshell
EU expenditure on 'food and feed' aims to contribute to safety along the food chain, mainly by
preventing, controlling and eradicating serious pests and diseases, in animal or plants, and
enhancing relevant control activities. Protecting public health and the value of the economic
sectors related to the food chain are key objectives.

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 3 (Security and Citizenship) – Health and consumer protection

2014-20 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €1 891.94 million (0.17%)

2014 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €253.59 million (0.18%)
Payments: €218.47 million (0.16%)

2015 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €258.53 million (0.18%)
Payments: €215.33 million (0.15%)

Methods of implementation
Direct management (European Commission and the Consumers, Health, Agriculture and Food
Executive Agency).
In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy areas: legal basis
 Objectives of the expenditure
 Eligible measures
 Assessment of measures and
implementation
 Other examples of EU expenditure and
action in the same field
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EU role in the policy areas: legal basis
On the basis of Article 4 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the EU (TFEU), agriculture
and fisheries, consumer protection as well as common safety concerns in public health
matters detailed in the Treaty are shared competences of the EU and its Member
States.1 In the context of the Union's internal market, EU legislation provides for a
number of rules aimed at ensuring a high level of health for humans, animals and
plants along the food chain, protecting and informing consumers and safeguarding the
environment. For example, requirements are set on food and food safety and feed and
feed safety, along the production and marketing chain. The EU also tackles the
prevention and control of some transmissible diseases in animals with significant
economic impact and of diseases transmissible between animals and humans
(zoonoses). Other EU provisions concern, for example, animal welfare, plant health
(including plant protection products), plant reproductive material, and control activities
to ensure compliance with relevant legal requirements.
The EU budget contributes to financing measures taken in the above mentioned areas.
In May 2014, the European Parliament (EP) and the Council adopted Regulation (EU)
No 652/2014, establishing common rules for the management of EU expenditure
relating to the food chain, animal health and animal welfare, as well as to plant health
and plant reproductive material (referred to hereafter as the food and feed
expenditure). The Regulation, which seeks to streamline relevant provisions by
amending and repealing many other legal texts,2 notes Articles 43(2) and
Article 168(4)(b) TFEU as legal basis of this expenditure. The former focuses on common
agricultural markets and agricultural- and fisheries-related provisions, while the latter
deals with the protection of public health through measures in the veterinary and
phytosanitary fields.

Objectives of the expenditure
In continuity with long-established policy lines, the food and feed expenditure financed
under the EU budget is meant to contribute to 'a high level of health for humans,
animals and plants along the food chain and in related areas, by preventing and
eradicating diseases and pests and by ensuring a high level of protection for consumers
and the environment'. Safeguarding public health and consumers is a key objective. At
the same time, this spending seeks to enhance the competitiveness of the EU's food
and feed industry and favour job creation. Statistics show the significant role that the
agri-food sector plays in the EU’s economy, employing more than 48 million people in
some 17 million holdings and enterprises (2008 data).
Regulation (EU) No 652/2014 further identifies four specific objectives, with food and
feed expenditure aimed at contributing to: 1) a high level of safety of food, food
production systems and related products, as well as sustainability of food production;
2) improving the animal health status and welfare; 3) the timely detection and
eradication of pests; and 4) the effectiveness, efficiency and reliability of official control
activities.

Eligible measures
Under the EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF), the financial envelope allocated to
food and feed expenditure amounts to €1.89 billion for 2014-20. However, Regulation (EU)
No 652/2014 notes that, if resources are insufficient to tackle exceptional emergency
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situations, additional funding should be mobilised, for example through the special
instruments of the EU budget outside the MFF, such as the Flexibility Instrument. 3
This expenditure is implemented through direct management, mostly by the European
Commission's Directorate-General Health and Food Safety or DG SANTE4 (see Table 1)
and, to a lesser extent, by the Consumers, Health, Agriculture and Food Executive
Agency or CHAFEA (see section on other EU expenditure and action below). EU
financing is available through grants, procurement and voluntary payments to
international organisations active in the field.
Animal and plant health
Table 1 shows that, in recent years, the bulk of the resources allocated to food and feed
measures has been used to carry out animal disease eradication and monitoring
programmes, which, in value, accounted for around 79% of the relevant commitments
by the European Commission in 2013 (with 142 annual programmes submitted by
27 Member States in this area).
At present, the list of animal diseases whose eradication, control and surveillance
qualify for EU grants under this category is provided in Annex II to Regulation (EU)
No 652/2014. This list includes a number of animal transmissible diseases which may
have significantly negative repercussions on the farming sector and the related food
industry (such as swine fever, see box below), and important zoonoses, which may have
severe impact on public - and possibly also animal - health (such as avian influenza and
salmonellosis). When applying for EU co-financing, Member States must submit their
national eradication, control and surveillance programmes on specific animal diseases
or zoonoses to the European Commission. The deadline for submission is 31 May each
year, for annual or multiannual programmes to be started the following year. By
30 November, the Commission must evaluate these national programmes and decide
on their technical approval, informing Member States of the provisional conditions
(e.g. allocated resources and maximum level of the EU financial contribution) for those
assessed eligible for co-financing. The final approval is given through a Commission’s
grant decision to be adopted by 31 January of the year when the programmes are due
to start. Regulation (EU) No 652/2014 details the categories of costs eligible for cofinancing in the implementation of national programmes, which include those incurred
to sample animals, carry out tests and compensate owners for the value of their animals
slaughtered or culled and the value of the animal-derived products destroyed.
In addition to regular programmes to prevent and control animal diseases and
zoonoses, EU expenditure can co-finance emergency measures in case of a sudden
outbreak of some animal diseases, listed in Annex I to the Regulation. The legal
provisions specify circumstances under which animal diseases and zoonoses listed in
Annex II may also qualify for EU co-funding of emergency measures. In 2013, about 3%
in value of Commission's food and feed safety commitments related to the veterinary
emergency fund operating at the time.
In accordance with Article 290 TFEU, the European Commission has the power to
update both disease lists through delegated acts to take into account new scientific or
epidemiological developments leading to the identification of new potential threats for
the EU.
Along similar lines, in the field of phytosanitary measures, both emergency battles
against organisms harmful to plants, and regular survey programmes concerning the
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presence of such pests, are eligible for funding (another 3% of 2013 commitments with
seven files submitted by five EU countries). The plant pests concerned include a large
variety of organisms, such as insects, mites, nematodes (i.e. parasitic worms), bacteria,
fundi, virus and virus-like organisms, and parasitic plants.5 Specific provisions apply to
programmes to control pests in the Table 1 – Food and feed safety commitments of the
outermost regions of the EU.
European Commission's Directorate-General Health
For these three categories of measures, the and Consumers (in million euros)
EU contribution takes the form of grants.
2012
2013
However, these do not follow the usual
202.2
197.4
procedure of calls for proposals, since Animal disease eradication programmes
2.6
8.0
competent authorities of the Member Veterinary emergency fund
10.8
8.2
States who implement these measures are Phytosanitary expenditure
6
Other
food
and
feed
expenditure
(e.g.
usually identified as beneficiaries. In
contribution to EU Reference Laboratories
practice, Member States get EU funding and international organisations)
23.8
24.5
through a system of cost reimbursements Sub-total
239.4
238.1
managed by the European Commission.
Procurement
13.1
9.9
Regulation (EU) No 652/2014 seeks to
1.5
1.5
streamline EU co-financing in this policy Administrative support credits
Total
254.0
249.5
area, setting the standard maximum rate
at 50% of the eligible costs, which can go Data source: European Commission, Directorate-General Health and
Consumers (SANCO).
up to 75% for transnational activities and
less well-off Member States,7 and to 100 % in case of activities countering serious
human, plant and animal health risks.
A practical example: control of swine fever in the EU
From an economic standpoint, with some 152 million animals, the pig sector plays a significant
role in EU animal farming. Across the world, the EU is the first exporter and the second
producer (after China) of pigmeat. Classical swine fever and African swine fever are highly
transmissible viral diseases in pigs (and wild boar), which affect animal health and welfare.
These diseases, which are not transmissible to humans, can have a significant negative
economic impact on the pig farming sector and related food chain operators, for example by
triggering a ban on trade and exports.8 For 2015, as regards the control and eradication of
classical swine fever, the Commission approved the national programmes of Bulgaria, Germany,
Croatia, Hungary, Latvia, Romania, Slovenia and Slovakia.9 The EU contribution co-finances
activities such as surveillance through sampling of animals and the purchase and the delivery of
oral vaccines for wild boar to contribute to the eradication of the disease in the wild, and
prevent possible contamination of farmed pigs. Along the same lines, national programmes for
the control and eradication of African swine fever have been approved for Hungary, Italy, Latvia,
Lithuania, Poland, Romania and Slovakia.10 Eligible activities include, for example, compensation
to owners for the value of their animals, which must be slaughtered under the programmes.

EU Reference Laboratories and contribution to international organisations
Other food and feed expenditure, which accounted for almost 10% of European
Commission's relevant commitments in 2013, finances the activities of the EU Reference
Laboratories (EURLs) as well as the EU contribution to international organisations active in
the field of animal, plant and public health, such as the Food and Agriculture Organisation
(FAO).
The EURLs operate in the field of official controls, with various areas of specialisation
(e.g. pesticides, contaminants, biological risks, and animal health). Their objective is to
ensure high-quality, uniform testing across the Union and to provide the European
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Commission with expertise on laboratory analysis. EU grants to the EURLs are meant to
cover the costs originated by the implementation of their work programmes approved by
the European Commission.
Information systems for the rapid exchange of data
On the basis of Regulation (EU) No 652/2014 other eligible measures are the
development and operation of information systems for the rapid exchange of data and
information related to official controls among competent national authorities. One such
operational tool developed by the EU is the Rapid Alert System for Food and Feed
(RASFF),11 a network that allows sharing information cross-border when risks to public
health arise in the food chain, with a view to taking prompt action. Out of the 3 200
notifications transmitted through the RASFF in 2013, 596 were classified as alerts and
442 as information for follow-up. Other tools are the Animal Disease Notification
System (ADNS) and the Trade Control and Expert System (TRACES), a web-based
network tracing imports, exports and trade in animals and animal products.
Training and common approaches
In addition to the resources managed directly by the European Commission, some food and
feed expenditure is managed on its behalf by the CHAFEA (see below section on 'other
EU expenditure and action'), and notably that relating to the Food Safety Training
measures established by legal texts such as Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 and Directive
2000/29/EC. Under the umbrella of the Better Training for Safer Food (BTSF) initiative, the
executive agency is in charge of providing the staff of competent national control
authorities with appropriate training sessions on EU food and feed law, animal health and
welfare and plant health rules. The objective is to ensure harmonised and efficient
controls in these areas across the Union, by keeping control staff up-to-date with
relevant EU rules. The executive agency outsources the training activities through
procurement procedures and service contracts. In 2013, this expenditure accounted for
another €14.6 million in commitments and allowed to train competent national authority
6 000 staff.12

Assessment of measures and implementation
Regulation (EU) No 652/2014 seeks to streamline a number of legal texts, under which
the broad types of measures described in the previous section were already eligible for
and benefited from EU co-financing in previous years. Reports and evaluations have
analysed the implementation of this past expenditure from various perspectives.
In 2014, the European Commission submitted a report on the results of the animal
disease eradication and monitoring programmes, co-financed by the EU over the 200511 period for a total amount of €1.17 billion , to the EP and the Council. All Member
States benefitted from EU co-financing of these programmes targeting 13 diseases, the
first two beneficiaries being Spain and France, which together received around 38% of
relevant funds. In absolute terms, other main recipients were: the United Kingdom
(10.1%); Italy (9.5%); Germany and Ireland (7.7% each). It should be noted that the
distribution of resources among EU countries can vary significantly from one year to
another, depending on factors such as epidemiological developments. For example, in
2012 and 2013 the United Kingdom became, by far, the first beneficiary of EU animal
and plant health expenditure, receiving some 19.5% of the total.13 According to the
European Commission, the assessment of the eradication and monitoring measures is
positive, with the programmes credited with improving public and animal health, for
example contributing to progress in the eradication of the diseases targeted, as shown
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by a steady increase in areas free from listed diseases across the EU. In addition, adds
the report, the measures safeguarded the value of relevant sectors and trade, thus
making a contribution to the EU economy. Examples of identified strengths of EU
co-financing in this area include: sufficient flexibility in the allocation of resources;
capacity of the EU system to tackle serious health situations; EU contribution easing
medium-long term planning for veterinary programmes in Member States; and
knowledge sharing. Conversely, aspects needing improvement include: weak set of
objectives and indicators to assess the performance of the programmes; variability in
programme implementation across the Union; and excessive administrative burden.
In its Annual Reports concerning the 2013 financial year, the European Court of
Auditors (ECA) indicates that the Commission's Directorate-General Health and
Consumers keeps a reservation on this spending, due to a residual error rate of 2.3%,
which is slightly higher than the materiality threshold (2%). The issue appears to be
related mainly to inaccuracy of Member States' cost claims for their animal disease
eradication and monitoring programmes. The 2013 Annual Activity Report (AAR) of the
Directorate-General says that the reservation might be lifted in the subsequent AAR,
with the error rate progressively decreasing over time, thanks to a number of steps
taken since 2010. In addition to enhanced internal control mechanisms, mitigating
measures include a more precise definition of eligible expenditure in relevant legal texts.
Furthermore, the ECA can tackle issues related to food and feed expenditure in the
context of special reports14 devoted to specific aspects of the broader policy area. For
example, Special Report 14/2010 on veterinary checks for meat noted that the TRACES
and RASFF information systems (see above section on eligible measures) were widely
and usefully employed across the Union and recommended their further development.
The Commission accepted the recommendation and reported that this was addressed
by 2013. An example of IT development for RASFF is the 2011 launch of a new
collaborative online system and its subsequent take-up by all Member States.
Another instance of ECA's Special Report comes from 2012 and focuses on the
implementation of EU hygiene legislation in slaughterhouses in new Member States.
The Court audited EU funding to bring these up to EU standards, set by a separate
programme (Sapard). However, the report contains some observations on the Better
Training for Safer Food (BTSF) initiative. Veterinary authorities in the countries covered
by the audit deemed the BTSF initiative very useful, but called for a series of
improvements (e.g selection of topics and training languages). The Court recommended
that the Commission finalise the evaluation of the BTSF initiative (see below) and use it
as a basis to improve training measures. Furthermore, Member States should be
encouraged to strengthen guidance and training addressed to Food Business Operators.
According to the 2013 AAR of the relevant Commission's Directorate-General, actions to
address the recommendations were well on track and would be finalised by 2014.
A number of evaluations carried out for the European Commission focus on specific
components of the EU food and feed expenditure. For example, in 2013 one such
evaluation was finalised on the BTSF initiative, and identified a number of positive
results such as: improved knowledge of participants; exchange of best practices;
changes in national training courses; and increased harmonisation of controls.
According to the evaluation, some changes could be introduced, for example with a
view to improving the selection mechanism of participants, having a more
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comprehensive overview of countries' needs and promoting further dissemination of
the content of the training sessions.
As regards the 2014-20 period, Regulation (EU) No 652/2014 provides for intermediary
and ex-post evaluations on the effectiveness and the efficiency of food and feed
expenditure, to be carried out by the European Commission respectively by June 2017
and June 2022. Both evaluations will have to report on progress against a set of
indicators, including: the reduction in the number of cases of diseases in humans in the
EU which are linked to food safety or zoonoses; an increase in the number of EU
countries or their regions which are free from animal diseases covered by EU co-financing;
the coverage of the EU territory by surveys for plant pests; and the time and success
rate for the eradication of those pests.
An increasingly globalised food chain: EP's call for enhanced controls
In 2013, the horse meat scandal, which concerned food fraud, drew attention to potential
weaknesses in an increasingly globalised food chain. The EU is a major importer of agriculture
and fishery products. In a 2014 resolution on the food crisis, fraud in the food chain and
relevant controls, the European Parliament (EP) said that the EU law on food safety and the
food chain had so far provided a high level of food safety for EU consumers, but called for
further improvements on the ground, including through strengthened controls on goods
imported from third countries and their compliance with EU standards. In 2013, the European
Commission put forward a proposal to streamline official controls in the food and feed policy
area, and included provisions to tackle fraudulent behaviour. In 2014, the EP adopted its first
reading position with a series of amendments, recommending the establishment of European
reference centres for the authenticity and integrity of the agri-food chain. The reform proposal
on official controls is now being considered by the Council.

Other examples of EU expenditure and action in the same field
The EU's common agricultural policy includes clear food safety objectives, for example
by making the payment of direct aid to farmers conditional on compliance with strict
standards relating to food safety, animal health and welfare, plant health and the
environment.
Horizon 2020, the EU framework programme financing research and innovation
activities, allocates part of its resources to agriculture- and food-related projects,
including food safety. For example, under its 2014-15 work programme, the 'Call for
Sustainable Food Security' has many aspects relating to food safety as well as to animal
health and welfare. This call is endowed with an indicative budget of around
€250 million over two years.
As regards decentralised agencies, the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) is tasked
with providing independent scientific advice and communication on existing and
emerging risks relating to food and feed safety. The 2015 EU budget allocates
€76.4 million in commitment appropriations for the EFSA, which was established in
2002, following a series of food crises in the 1990s, and is located in Parma (Italy). The
European Centre for Disease Prevention and Control (ECDC), based in Stockholm,
focuses mainly on human health in its scientific and risk assessment tasks. The European
Medicines Agency (EMA), located in London, is in charge of evaluating and supervising
medicinal products for human and for veterinary use. In Angers (France), the
Community Plant Variety Office (CPVO) manages the patenting of new plant varieties
throughout the EU.
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In addition, one executive agency manages, on behalf of the European Commission,
part of the EU programmes and expenditure in the area of health and consumer
protection, including training courses for safer food (see above). Created with a
different name in 200515 and located in Luxembourg, the Consumers, Health,
Agriculture and Food Executive Agency (CHAFEA) gets an annual contribution of some
€7.2 million from the EU budget.
The Food and Veterinary Office (FVO)
Located in Grange (Ireland), the Food and Veterinary Office (FVO) is in charge of carrying out
control activities on Member States' implementation of EU legislation on food safety, animal
health, animal welfare and plant health. Its 2015 work programme plans some 220 audits.
Infringement procedures may be launched against EU countries that do not comply with
relevant rules. In the 1990s, a proposal to establish the FVO as an agency was tabled, but in a
reshaping of the consumer health and food safety policy, it was retained as an integral part of
the Commission (currently within the Directorate-General Health and Food Safety).

Endnotes
1

Except the conservation of marine biological resources, which is an exclusive competence of the EU.
In total, it amends four directives and four regulations, and repeals three decisions.
3
For more details on this instrument, see for example: The "Flexibility Instrument" of the EU budget / D'Alfonso A.,
European Parliament, 2013, 2 p.
4
The name has been recently changed. Previously, it was Directorate-General Health and Consumers (SANCO).
5
The plant pests the fight against which can benefit from EU co-financing are those listed in Council Directive
2000/29/EC or covered by a measure adopted by the Commission on the basis of this Directive.
6
In some cases of emergency measures, the grant can be awarded also to third-country authorities or to
international organisations.
7
Those having a gross national income (GNI) per inhabitant lower than 90% of the EU average.
8
For more details, please see: Control of swine fever in the EU / Weissenberger J., European Parliament, 2013, 6 p.
9
All of them cover the current year, but the Hungarian programme covering the 2015-17 period.
10
All of them cover the current year, but the Latvian programme covering the 2015-17 period.
11
The members of the network are the EU, the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA), the European Free Trade
Association (EFTA) as well as member countries (EU-28 plus Norway, Liechtenstein, Iceland and Switzerland).
12
Of these 4 356 came from EU Member States. The remaining participants originated from different categories of
third countries and were involved in food control activities where EU standards and import requirements apply,
since the food chain appears to be increasingly globalised (see also relevant box).
13
As shown by table 1, animal disease eradication and monitoring programmes absorbed the bulk of EU funding in
this policy area in both 2012 and 2013.
14
For a comprehensive overview of special reports focusing on those relevant for the 2013 EU discharge procedure,
please see: Special Reports of the European Court of Auditors: A Rolling Check-List of recent findings / Biliana
Tzarnoretcka B., Zana-Szabo G., Scagliusi M. and Huber S., European Parliament, European Parliamentary Research
Service, 2015.
15
Public Health Executive Agency from 2005 to 2008; Executive Agency for Health and Consumers from 2008 to 2013.
2
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Health Programme
In a nutshell
The European Union's third Health Programme for 2014-2020 is designed to complement,
support and add value to the policies of the Member States to improve the health of EU
citizens and reduce health inequalities, whilst respecting national autonomy in delivering
health services and medical care. Its €449 million seven-year budget represents a substantial
increase on the €321.5 million financial envelope for the 2008-2013 Health Programme.

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 3 (Security and citizenship)
Public health

2014-2020 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €449.39 million (0.04%)

2014 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €58.58 million (0.04%)
Payments:
€44.78 million (0.03%)

2015 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €59.75 million (0.04%)
Payments:
€57.04 million (0.04%)

Methods of implementation
Direct management (European Commission; Consumers, Health, Agriculture and Food
Executive Agency – Chafea).
In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 Objectives of the programme
 Funded actions
 Assessment of the programme
 Other EU programmes and action in the
same field
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
Under Article 168 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU), the
European Union (EU) must ensure a high level of human health protection in the
definition and implementation of all its policies and activities. EU action should
complement Member States' public health policies, preventing physical and mental
illness and diseases, and obviating sources of danger to physical and mental health. In
addition, the EU should foster cooperation on public health policy between Member
States, as well as with non-EU countries and international organisations. However,
Member States bear sole responsibility for defining their own health policy, and for
organising and delivering health services and medical care.
Regulation (EU) No 282/2014 on a third Programme for the Union's action in the field of
health (2014-2020) entered into force on 22 March 2014, repealing and replacing
Decision No 1350/2007/EC on a second programme of Community action in the field of
health (2008-2013).

Objectives of the programme
The EU's third Health Programme 2014-2020 succeeds what were referred to,
respectively, as the Public Health Programme (2003-2007) and the second Health
Programme (2008-2013). It aims to complement, support and add value to the policies
of the Member States to improve the health of EU citizens and reduce health
inequalities in a number of ways: by promoting health, encouraging innovation in
health, increasing the sustainability of health systems, and protecting citizens from
serious cross-border health threats. The focus is on areas where the EU can deliver
added value.
The programme pursues four objectives: 1) promote health, prevent disease, and foster
supportive environments for healthy lifestyles; 2) protect citizens from serious crossborder health threats; 3) contribute to innovative, efficient and sustainable health
systems; and 4) facilitate access to better and safer healthcare for EU citizens.
The 23 thematic priorities for each of these objectives include, respectively, actions to
1) address lifestyle-related risk factors (such as smoking, drinking, unhealthy diet and
physical inactivity), drugs-related health damage, HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, hepatitis and
chronic diseases (e.g. cancer, neurodegenerative diseases); 2) build capacity for better
preparedness and coordination in health emergencies, including scientific expertise and
health information systems; 3) develop tools and mechanisms such as the Health
Technology Assessment, e-health and health workforce planning; and 4) support the
establishment of European reference networks and measures on, for example, rare
diseases, patient safety and the prevention of antimicrobial resistance.

Funded actions
The Health Programme is implemented by the European Commission's Consumers,
Health, Agriculture and Food Executive Agency (Chafea), through annual work plans.
These set out priority areas and the criteria for funding actions under the programme.
National Focal Points designated by the Member States assist the Commission in
promoting the programme.
The recipients of funding (the beneficiaries) can be legally established organisations
such as public administrations, public sector bodies, research institutes, universities,
non-governmental organisations and health stakeholders (particularly patients' and
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health professionals' organisations). They must be established in one of the 28 EU
Member States or a European Free Trade Association (EFTA) country.1
Figure 1: Financial envelopes for the EU's public health programmes since 2003

Data source: European Commission.

There are two main funding mechanisms: grants and public procurement.
Grants can be for cooperation projects, for joint actions by Member State health
authorities, or as operating grants to finance core operating costs of non-governmental
bodies. They can also take the form of direct grants to international organisations. The
basic principle is joint funding: the EU contribution is 60% of the total eligible cost; in
cases of 'exceptional utility' towards achieving the objectives of the programme, this
contribution can increase to as much as 80%.
Projects should offer high added value at EU level, involve at least three partners from
different countries, be innovative and last no longer than three years. There have so far
been three calls for proposals for the current 2014-2020 funding period. The most
recent closed on 15 September 2015 and covered issues including integrated care,
chronic diseases, tuberculosis, viral hepatitis and transplantation therapies.
Joint actions are co-financed by the health authorities, or by public sector bodies and
non-governmental bodies mandated by them, and should provide a genuine European
dimension. Up to now, they have typically involved on average 25 partners. The themes
identified for 2015 are health technology assessment cooperation (€12 million in EU
co-financing), prevention of frailty (€3.5 million in EU co-financing), market surveillance
of medical devices (€850 000 in EU co-financing) and rare cancers (€1.5 million in EU
co-financing).
Operating grants co-finance the core activities of a non-governmental body or network,
and are disbursed under Framework Partnership Agreements (FPA). In 2014, FPAs
totalling €4.72 million were concluded for the period 2015-2017. One example is the
proposal for an FPA for the European Organisation for Rare Diseases (EURORDIS), which
received a grant of €770 000.
Public procurement under the programme consists of calls for tender and framework
contracts.
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In the 2014 call for tender, a total of €12.68 million was awarded. By way of example, a
project to validate tools for screening and diagnosing frailty as part of integrated care
for older people received €1.12 million.
The 2014 framework contracts amounted to a total of €3.93 million. They included the
following specific contracts: EAHC/2012/Health/01 – preparedness activities relevant to
the monitoring, assessment and coordination of the response to cross-border health
threats (€643 559); AHC/2013/Health/01 – a study on cross-border health services and
potential obstacles for healthcare providers (€211 550); EAHC/2013/Health/10 Lot 2 –
an assessment of citizens' exposure to tobacco smoking (€199 950);
EAHC/2013/Health/14 – regional workshops/conferences on the results of the 2008-2013
Health Programme in key policy areas (€498 953); and EAHC/2013/Health/23 – mapping
best practices for the identification of characterising flavours in tobacco products
(€219 400).
Actions funded under the second Health programme
Examples of ongoing measures from the previous Health Programme (2007-2013)
include: a project for a European pilot network of reference centres in refractory
epilepsy and epilepsy surgery (E-PILEPSY) (maximum EU contribution: €1.43 million); a
joint action for a European Guide on Quality Improvement in Comprehensive Cancer
Control (CANCON) (maximum EU contribution: €2.99 million); and an operating grant
for Alzheimer Europe (maximum EU contribution: €285 168).

Assessment of the programme
In 2009, the European Court of Auditors (ECA) published a special report on the EU's
Public Health Programme (PHP) for 2003-2007,2 in which it criticised the PHP's scale in
relation to its limited means (€232 million over seven years). The ECA wrote that an illdefined 'intervention logic' was not conducive to clear, objective and appropriate
performance indicators, and that the number and variety of projects had led to
duplication and fragmented results. It also pointed to weaknesses in project design and
implementation. However, the ECA praised the PHP's capacity, and that of its networks
in particular, to unite stakeholders in different Member States, thus facilitating peer
support and peer learning. It called on the Commission to significantly reduce the
number of priorities and to focus on European added value in a future public health
programme. The ECA added that other forms of cooperation, such as the EU's 'open
method of coordination', should be further developed.
In 2013, the European Public Health Association (EUPHA), an umbrella organisation for
public health associations and institutes in Europe, studied the uptake across European
countries of public health innovations from the EU Public Health Programme in the
period 2003-2005.3 It concluded that EU funding for public health did contribute to
cross-border knowledge transfer and uptake of innovations, but recommended a
stronger focus on defining public health innovations and demonstrating their
contribution to Europeans' health and well-being.
More recently, in 2015 the European Commission published an ex-post evaluation of
Health 2008-2013.4 Its key findings were that the Commission had successfully
implemented recommendations from the programme's mid-term evaluation in 2011,
taking a more strategic approach and consistently using EU added value criteria, but
that monitoring and dissemination of results still posed problems. The evaluation noted
synergies between the programme and the EU's Framework Programme for Research
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(FP), with some measures from Health 2008-2013 building on and using FP-funded
research (for example, on health threats from nanomaterials). The authors suggested
that a future programme should encourage greater participation by funding recipients
in Member States with lower gross national income (GNI).
Health 2014-2020 puts greater emphasis on the link between a healthy population and
economic growth than earlier programmes, against the backdrop of the EU's Europe 2020
strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth. It also responds to current pressures
on public finances amid sluggish economic growth in the EU, with a focus on costeffective disease prevention.5 The Commission's then-proposal for a regulation on a
Health for Growth Programme set out a number of ways in which the new programme
would simplify and improve on its predecessors, in response to evaluations and audits of
Public Health 2003-2007 and Health 2008-2013. Essentially, the third Health Programme
aims to do fewer things better, focusing on EU added value and tangible results. New
elements include progress indicators, better dissemination and communication of project
results, and stronger incentives for lower-GNI Member States to participate in the
programme, including preferential co-financing rates. The proposal also reflects the
revised EU Financial Regulation, intended to streamline funding award procedures.
Parliament's priority in negotiations on Health 2014-2020 was to increase the focus on
age-related diseases, such as neurodegenerative diseases, and for the budget to be
shared between objectives according to their likely benefits to public health.6 The
report produced in June 2012 by the Committee on the Environment, Public Health and
Food Safety (rapporteur: Françoise Grossetête, EPP, France) proposed changing the
name of the programme to 'Health and Growth for Citizens', but the current title was
subsequently agreed in a compromise between Parliament and Council.

Other EU programmes and action in the same field
EU Cohesion Policy aims to reduce economic and social disparities between regions in
Europe, and health is considered an important asset in achieving this aim. The EU
supports investments through the European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF) in
health areas such as ageing populations, healthcare infrastructure and sustainable
systems, e-health, health coverage, and health promotion programmes. Health is
eligible for support under several of the Cohesion Policy priorities for 2014-2020,
including thematic objectives7 2 – ICT, 3 – SMEs, 8 – Employment, 9 – Social Inclusion
and 11 – Institutional Capacity. The European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) can
fund health infrastructure and equipment, e-health, and research and support for SMEs.
The European Social Fund (ESF) can finance activities linked to active and healthy
ageing, health promotion and addressing health inequalities, support for the healthcare
workforce, and strengthening of public-administration capacity.
Research programmes, public-private partnership
Funding for health projects was also provided in FP7, and currently in Horizon 2020. During
2014-2015, the policy challenge 'Health, Demographic Change and Wellbeing' will receive
some €1.2 billion in investment for personalising health and care, to support a better
understanding of healthy ageing, and to improve prevention and treatment of disease.
Joint funding is made available through the Innovative Medicines Initiative (IMI), a
public-private partnership between the EU and the pharmaceutical industry that aims to
accelerate the development of medicines. Its budget for 2014-2024 is €3.3 billion, half
of which comes from Horizon 2020.
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Endnotes
1

Organisations from other countries can participate as subcontractors or collaborating stakeholders.

2

European Court of Auditors, The European Union’s Public Health Programme (2003–07): An effective way to
improve health?, Special Report No 2/2009.

3

See K. Alexanderson, M. McCarthy and M. Voss, 'Tracking uptake of innovations from the European Union Public
Health Programme', in European Journal of Public Health, Vol. 23, Supplement 2, 2013, 19-24.

4

European Commission, Directorate-General for Health and Food Safety, Ex-Post Evaluation of the Health
Programme (2008-2013), 2015.

5

See Y. K. Cavaco and V. Quoidbach, Public health in the EU: State-of-play and key policy challenges: in-depth
analysis, European Parliament Directorate-General for Internal Policies of the Union, 2014.

6

See J. Avery, Briefing on the EU health programme for 2014 to 2020, European Parliamentary Research Service
(EPRS), 20 February 2014.

7

The operational programmes are still awaiting approval. Available figures are by thematic objective.
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Consumer programme
In a nutshell
EU consumer policy for the 2014-20 period is defined in the European Consumer Agenda,
which is complemented in its financial aspects by the Consumer programme. The 2014-2020
programme has a budget of €188 .8 million, corresponding to around €0.05 per consumer per
year. The four key areas are: product safety; information, education and consumer advice;
enhanced access to redress mechanisms for citizens; and better national enforcement of
consumer rights.

EU Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 3 (Security and Citizenship)
Consumer protection

2014-20 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €188.829 million (0.0174%)

2014 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €24.53 million (0.2266%)
Payments: €20.36 million (0.1881%)

2015 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €24.66 million (0.2278%)
Payments: €20.92 million (0.1932%)

Methods of implementation
Direct management (European Commission, and the Consumers, Health, Agriculture and Food
Executive Agency).

In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 Objectives of the programme
 Funded actions
 Assessment of programme/actions
 Other EU programmes and action in the
same field
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
According to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU), consumer
protection issues are a shared competence of the European Union and Member States.
Once the EU legislation in this domain is adopted through the ordinary legislative
procedure,1 Member States are responsible for enforcing EU rules.
Article 169 TFEU defines specific consumer-protection policy objectives: 'In order to
promote the interests of consumers and to ensure a high level of consumer protection,
the Union shall contribute to protecting the health, safety and economic interests of
consumers, as well as to promoting their right to information, education and to
organise themselves in order to safeguard their interests'. Article 169(4) TFEU also
states that EU measures shall not prevent any Member State from maintaining or
introducing even more stringent protective measures, provided that they are
compatible with the Treaties.
EU consumer policy for the 2014-20 period is defined in the European Consumer
Agenda, complemented on financial aspects, by the Consumer programme. Regulation
(EU) No 254/2014 established the Consumer programme for 2014 to 2020.

Objectives of the programme
Consumer spending accounts for 57% of EU gross domestic product (GDP),2 which
makes European consumers key to stimulating growth in the European economy.
Between 2008 and 2010, the volume of intra-EU trade in consumer products amounted
to almost €1 trillion. In 2013, the European Commission estimated the value of
consumer and professional goods in the EU27 at approximately €2.1 trillion.3 However,
according to a 2011 Eurobarometer study, less than 50% of EU consumers feel
confident, knowledgeable and protected as consumers.
The Consumer programme sets four specific objectives to enhance consumer
protection. These are: I. Safety, by consolidating and enhancing product safety through
effective market surveillance throughout the Union, particularly via the RAPEX system;
II. Consumer information and education, and support to consumer organisations, by
developing the evidence base for consumer policy and taking into account the specific
needs of vulnerable consumers; III. Rights and redress, by developing and reinforcing
consumer rights and improving access to simple, efficient, expedient and low-cost
redress, including alternative dispute resolution; IV. Enforcement of rights, by
strengthening cooperation between national enforcement bodies and supporting
consumers with advice.

Funded actions
The 2007-13 Consumer programme budget was €156.8 million. The 2014-20 programme
has funds of €188.8 million, corresponding to around €0.05 per consumer per year.4 The
European Commission sets priorities every year, which are implemented through
funding EU and national programmes. An example of EU-funded programmes is the
European Consumer Centres (ECC) Network – a network of offices located in all
EU Member States offering advice to consumers on their rights.
Funds are also distributed through the Consumers, Health, Agriculture and Food
Executive Agency (CHAFEA), either by providing grants or through public procurement.
Recipients may be government entities, public bodies, or consumer organisations
operating at national and/or EU levels.
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The Consumer programme focuses on 11 eligible actions: three under objective I, four
under objective II, two under objective III, and two under objective IV. Specific targets
are set for each action. For example, under objective III, the target is to deal with
200 000 cases via an EU-wide online dispute resolution system, while under objective
IV, the target is a 50% increase in the number of contacts with consumers handled by
European Consumer Centres.
Grants, public procurement and other actions
The Commission's financial transparency system lists a total of 419 consumer policy
actions, funded by CHAFEA between 2009 and 2013. Grants – European Commission
subsidies aimed at supporting the actions of organisations which contribute to EU policy
aims – are an important part of these actions. Of the 69 actions funded in 2010, 58 were
grants; 56 out of 68 actions in 2011; 96 out of 114 in 2012; and finally 63 out of 85 in
2013.

Figure 1 – budget for grants and public procurement

For 2015, the grants budget (€ million)
(implemented
under
direct
14
Grants
Public Procurement
management)
is
set
at
12
€10.45 million (a slight increase
10
compared to €9.95 million in 2014).
8
Funding of €2.5 million is available
6
for calls for proposals concerning
4
joint cooperation actions in the area
2
of food safety and non-food
consumer products. Operating
0
grants for the functioning of EU2014
2015
level consumer organisations (e.g.,
Data source: European Commission, 2014/2015.
the Bureau Europeen des unions de
consommateurs, the Associazione italiana difesa dei consumatori e ambiente and the
Centre europeen des consommateurs) are funded with €1.4 million budget. Finally,
financial support for events concerning consumer policy is set at €50 000 maximum for
each six-month EU Council Presidency; €450 000 is available for joint actions between
national authorities, whereas €6 million is provided to support European Consumer
Centre actions.

Public procurement includes all contracts concluded by the Commission with outside
organisations to obtain a service or product. These operators are selected via calls for
tender, launched by CHAFEA, to develop other actions in the field of consumer affairs
(e.g., market studies and information campaigns on consumer rights). For 2015, the
budget for public procurement (implemented under direct management) is set at
€11.56 million (a slight increase compared to €11.37 million in 2014).
Finally, €500 000 is allocated for financing 'other actions' in 2015: €330 000 to support
independent scientific advice to the European Commission and €170 000 in special
indemnities for exchanges of enforcement officials between authorities in consumer
safety and consumer protection cooperation.

Assessment of programme/actions
In the 2010 EU Citizenship Report, the European Commission identified 25 main
obstacles European citizens face in everyday life. These obstacles also concerned
consumer-related issues (e.g., the absence of a single set of consumer protection rules
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and the lack of awareness about means of redress), which the Commission committed
to implement in forthcoming consumer programmes.
As far as the programmes are concerned, the latest European Commission report on
consumer policies covers the period from January 2012 to December 2013. The report
acknowledges the progress made during the two years since the adoption of the
Consumer Agenda. At the time the report was published, the Commission indicated that
50 out of the 61 actions contained in the Consumer Agenda were completed.5

Other EU programmes and action in the same field
A number of actions sponsored by the European Commission and CHAFEA are related to
Consumer programme goals. The European Commission considers four policy areas key
for consumers – namely: retail financial services, services of general interest, passenger
rights and gas and electricity consumer rights – and finances each of these areas with
grants and tenders.
CHAFEA is in charge of three programmes: the Consumer programme, the Health
programme, and the Better Training for Safer Food Initiative. This last initiative is aimed
at organising a training strategy in the following legislative areas: food, feed, animal
health, animal welfare and plant health. Between 2009 and 2014, the executive agency
published 60 calls for tender, to task private companies with the organisation of the
training sessions and other practical arrangements for the participants.
Finally, other European agencies are also charged with consumer programmes. The
European Food Safety Authority, for example, runs projects on food quality and
genetically modified organisms, or the provision of scientific advice and food
assessment, (for which €13.98 million was budgeted in 2014). Another example is the
European Environment Agency's (projects on consumption and tourism).

Endnotes
1

Article 169(3) TFEU: 'The European Parliament and the Council, acting in accordance with the ordinary legislative
procedure and after consulting the Economic and Social Committee, shall adopt the measures referred to in
paragraph 2(b)'.

2

Consumer Markets Scoreboard Making markets work for consumers, 10th edition, European Commission,
June 2014.

3

Product safety and market surveillance package, European Commission COM(2013)74 final.

4

Putting the consumer first, European Commission, November 2014.

5

C. Collová, Detailed appraisal of the European Commission's impact assessment, EPRS, 2014.
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Creative Europe Programme
In a nutshell
Creative Europe, which brings together under one roof three different culture and mediarelated programmes from the previous 2007-13 funding period, is designed to support the
activities of the cultural and audiovisual sectors in participating countries, and generate
synergies between the two sectors. Its €1.46 billion budget represents a 9% increase on the
total spent in the various sub-programmes in 2007-13. Of this envelope, 31% is earmarked for
culture, 56% for media and 13% for the cross-sectoral strand, including a Guarantee Facility to
be launched in 2016.

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 3 (Security and citizenship)
Culture; industry

2014-20 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €1 462.72 million (0.14%)

2014 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €180.57 million (0.13%)
Payments: €184.29 million (0.13%)

2015 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €177.67 million (0.12%)
Payments: €165.17 million (0.12%)

Methods of implementation
Direct management (European Commission; Education, Culture and Audiovisual Executive
Agency (EACEA)) and indirect management (European Investment Fund).
In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 Objectives of the programme
 Funded measures
 Assessment of programme/measures
 Other EU programmes and action in the
same field
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
The Creative Europe programme (CE) for the period 2014-20 cuts across two policy
areas identified in the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU):
(1) culture; and (2) industry, which are addressed by Titles XIII and XVII TFEU
respectively. Article 167(1) TFEU says that, 'The Union shall contribute to the flowering
of the cultures of the Member States, while respecting their national and regional
diversity and at the same time bringing the common cultural heritage to the fore'.
Under Articles 166(4), 167(5) and 173(3) TFEU, the EU can support and supplement
action taken by the Member States in the three policy areas listed above, introducing
measures by way of the ordinary legislative procedure, but it may not try to harmonise
national laws and regulations.
Regulation (EU) No 1295/2013 establishing the Creative Europe Programme for the
period 2014-20 came into force on 11 December 2013, repealing Decisions
No 1718/2006/EC, No 1855/2006/EC and No 1041/2009/EC, previously in force.

Objectives of the programme
CE is designed to support the activities of the cultural and audiovisual sectors in
participating countries (including Member States, countries belonging to the European
Economic Area (EEA), and (potential) candidate countries) facing the challenges of a
shift towards digitalisation, market fragmentation, global competition and difficulty
accessing financing.
CE aims to enhance the creative and cultural industries' (CCI) and audiovisual sector's
competitiveness on the global market, and to help them to adapt to and take advantage
of the digital shift. Amid a linguistically fragmented European cultural and audiovisual
market, the programme is meant to create favourable conditions for increased
multilateral and international cooperation in Europe, for transnational mobility of CCI
and audiovisual industry workers and their works (through translation and subtitling for
non-national European works, festivals and international exhibitions, and distribution),
and to foster 'European', i.e. cross-border, careers in these sectors. CE also funds
support for peer-learning, networking, platforms and various European prizes. A further
objective is to protect and safeguard European cultural heritage and linguistic and
cultural diversity, in line with the principles of the European Agenda for Culture.
Having integrated the hitherto separate programmes Culture, MEDIA and MEDIA
Mundus (operational between 2007 and 2013), CE is divided into three distinct strands:
two sectoral strands – Culture and Media – and a cross-sectoral strand that includes a
self-standing financial instrument, the Guarantee Facility. This financial instrument is
designed to facilitate access to financing for European SMEs (the majority of firms in
this domain are of this size) active in a sector characterised by a high level of financial
risk that is difficult to assess for most banking institutions, and to allow the latter to
share knowledge in this field. It also supports studies and statistical data collection to
develop analytical tools for evidence-based policy-making in both strands. The crosssectoral strand also covers Creative Europe desks in participating countries: a one-stop
shop tasked with providing information in every country on every aspect of the
programme. The programme should also support the Europe 2020 strategy to promote
sustainable growth, jobs and social cohesion.
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Guarantee Facility
The Cultural and Creative Sectors Guarantee Facility, which forms part of Creative Europe's
cross-sectoral strand, is a self-standing, €121 million fund to be set up and managed by the
European Investment Fund (EIF) in accordance with Title VIII of the EU's Financial Regulation.
The Facility, which will become operational in 2016, is designed to enhance cultural and creative
SMEs' and organisations' access to finance, by providing credit risk protection to financial
intermediaries building portfolios of loans. It will also support capacity and expertise building to
correctly analyse relevant risks. The Facility should help businesses and organisations in the
culture sector to tap up to €1 billion in bank loans and private investment, thereby reducing
their dependence on public funds. According to a 2012 European Parliament DG IPOL analytical
note, the Facility reflects a general shift in Europe towards 'loans over grants, market-driven
funding decisions and diminishing public subsidies'.

Funded measures
During the previous two funding
Creative Europe budget for 2014-20,
periods (2000-06 and 2007-13), the
in million euros
budgets for culture and media policy
were: €236.5 million for Culture 2000
(2000-06);
€400
million
for
CrossCulture 2007 (2007-13); €454 million
sectoral
for Media Plus (2000-06); and
strand;
€755 million for Media 2007
Culture;
190,2
453,5
(2007-13). A total of €636.5 million
was spent on the Culture programme
and €1 209 million on the Media
programme in the 2000-13 period,
Media;
with an additional €19 million spent
819,1
on supporting cultural organisations
active at EU level as well as minority
languages in the 2004-06 period. An
extra €59 million was spent during
the 2001-06 period on networking
projects and the Media training programme, while €23 million was spent on cooperation
with third countries (2008-10 and 2011-13).
Although the €1.46 billion budget for CE in 2014-20 is 9% higher than that for the
previous period, it reflects a cut from the initial European Commission proposal of
€1.8 billion. Of the €1.46 billion, 31% is earmarked for culture, 56% for media and 13%
for the cross-sectoral strand.
The CE budget is directly managed by the Commission's Education and Culture DG and its
executive agency, the EACEA. Available funding takes the form of grants that can cover
up to 80% of the total eligible cost of the project attributed through calls for proposals
open to organisations, networks or firms (individuals cannot apply). The EU contribution
is higher for transnational cooperation projects or SMEs. Funding for certain measures
(studies, networks, organisation of prizes, etc.) is provided through public procurement.
The following budget for grants is proposed in the Culture strand of the 2015 CE annual
work programme:
 €38 million in 2015 for cooperation projects of a maximum duration of two years,
aimed at promoting the transnational mobility of artists and CCI operators, and the
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circulation of their works. Over €536 000 has been granted for the Faces Behind the
Nose project (involving nine EU Member States) in which clowns perform in
healthcare institutions to bring joy and culture to patients;
 €3.4 million in 2015 for European creators’ and artists’ organisations joining
European platforms to present (emerging) talents via a pan-European programme
that promotes their mobility, European values and cultures, contributes to
audience development, and includes branding and communication activities;
€420 100 has been granted to set up Aerowaves, a platform uniting dancers from
21 EU and EFTA Member States, to promote young European dancers' European
careers, reach new audiences and promote innovation;
 €3.4 million in 2014 for networks with broad CCI coverage and projects that
enhance the sector's capacity to operate on an international or transnational scale,
or develop new business models or approaches to audience development; a Belgian
initiative, Design Europe 2021 – Design for Cultural and Creative Growth (EU grant
of approximately €180 000), aims to create a European network of regional and
national design centres to strengthen the European design sector and provide a
structure for sharing expertise;
 €3.6 million is earmarked every year for eligible publishing houses and publishers
for translation of European literature; The project Slavic Authors to the World has
been allocated €50 000 for translating Slavic-language literature into English and
Portuguese; conversely, €90 000 has been allocated for the translation of 10 books
into Latvian (by authors from eastern, western and northern Europe).
CE also provides funding (between €5 000 and 60 000) for five European prizes: the
Contemporary Architecture prize; the EU Prize for Literature; the European Border
Breakers Awards (EBBA) in pop music; the MEDIA prize for a film project with the best
box-office potential; and the EU Prize for Cultural Heritage/the Europa Nostra Awards.
Almost €40 million was invested in some 400 heritage projects (conservation, research,
education, training and heritage conservation services) between 2007 and 2013. In
addition, with a budget of 1.5 million per city, the European Capitals of Culture initiative
is designed to trigger national investment of between €15 and 100 million.
In the Media strand of the programme, not only is the total amount of available funding
higher, but the range of projects and actions supported is broader. Funds are available
for (international) co-productions, video-games development, audience development,
film development and distribution, on-line distribution and market access. Financial
support can be obtained for film festivals, cinema networks, training and
TV programming.
Under the current programme, as part of the Media strand:
 €1.5 million was available in 2014 (total budget for 28 months of support) for
measures facilitating international co-productions of feature films, animated films,
documentaries of at least one hour intended for cinema release, and for a specific
distribution strategy that strengthens the international circulation of a given work;
the Dutch funding scheme HBF+Europe (€300 000) aims to foster talented directors
from eastern Europe, Africa, Asia and Latin America and support the distribution of
international co-productions;
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 €1.9 million for audience development is earmarked in 2015 for projects
supporting cooperation on film literacy initiatives with a European dimension, and
events presenting (and popularising) non-national European films on various
distribution platforms; Moving Docs was awarded €150 000 (eight EU Member
States participating) for regular and simultaneous screenings in urban and rural
areas of the best European and international documentary films;
 €2.5 million is available for European production companies developing a video
game concept or for projects with high circulation potential in Europe and beyond
that present European cultural diversity, heritage and identity; a Polish producer of
'Industrial', a game that involves organising, managing and developing new industry
along the lines of the Industrial Revolution, has received €148 731 in support;
 €5.4 million has been earmarked in 2015 for projects promoting innovative online
distribution models of Video on Demand services that allow transnational
marketing and branding of European films and improve their global circulation and
audience; Speed Bunch 3, with a grant of over €220 000 (partners in four EU
Member States), will be able to continue earlier experiments with new distribution
patterns;
 €7.4 million has been made available in 2014 for training of audiovisual
professionals to allow them to acquire new skills and competences, share
knowledge and use digital technologies; an initiative of four renowned animation
film schools in four EU Member States, Animation Sans Frontières, was granted
€134 245 in support for an eight-week workshop on the international animation
industry and market. The Producers' Workshop 'Baltic Bridge East by West' has
received a €73 477 grant for a networking project to help producers, sales agents,
scriptwriters and directors from the EU, Ukraine and Georgia acquire skills and
knowledge;
 €11.8 million is available for TV programming projects involving at least three
European broadcasters producing a work of high creative value and cross-border
potential; Palace for the People received €70 000 in support for a programme on
palaces built for the people by communist regimes in Bulgaria, Romania (project
initiators), Lithuania and Germany;
 €17.5 million for development of single projects or slates (catalogues of three to
five projects) of animation, creative documentaries or fiction films with significant
cross-border circulation potential.
The lion's share (€4 900 000 of approximately €9 260 000) of the third, cross-sectoral,
strand will fund the Creative Europe desks in participating countries. Technical support
for the establishment of the Guarantee Facility (operational as of 2016) and support for
innovation in the creative and cultural sector (experimental business models) are to
receive €1 million each.

Assessment of programme/measures
The proposal for a Regulation establishing the Creative Europe programme was
accompanied by an ex ante impact assessment by the Commission, in which it argued
that combining the previous MEDIA, Culture and Media Mundus programmes would
have five advantages over the status quo: (1) it would bring about greater policy
synergies in the cultural sectors concerned, especially with a view to their contribution
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to the Europe 2020 strategy; (2) a combined programme would make it easier to
achieve knowledge transfer and cross-fertilisation between sectors; (3) it would simplify
programme management; (4) it would cut red tape and generate economies of scale;
and (5) it would allow the creation of a single cross-cutting financial instrument,
boosting access to private funding.
In 2010 a third-party interim evaluation of Creative Europe's predecessor programme,
Culture 2007-13, was carried out, which found that it had successfully stimulated
cross-border cooperation, supported artistic and literary creation and improved the
circulation of cultural products. On the other hand, stakeholders interviewed by the
authors criticised the Commission's interpretation of Article 167 TFEU and called for a
specific focus on the challenges posed by increasing digitisation. The authors also noted
that the EU15 countries tended to dominate cross-border projects, presumably thanks
to greater pre-existing capacity, and that the programme did not clearly articulate how
its three objectives should be interpreted.
There was also a third-party interim evaluation in 2010 of the Media programme for
2007-13, which concluded that the programme provides significant added value in the
form of support for training, project organisation and networking, allowing projects to
be more ambitious, complementing existing national support, and making the European
audiovisual sector more competitive. But the authors also wrote that not enough had
been done to foster demand for European works by the public, cinemas and
TV broadcasters, compared to the effort that went into expanding audiovisual
production capacity; and that positive discrimination had failed to correct the imbalance
between countries with high and low audiovisual production capacity. They
recommended that more innovative support and intervention tools be developed, and
positive discrimination for low-production countries be stepped up.
Other studies published in 2010 looked at the financing needs of the cultural and
creative sector. In a report to the Commission, Angel Capital Group described the
difficulties that creative businesses in Europe have securing finance, not least during an
economic downturn, while a report prepared for the ECCE Innovation network and the
Nantes metropolitan region noted that less than half of creative businesses in the
Netherlands expect to get financing when needed, compared to two thirds of SMEs in
other sectors.
Two analytical notes on the Culture and MEDIA strands of Creative Europe were
published in 2012 by the European Parliament's policy department (DG IPOL) at the
request of the EP's Culture and Education (CULT) Committee. The note on the Culture
strand explains that Creative Europe reflects a new conception of the culture industry as
more than just an intrinsic public good, but observes that much commentary focuses on
whether the programme amounts to an economic policy based on economic and
commercial values, rather than a cultural policy as such – a concern echoed in a study
by the Stuttgart-based Institute for Cultural Relations. The authors of the DG IPOL note
also cite stakeholder criticism of the Guarantee Facility as exclusively directed towards
profitable media enterprises at the expense of smaller non-profit cultural organisations,
and point to concerns that merging the former Culture and MEDIA programmes as well
as the former CCPs and MEDIA desks could needlessly confuse stakeholders and result
in a loss of specialised know-how.
The note on the MEDIA strand welcomed Creative Europe as a fitting response to the
sector's needs in view of the increased budget for measures from previous programmes
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that were seen to work well. But the authors also warned that steps would need to be
taken to ensure that SMEs from smaller Member States that had trouble accessing
finance did have access to the programme's Guarantee Fund. The authors also criticised
the failure to recognise the need to cultivate specific audiences, such as children and
older people, and the fact that there was no focus on media literacy. DG IPOL also
produced a study in 2013 assessing the impact of the European Capitals of Culture
initiative since its inception in 1985, during which time the title has been awarded to
some 60 cities in 30 countries. The authors concede that evidence of long-term benefits
in cities that have taken part is difficult to gather, but do cite examples of events that
have become permanent fixtures, such as Lille 3000 and the Zinneke Parade in Brussels,
as well as additions to cities' cultural infrastructure, such as the Arena live
entertainment venue in Liverpool.
The European Parliament's priority in its response to the Commission's proposal for
Creative Europe was to defend a 9% increase in the budget, compared with its
predecessor programmes, against Council opposition. Parliament argued that the
Culture and Media strands of Creative Europe should remain distinct sub-programmes
in their own right, and succeeded in inserting a specific provision on funding for
subtitling, dubbing and audio description of European films, as part of efforts to foster
the circulation of European films within the Media sub-programme. The EP also
underlined the intrinsic and social value of culture, alongside its economic potential.
The proposal was approved by 650 votes to 32, with 10 abstentions, on
19 November 2013.
Under Decision No 1855/2006/EC and Decision No 1718/2006/EC, the Commission is to
present a final evaluation report of Culture 2007-13 and an ex post evaluation report of
MEDIA 2007-13 by 31 December 2015.

Other EU programmes and action in the same field
Additional financial support for cultural measures and projects can be obtained from
other EU sources such as the European Structural and Investment Funds (ESI), whose
contribution to culture is even greater than that of the CE. Between 2006 and 2013,
€6 billion from the European Fund for Regional Development (EFRD) was spent on
support for culture, compared to €400 million from the Culture programme and
€755 million from the MEDIA programme. Flexibility in the use of this fund meant that,
in 2007-13, an initial 1% budget allocation for culture in projects in Austria had grown to
as much as 5.71% by the end of the period.
Between 2014 and 2020 the ESI and the funds belonging to it can support culture in the
following ways:




ERDF (€358.1 billion for cohesion policy), with funding for cultural heritage
protection (mentioned under Theme 6) and territorial cooperation that can
promote the cultural sector and cultural activities; €10.1 billion will be invested
in over 100 cooperation projects between regions and territorial, social and
economic partners between 2014 and 2020 (the Interreg V programme);
The European Social Fund (ESF), with €80 billion spent between 2014 and 2020
on employment and mobility projects (particularly aimed at young Europeans),
tackling poverty and social exclusion, acquisition of skills and lifelong learning;
the ESF can also support projects in the cultural sector;
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The European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) (total budget for
2014-20: €95 billion) includes provisions on support for rural development, on
the development of cultural activities in rural areas with a view to contributing
to the quality of life of rural populations, and to the protection of cultural
heritage in rural areas;
The European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) (total budget for 2014-20:
€6.4 billion), part of which supports community-led local development (CLLD),
refers in Article 63 of the 2014 Regulation to the protection of cultural heritage
and the development of cultural activities in maritime areas, chiefly through the
development of architectural heritage and cultural centre infrastructure, as well
as education and research in this area. The FARNET network is an example of
activities in this domain.

Other funding is also available from the following programmes:




Horizon 2020, with almost €80 billion allocated over the seven-year period to
innovation and research under subsection 'Europe in a changing world –
Inclusive, innovative and reflective societies'. This can be used to fund projects
concerning 'transmission of European cultural heritage, uses of the past [and]
3D modelling for accessing EU cultural assets', including research projects on
heritage, identity, cultural diplomacy and cultural assets digitisation to be
launched within the 2014-15 Horizon 2020 work programme;
The COSME programme (€2.3 billion for 2014-20), which is aimed at SMEs and
business creation, can support CCI enterprises interested in the digitisation of
content and the development of new technologies, mainly in the fashion design
sector, where the WORTH pilot project is testing new business models.
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Europe for Citizens (2014-2020)
In a nutshell
The European Union (EU) programme, Europe for Citizens (EFC), aims at encouraging direct
participation of citizens at EU level and promoting dialogue between the EU institutions, civil
society organisations and municipalities. The programme has been running since 2004. For the
2014-20 period the EFC focuses on enhancing European citizens' awareness of remembrance
and the history of the EU, and on actively involving European civil society in shaping EU policy.

EU Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading
Security and citizenship

2014-20 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €185.47 million (0.0171%)

2014 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €23.38 million (12.60%)
Payments: €27.85 million (15.01%)

2015 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €24.25 million (13.07%)
Payments: €18.33 million (9.8%)

Methods of implementation
Implemented by the European Commission (DG HOME); Direct management of the
programme by the Education, Audiovisual and Culture Executive Agency.

In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 Objectives of the programme
 Funded actions
 Assessment of the programme/actions
 Other EU programmes and action in the
same field
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
Articles 10 and 11 of the Treaty on European Union provide European citizens with the
right to participate in the democratic life of the Union and engage the EU's institutions
in maintaining an open, transparent and regular dialogue with representative
associations and civil society. The attempt to develop a thriving European civil society is
pursued at the political level (e.g. through the European Citizens' Initiative)1 and the
administrative level (e.g. through the right of access to documents and information).
The first Community action programme designed to promote active European
citizenship was launched in 2004 with Council Decision 2004/100/EC. In the wake of the
unsuccessful attempt to create a Constitution for Europe the programme was renamed
Europe for Citizens (EFC), established by Decision No 1904/2006/EC of the European
Parliament and the Council for the period 2007-2013.2 Council Regulation
(EU) No 390/2014 of 14 April 2014 extended the EFC programme for the 2014-20
period, following a favourable interim evaluation in 2010.

Objectives of the programme
The current programme has two general objectives: first, to contribute to citizens'
understanding of the EU, its history and diversity; and second, to foster European
citizenship and improve civic participation at EU level.
These objectives are pursued in two areas. 'European remembrance' supports
initiatives to preserve the memory of the past in Europe. A total of 42 project grants
and seven specific annual operating grants are planned for this area. 'Democratic
engagement and civic participation' has the main goal of fostering closer engagement
of European civil society in EU policy-making. A total of 312 town twinning projects,
42 urban networks, 33 action grants for civil society projects and 29 operating grants
are scheduled for this area.
A horizontal action, 'valorisation', complements these two areas. This horizontal action
is aimed at supporting initiatives that could further enhance the results of the other
objectives, so as to ensure they have lasting effects.

Funded actions
The reference amount for the implementation of the EFC for the 2014-20 period is set
at €185.5 million. In spite of the attempt of the EP to avoid this, the reference amount
was decreased by 13.74% compared to the EFC's 2007-13 programme period, where
€215 million were budgeted under the 2007-13 Multiannual Financial Framework
(MFF).
EFC funds two types of grants to support the actions pursued by not-for-profit
organisations in relation to EFC: (1) action grants (meant to fund actions of limited
duration, during which proposed specific activities are implemented); (2) operating
grants (which provide financial support to cover the running costs of not-for-profit
organisations that pursue a general Union interest in the field covered by EFC). Action
and operating grants are awarded by the Education, Audiovisual and Culture Executive
Agency (EACEA), together with DG HOME, according to the criteria laid down in the
Programme Guide of the Europe for Citizens programme.
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For the 2007-13 Figure 1 - Europe for Citizens - Commitment positions and amount awarded
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According to the
Financial Transparency System, between 2007 and 2013 a total of 6 867 commitment
positions (i.e. grants and contracts) were opened (see figure 1).
1. European remembrance
Within the EFC, annual priorities are defined by the European Commission, and then
published in a 'work programme'. In 2014, a total of 33 projects were funded with an
amount of €2 826 500. The indicative 2015 budget for 'European remembrance' is
€4 502 867. Each project is funded to a maximum level of €100 000 for 18 months. The
2015 work programme sets two priorities for funded projects: the first priority concerns
crimes against humanity during World War II; the second priority links to World War II
and its consequences for the architecture of Europe.
2. Democratic engagement and civic participation
The second topic, 'Democratic engagement and civic participation', for the year 2015 is
focused on 'Debating the future of Europe'. The aim is to foster discussion of the future
of Europe, stimulating new forms of civic participation and strengthening those that
already exist. The indicative budget for 'Democratic engagement and civic participation'
is €16 091 133, split into three parts. The first part – 'town twinning' – funds projects
from twinned towns to debate issues from the European political agenda. Each project
has a maximum duration of 21 days and a maximum grant set at €25 000. In 2014,
253 projects were funded with €3 912 000. A first round of 144 projects has been
approved for funding (€2 338 000) in 2015.
The second part – 'networks of towns' – funds long-term partnerships between towns
and associations of citizens with shared interests. The duration of each project is
24 months (a maximum of 21 days per event), with grants ranging between €10 000
and €150 000. In 2014 a first round of 22 projects was funded with €2 902 500, and a
second round of 13 projects (beginning in June 2015) with €1 620 000. Overall, over
15 municipalities have already been involved.
The third part – 'civil society projects' – supports projects that aim at enhancing
citizens' participation in the EU policy-making process. The project duration is set at
18 months and maximum grant amount is set at €150 000. In 2014 a total of 27 projects
were funded, with €3 373 250.
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3. Operating grants
In 2014 a total of 34 operating grants were approved for funding: seven under the first
strand and 37 under the second strand. For the year 2015, 37 operating grants have
been approved amounting to €6 841 449 in total. Under the first strand, funds have
been awarded to two think-tanks and four civil society organisations. Under the second
strand funds have been awarded to nine think-tanks, two platforms of pan-European
organisations and 20 civil society organisations working at European level.

Assessment of programme/actions
Thus far EFC has been evaluated on two occasions. The first was the interim evaluation
of the first EFC programme (2007-13). This stressed the importance of its impact at both
the organisational (in terms of capacity-building) and personal (in terms of increased
interest in Union matters) levels. The evaluation also pointed to a number of
shortcomings (e.g. significant unmet demand) and formulated a series of
recommendations (e.g. increased media visibility).
The second evaluation is the result of an online consultation held between October
2010 and January 2011 and a 'Stakeholder Forum' held in Brussels in June 2011. The
consultation and the Forum discussed the opportunity to further extend the reach of
EFC (under the 2007-13 programme, the European Commission estimated at over
5 million the number of citizens reached by EFC).

Other EU programmes and action in the same field
The EFC is the main EU programme devoted to increasing dialogue between
EU institutions and citizens. The European Commission (DG HOME) and the EACEA are
responsible for implementing EFC. The EACEA, however, operates through a number of
contact points located in the Member States and it may cover joint activities with
international organisations, such as the Council of Europe and Unesco, on the basis of
joint contributions.

Endnotes
1

See I. Anglmayer, The European Citizens' Initiative: the experience of the first three years - European
Implementation Assessment, European Parliamentary Research Service, 2015

2

See M.J. Prutsch, European Parliament, DG for Internal Policies, Policy Department B, Europe for citizens (20142020), 2012

3

See European Commission, 25 features about the Europe for Citizens programme, 2012
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Instrument for Pre-accession
Assistance (IPA II)
In a nutshell
The Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA) is a programme of the European Union for
enlargement countries that was established for the 2007 to 2013 programming period and that
replaced several former pre-accession assistance programmes. Under the current 2014 to 2020
multiannual financial framework, the new phase of the programme is called IPA II. The preaccession funds help current and potential candidate countries to cope with political and
economic reforms and to progressively align to the European Union's rules, standards, policies
and practices on their path towards EU membership.

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 4 (Global Europe)

2014-20 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €11 698.67 million (1.08 %)

2016 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €1 662.3 million (1.07 %)
Payments:
€2 079.2 million (1.45 %)

2017 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €2 114.7 million (1.36 %)
Payments:
€1 716.2 million (1.20 %)

Methods of implementation
D i r e c t m a n a g e m e n t (European Commission), i n d i r e c t m a n a g e m e n t (beneficiary countries) a n d
s h a r e d m a n a g e m e n t (Member States and beneficiary countries)
In this briefing:
• EU role in the policy area: legal basis
• IPA II objectives
• IPA II financial allocation
• Measures funded
• Assessment of IPA II and its predecessor
• Other EU programmes in the same field
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
The Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) establishes among the
conditions for cooperation with third countries 1 that 'the Union shall carry out economic,
financial and technical cooperation measures, including assistance, in particular financial
assistance, with third countries other than developing countries' (Article 212 TFEU).
In this framework, Regulation (EU) No 231/2014 (the IPA II Regulation) establishes an
instrument for pre-accession assistance (IPA II) to be the successor to the original IPA
(Regulation (EC) No 1085/2006), which applied to the 2007-2013 programming period.2
Regulation (EU) No 236/2014 lays down common rules and procedures for the
implementation of the IPA II and five other EU instruments for financing external action.
Commission Regulation (EU) No 447/2014 sets out specific rules for implementing IPA II.

IPA II objectives
IPA II helps countries that are candidates or potential candidates for EU membership to
adapt their legal systems and economies in order to qualify to join the European Union.
To accomplish the integration process, candidate countries must fulfil what are referred
to as the Copenhagen criteria.
IPA II funding supports beneficiaries in 'adopting and implementing the political,
institutional, legal, administrative, social and economic reforms required ... in order to
comply with the Union's values and to progressively align to the Union's rules, standards,
policies and practices, with a view to Union membership'. 3
The IPA II Regulation lists the following specific objectives:
•
•
•
•

support for political reforms;
support for economic, social and territorial development, with a view to smart,
sustainable and inclusive growth;
strengthening of the ability of the beneficiaries to fulfil the obligations stemming
from Union membership;
strengthening regional integration and territorial cooperation.

IPA II addresses the following policy areas:
•
•
•
•
•

reforms in preparation for Union membership and related institution and capacity
building;
socio-economic and regional development;
employment, social policies, education, promotion of gender equality, and human
resources development;
agriculture and rural development;
regional and territorial cooperation.

Currently, the beneficiaries of IPA II assistance are the Western Balkan countries (Albania,
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosovo, 4 Montenegro, Serbia, the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia) and Turkey (Regulation (EU) No 231/2014, Annex I). While Iceland is also
mentioned among the candidate countries in Annex I, the country put accession
negotiations on hold in May 2013 and the IPA was subsequently phased out.
Each of the above-mentioned countries is at a different stage in its relations with the EU
and each country's integration process advances at a pace defined by its own priorities.
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IPA II financial allocation
Under the current multiannual financial framework (MFF) for the 2014 to 2020 period,
the IPA II allocation at current prices is €11 698.67 million, which represents 1.8 % of the
total MFF. The sum roughly corresponds to the €11.5 million (at current prices) available
under IPA I (2007-2013).
Assistance under the IPA II Regulation (Figure 1) is provided on the basis of country and
multi-country indicative strategy papers established for the duration of the current MFF.5
The strategy papers define the priorities for action in the relevant policy areas. They
include the indicative allocation
of EU funds per policy area, Figure 1 – The IPA II (2014-2020) financial allocation per
broken down by year, and country (€ billion)*
indicators
for
assessing
progress on reaching the targets
set. These papers are the
4
overarching strategic planning
documents
from
which
priorities and objectives of
3
individual programmes derive.
Turkey is by far the largest
2018-2020
beneficiary of the IPA II funds
2
2017
(€4 453.9 million for 20142016
2020). Its share is bigger than
2015
the sum of allocations for all
1
6
2014
other individual countries.
Similarly to other country
strategy papers, the biggest
0
share of the allocation for
Turkey was earmarked for
'Reforms in preparation for
Union membership' (€1 581.4
million), covering policy sectors
'Democracy and governance'
and 'Rule of law and *Amounts for Bosnia and Herzegovina for the period 2018-2020 had not been
fundamental rights'. It is decided by the end of 2014.
followed by 'Socio-economic Source: Indicative country strategy papers (2014-2020), European
and Regional development' Commission, 2014.
(€1 525.3 million), with policy
sectors such as Environment, Transport and Energy, and by 'Agriculture and rural
development' (€912.2 million).
In the context of the migration crisis, the Facility for refugees in Turkey (FRT) was set up
in 2016 with a budget of €3 billion for 2016-2017 (€1 billion from the EU's general budget
and €2 billion from the EU Member States) to coordinate resources from several
financing instruments. IPA II is one of them, providing €650 million to be invested in nonhumanitarian aid.7 The EU budget for 2017 reflects it by increasing 'Support for political
reforms and related progressive alignment with the Union acquis' in Turkey to
€751.2 million in 2017, compared with €340.5 million in 2016. At the same time, recent
political developments in the country led to a reduction in the IPA II contribution to
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'Support for political reforms and related progressive alignment with the Union acquis'
from €255.3 million in 2016 to €137.2 million in 2017. 8
IPA II activities are implemented and managed in different ways, in accordance with the
financial regulation. 9 Under direct management, the Commission is in charge of
implementing the budget. Indirect management means that budget implementation is
delegated by the Commission to entrusted entities 10 in the beneficiary countries, but the
Commission retains overall final responsibility. Under shared management, which in the
case of IPA II is an option only for cross-border cooperation programmes with EU
countries, implementation activities are delegated to EU Member States.
IPA II encourages the beneficiary countries to take primary ownership and responsibility
for implementation. The Commission therefore applies the indirect management
method, with the help of special 'national IPA coordinators' as its counterpart in the
countries to support the overall process of strategic planning, coordination of
programming, monitoring of implementation, evaluation, and reporting on IPA II
assistance. 11

Measures funded
The European Union provides assistance for projects that are agreed on the basis of
annual or multiannual action programmes for each participating country. Where there is
a clear need for regional cooperation or horizontal action (e.g. tackling cross-border
problems, reaching efficiency by establishing harmonised approaches or facilitating
networks of experts), areas of assistance are addressed through the multi-country action
programmes.
IPA II also supports cross-border cooperation as a form of territorial cooperation with the
aim of promoting good neighbourly relations, fostering EU integration and promoting
socio-economic development in border areas between countries by means of joint local
and regional initiatives. 12
Box 1 – The nine sectors defined for
strategy papers
1. Democracy and governance
2. Rule of law and fundamental rights
3. Environment
4. Transport
5. Energy
6. Competitiveness and innovation
7. Education, employment and social
policies
8. Agriculture and rural development
9. Cross-border cooperation (CBC) and
regional cooperation
Source: Quick guide to IPA II programming, 2014.

Three types of cross-border cooperation are possible:
• between one or more Member States and one or
more IPA II beneficiaries;
• between two or more IPA II beneficiaries;
• between an IPA II beneficiary and countries under
the European Neighbourhood Instrument.13
IPA II focuses more on the sectoral approach than its
predecessor for 2007 to 2013, which supported more
stand-alone measures. In the programming phase, it
presupposes an agreement on the policy sectors that
have priority. This agreement of both sides (the EU
and the country receiving the assistance) is
incorporated into the strategy papers and
implemented via projects that make up action
programmes. Nine sectors are defined for strategy
papers (Box 1).

On two occasions in the recent past, pre-accession funds have been used in exceptional
circumstances. In the summer of 2014, after unprecedented floods in Bosnia and
Herzegovina and Serbia, the Commission provided €42 million for Bosnia and
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Herzegovina and €30 million for Serbia from IPA resources to help both countries to
recover. 14 At the end of the year a special measure on flood recovery and flood risk
management was adopted by the Commission to continue with help using the IPA.
Similarly, between 2015 and 2016, when the migration crisis moved to the top on the
political agenda and the migration flow was affecting Turkey, but also Serbia and the
former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, the IPA has supported many migration-related
activities in Turkey and Western Balkans. In Serbia, for instance, a total of €24.5 million
of EU pre-accession funds have been allocated for effective management of the migration
flow. The funds are being used for better border management, swifter transportation of
people to asylum centres and improved reception conditions. In these cases, the EU also
intervened with targeted financial instruments. 15
Box 2 – Examples of IPA I support
Investments in rule-of-law-related projects have helped countries to establish robust and
professional law enforcement and judicial bodies, independent and free from external influence.
The project 'Strengthening the Prosecutors' Network', for instance, helps increase cooperation
among prosecutors in the Western Balkans and supports joint investigations in international
crime cases.
Under the heading of sustainable economy, the IPA has supported , for example, a Serbian startup company from Belgrade that has developed the transportable mini solar charger 'Strawberry
Tree Mini' which can be used for charging small portable devices such as smart phones, cameras,
and mp3 players.
In Montenegro, in the framework of investment in people, the Gender Equality Programme has
contributed to the political empowerment of women. In Turkey, a project aiming at increasing
enrolment rates in particular for girls has led to young women attending secondary and vocational
schools, while also providing specific training to improve women's working skills.
In the area of agriculture and rural development, the EU has funded a comprehensive project in
Bosnia and Herzegovina. The project has created a network of collectors, breeders, processors
and purchasers of medicinal and aromatic plants, named the Machinery Ring, and provided the
network with machines for harvest, distillation, storage, product processing and packaging.
Source: European Commission, 2015.

Assessment of IPA II and its predecessor
The IPA II Regulation provides for the European Commission to assess progress on
implementing the strategy papers (established in partnership with beneficiary countries)
against the indicators set, on an annual basis. The strategy papers should be also
reviewed at mid-term and revised as appropriate (Article 6). This mid-term exercise is
currently taking place and the results are expected this year. The mid-term review report
will cover the period from 1 January 2014 to 30 June 2017 and will focus on the
achievement of the objectives of IPA II and the efficiency of the programme. 16
Western Balkans
The European Court of Auditors (ECA) issued a meta-audit focused on the use of the IPA
in the Western Balkans. Exploring the data from previous ECA special reports and
Commission evaluations, it was seeking replies to two questions: whether the European
Commission had managed the IPA in the Western Balkans well and whether the IPA had
strengthened administrative capacity in the region.
The ECA special report (Box 3) analysed a sample composed of the rule of law and public
administration reform projects and regional programmes, corresponding to the
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contracting amount of €439 million. The sample covered 21 % of total investments in
these thematic areas during the 2007-2013 period (IPA I) but it also included the first
stages of the 2014-2020 period (IPA II).
Five recommendations close the ECA report, stressing the need for well-defined specific
objectives and measurable targets, a more selective approach to the indirect
management of the IPA,
Box 3 – ECA meta-audit on use of the IPA in the Western Balkans
systematic monitoring of
The report is critical of the fact that the IPA I objectives were not
programmes
against
always specific and measurable through specific targets. The projects
predefined conditions, and
examined by the ECA did not consider the countries' actual political
a net reduction in future
will for reform. The situation is different under IPA II because the
IPA
allocations
or
indicative strategy papers have paid more attention to beneficiaries'
suspension
of
payments,
capacity to commit to sector reform at political level and manage IPA
where appropriate. The
funding.
ECA would also like to see a
The ECA observed a relatively low level of absorption caused mainly
track record of effective
by the weak administrative capacity of Western Balkan countries.
investigation, prosecution
The decentralisation of significant parts of IPA management required
and final convictions in
a learning period and a more demanding management structure. As
a result, between 20 % (Serbia) and 30 % (FYR Macedonia) of IPA I
cases
of
high-level
allocations were still to be contracted at the end of 2015. At the same
corruption and organised
time, between less than 20 % (Kosovo) and more than 40 % (FYR
crime in the countries that
Macedonia) of allocations had been contracted and had still to be
are
IPA
beneficiaries.
paid.
Finally, ECA calls for
The Commission did not systematically apply strict conditions prior
regional cooperation and
to contracting or payment, whether at political, programme or
political dialogue to support
project level. The report highlights the exceptional case of Bosnia
the delivery of results.

and Herzegovina and its lack of political will to enforce a European
Court of Human Rights judgment in 2013. The Commission then
applied conditionality by reducing the 2013 IPA I allocation by
€45 million and imposing further reductions of allocations. Under
IPA II, from 2014 until 2017, €165 million were allocated to that
country, as compared with €331 million from 2007 to 2010.
As regards the strengthening of the administrative capacity in the
Western Balkans, the Commission effectively delivered the intended
outputs, according to the ECA. The IPA for the rule of law and public
administration reform was partly sustainable, while the impact of
IPA I on the fight against corruption and organised crime was limited.

In its 2015 detailed
thematic evaluation on IPA
support for the fight against
corruption, the European
Commission finds that,
overall, IPA support for
anti-corruption measures is
perceived as positive, and
that the EU accession
process has been the major
Source: Special report No 21/2016, European Court of Auditors, 2016.
driver of anti-corruption
efforts in EU enlargement countries. Nevertheless, it also draws attention to the fact that
the impact produced has not been sufficient and a lot remains to be done. 17
Turkey
In 2009, the ECA published a special report dedicated to pre-accession funding in Turkey
and the European Commission's management of it. Last year, the European Parliament
commissioned an external study, which presents a follow-up to ECA's special report and
provides answers to the questions asked in the title of the publication: 'Turkey: How the
pre-accession funds have been spent, managed, controlled and the monitoring system?'.
The publication concentrates on three study areas: pre-accession funding, European
Investment Bank loans to Turkey and EU funding for Syrian and Iraqi refugees located in
Turkey.
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The study criticises the IPA II's sectoral approach as being the 'repackaging of previous
approaches, but with less transparency'. It also points out that there has been a limited
amount of publicly available monitoring information since the ECA issued its special
report. It questions the volume of pre-accession funding (as the effectiveness of previous
assistance is 'largely unknown') and notes that historically, utilisation rates in Turkey have
been lower than in other candidate countries. The study also found it difficult to assess
whether Turkey was moving towards EU standards (and EU membership) or was rather
moving in the opposite direction.
There are some similarities between the recommendations in the study about Turkey and
those included in the ECA special report on the Western Balkan countries, namely
concerning the evaluation criteria. The authors of the study commissioned by the
European Parliament call for clear intervention objectives and indicators for preaccession and for the completion of the sector monitoring framework by the Commission.
They would like to find information about pre-accession assistance more easily on the
Commission's website. They also encourage the Commission to develop more coherent
evaluation guidelines.

Other EU programmes in the same field
The IPA unified many of the instruments for pre-accession assistance that applied in
previous enlargement rounds (Phare, SAPARD, ISPA, CARDS). When it comes to the other
EU foreign policy instruments indicated below, candidate countries may benefit only from
the European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights.
The Development Cooperation Instrument (DCI) has the primary objective of eradicating
poverty. It applies to all developing countries, except those eligible for pre‐accession
assistance.
The European Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI) funds EU efforts to cooperate with and
promote development in 16 countries and territories on its eastern and southern
frontiers, as part of the European neighbourhood policy. It works as a substitute for preaccession investment in countries with little or no prospect of accession.
The Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace (IcSP) supports security initiatives
and peace-building activities in partner countries all over the world.
The European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR) supports projects
in the area of human rights and fundamental freedoms and strengthens the rule of law
and democratic reform in countries outside the EU, including enlargement countries.
The Partnership Instrument's (PI) overall objective is to advance and promote EU interest
by supporting the external dimension of EU internal policies and by addressing major
global challenges, such as energy security, climate change and the environment.
Macro-financial assistance (MFA) is an instrument designed to help EU candidate,
potential candidate and neighbourhood countries in an acute balance-of-payments crisis
by means of a loan or a grant from the EU. A MFA operation is exceptional and temporary,
is based on economic and political conditions and is linked to an International Monetary
Fund adjustment programme.
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Endnotes
1

Title III on cooperation with third countries and humanitarian aid.

2

In 2017, implementation of IPA (2007-2013) is still underway.

3

Regulation (EU) No 231/2014, Article 2.

4

It is stated in the text of Regulation 231/2014 that 'This designation [Kosovo] is without prejudice to positions on
status, and is in line with UNSCR 1244/1999 and the ICJ Opinion on the Kosovo declaration of independence'.

5

See the dedicated website of DG NEAR.

6

Cross-country cooperation and multi-country assistance are not included.

7

Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council – First Annual Report on the
Facility for Refugees in Turkey, COM/2017/0130 final of 2 March 2017.

8

See the 2017 EU general budget article 22 02 03 Support to Turkey.

9

See Regulation (EU, EURATOM) No 966/2012 on the financial rules applicable to the general budget of the Union
and repealing Council Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 1605/2002.

10

They can be the IPA II beneficiary country or an entity designated by it, an agency of a Member State, an
international organisation, or an EU specialised (but not executive) agency.

11

See Regulation (EU) No 447/2014, Article 4.

12

For details, see Title VI of the Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 447/2014.

13

M. Parry, European Neighbourhood Instrument, EPRS, European Parliament, October 2016.

14

Commission implementing decision adopting a special measure on flood recovery and flood risk management in
Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Kosovo, Montenegro, the Republic
of Serbia and Turkey, C(2014) 9797 final of 17 December 2014. NB: Footnote 4 addresses the name of Kosovo.

15

EU Floods Recovery Programme for Bosnia and Herzegovina. The EU Regional Trust Fund, known as the Madad Fund,
is pooling resources including from the IPA allocation to Turkey. For more details about EU trust funds, see
A. D'Alfonso, B. Immenkamp, EU Trust Funds for external action. First uses of a new tool, EPRS, European Parliament,
November 2015; for details about the migration crisis in the Western Balkans, see V. Lilyanova, The Western Balkans:
Frontline of the migrant crisis, EPRS, European Parliament, January 2016.

16

Regulation (EU) No 236/2014, Article 17.

17

Thematic evaluation on IPA support to the fight against corruption. Final report, European Union, 2016, p. 9.
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European Neighbourhood Instrument
In a nutshell
The European Neighbourhood Instrument funds EU efforts to cooperate with and promote
development in 16 countries and territories on its eastern and southern frontiers, as part of
a European Neighbourhood Policy. The EU hopes that by incentivising reform and economic
integration in the EU market, these countries will become more democratic, more prosperous
and more stable. As a substitute for pre-accession investment in countries with little or no
prospect of accession, auditors and analysts say the policy has had mixed success.

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 4 (Global Europe)
Cooperation with third countries; international agreements

2014-20 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €15 432.63 million (1.43 %)

2015 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €2 336 million (1.44 %)
Payments:
€1 579.3 million (1.12 %)

2016 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €2 186.5 million (1.41 %)
Payments:
€2 328.6 million (1.62 %)

Methods of implementation
Direct management (European Commission, European External Action Service) and indirect
management (partner countries and organisations).

In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 Objectives of the programme
 Funded actions
 Assessment of programme/actions
 Other EU programmes and action in the
same field
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
Article 8 of the Treaty on European Union
(TEU) states that 'the Union shall develop
a special relationship with neighbouring
countries, aiming to establish an area of
prosperity and good neighbourliness,
founded on the values of the Union and
characterised by close and peaceful
relations based on cooperation'. Title V
TEU sets out principles governing the
EU's external action and Common
Foreign and Security Policy. Articles 206207 of the Treaty on the Functioning of
the European Union (TFEU) provide a
legal framework for the EU's trade
relations with third countries, while
Articles 216-219 govern the EU's
international agreements.

ENI and the EU's Multiannual Financial Framework
(€ billion)
ENI
15.43

MFF
1 082.55

Source: Commission data.

The European Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI) was established by Regulation (EU)
No 232/2014. Common rules and procedures for implementing EU instruments financing
external action are set out in Regulation (EU) No 236/2014.

Objectives of the programme
The ENI was created in 2014 to fund the EU's European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP), a
framework for efforts to advance democratisation and good governance in, and political
cooperation and economic integration with, 16 countries and territories neighbouring the
EU to its east and south, which are further divided into an Eastern Partnership and a
Southern Neighbourhood. The ENP is complemented by two broader regional initiatives:
the Union for the Mediterranean (UfM) and the Black Sea Synergy, which include ENP
countries and other third countries.1 The 16 ENP 'partner countries' targeted by the ENI
for bilateral and multilateral cooperation with the EU are: Algeria, Armenia, Azerbaijan,
Belarus, Egypt, Georgia, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, the Republic of Moldova,
Morocco, the occupied Palestinian territory (oPt), Syria2, Tunisia and Ukraine. Other
countries, including the Russian Federation, are also eligible under the regulation to
participate in ENI-funded cooperation as part of bilateral, multilateral and cross-border
projects involving the above-mentioned countries, but since the EU introduced sanctions
against Russia in 2014, it has been barred from participation in the ENP.
The ENI is designed to promote integration by partner countries into the EU market;
economic development; good relations and bilateral and multilateral collaboration;
institution and capacity building; democracy, the rule of law and human rights; and
orderly and legal movement of people across the EU's external borders. The ENI is meant
to pursue these objectives through bilateral action plans – eventually leading to
association agreements – negotiated with partner countries comprising a mix of jointly
agreed legal, social and economic reforms supported by ENI financial assistance subject
to 'conditionality'. Conditionality means that ENI investment is linked to demonstrable
progress on reforms to approximate EU standards.
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European Neighbourhood Policy countries

Source: EEAS and European Commission. Figure by DG EPRS.

Funded actions
Projects funded under the ENI can take the form of direct bilateral investment from the
EU in an ENP partner country, cross-border cooperation, and neighbourhood-wide
cooperation. The 2016 budget for the ENI amounts to approximately €2.1 billion under
the 2014-2020 MFF, the EU's seven-year financial plan.
Examples of neighbourhood-wide cooperation include a 'Community Resilience Initiative
to support the Regional Development and Protection Programme in the North of Africa'
benefiting Algeria, Egypt, Libya, Morocco, and Tunisia, and (€3.15 million granted by the
Commission in 2015). Another project designed to nudge north-African and Middle
Eastern partner countries (Algeria, Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Morocco,
Palestine and Tunisia) to implement investment-friendly public policy reforms
('Enhancing Investment, Innovation and Growth in the Southern Neighbourhood') was
allocated €10 million in 2015. Over the period 2014-2017, the ENI will provide €20 million
for urban development in Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine
('Regional Programme in the Eastern Neighbourhood in support of the Eastern
Partnership Flagship Initiative on Sustainable Municipal Development'). Approximately
€23.5 million will be invested in Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, the Republic of
Moldova and Ukraine over the same period to improve water management in those
countries ('European Union Water Initiative Plus for the Eastern Partnership').
In terms of bilateral assistance to individual partner countries, ENI support for Algeria, for
example, totalled €26.3 million in 2014, and was provided to help the country implement
judicial, media and education reform. Tunisia received €186.8 million from the ENI in
2014 to support such objectives as vocational training and education; modernisation of
the security sector; and integrated regional development. In Belarus, the Commission
plans to invest between €71 and €89 million over the 2014-2017 period in social inclusion,
environmental projects, local and regional economic development, and civil society and
capacity development. In Armenia, €140-170 million will be spent over the same period
on private sector development, public administration reform, judicial reform, capacity
development and support for civil society organisations.
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ENI allocations for bilateral cooperation during the 2014-2017 period (€ million)
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Source: European Commission data.
Notes: Figures are indicative. Final allocations will depend on the country's needs and commitment to reforms.
(1) Figure is for the 2014-15 period. (2) Figure is for the 2014-2015 period. (3) Figure is for the 2014-2016 period.
(4) Figure is an approximate annual average. ENI aid for Palestine was programmed annually until 2014, when a
biannual Single Support Framework was adopted, and subsequently extended through 2016. (5) Assumes
annualised assistance of approximately €142.9 million over the 2014-2017 period. (6) Figure is for the 2014-2016
period.

Assessment of programme/actions
In March 2015, the European Commission and the High Representative of the European
Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy published implementation reports on
regional aspects of cooperation with the EU's southern and eastern ENP partner
countries. These reports, as well the country-specific progress reports also published by
the Commission and the High Representative, assess partner countries' implementation
of reform objectives agreed with the EU, not whether ENI spending represents value for
money. One of the challenges of assessing the value and adequacy of ENI spending is
deciding whether lack of progress towards reform objectives justifies more investment
or less, and whether targets that have been met can be objectively attributed to EU
investment. Since 2011, the Commission has applied the principle of 'more for more' to
ENI investment, rewarding partner countries' progress on reform with greater
investment.
The 2014 implementation report for the Southern Mediterranean observes that parts of
the region were afflicted by conflicts and crises, especially Syria and Libya, impeding
formal cooperation, though reforms in Morocco3 and a continuing democratic transition
in Tunisia were positive notes. The 2014 Eastern Partnership implementation report
highlights new Association Agreements with Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine, and a
programme of support to help Ukraine stabilise its economy amid the ongoing political
crisis in that country (up to €1 billion to be disbursed to support Ukraine under the ENI in
the 2014-2020 period).
The European Commission launched a review of the ENP in 2015, issuing a
communication on 18 November 2015 setting out priorities for a revised ENP in response
to 250 public submissions from EU Member State and partner country governments and
civil society organisations. While noting that the EU had committed 'substantial'
resources to stabilising its neighbourhood via the ENI, the Commission concedes that this
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will have to be paired with funds from other EU instruments, fellow donors and
international financial institutions to underpin economic transition and stability in
partner countries. The Commission intends to make the ENI more agile and responsive to
urgent and unforeseen needs, including refugee support and disaster response, by
making greater use of Trust Funds and creating a 'flexibility cushion' within the ENI.
The European Court of Auditors (ECA) has published a number of country-specific and
thematic reports on EU spending in ENP neighbourhood countries, either partly or wholly
funded via the ENI. An ECA special report published in September 2016 on EU assistance
for strengthening public administration in Moldova concluded that EU funds had had
limited impact. The projects chosen had merit and had delivered results as anticipated,
but the Commission had not made correct use of conditionality or aligned its approach
with Moldova's own strategic objectives. In December 2013, the ECA published a special
report on EU financial support for the Palestinian Authority, including under the ENI's
2007-2014 predecessor, the European Neighbourhood Partnership Instrument (ENPI).
The auditors noted that the Commission had already pledged to tie funding to recipient
countries' progress on reforms ('more for more' principle), but had not yet applied this to
the oPt.
Also in December 2013 the ECA reported on EU climate finance in the context of external
aid, including aid delivered by the ENPI, concluding that the Commission had focused on
appropriate priorities and managed to tailor its programmes to individual countries, but
that Commission-Member State coordination should be improved. In June 2013, in a
special report on EU Cooperation with Egypt in the Field of Governance, the ECA wrote
that before the uprising there in 2011, the Commission had struggled to obtain results
from governance reform efforts, partly on account of the Egyptian authorities'
unwillingness to cooperate. The uprising itself triggered a far-reaching review of the ENP,
however, the results of which had not yet been applied at the time of publication.
An ECA special report published in March 2016 assessed EU external migration spending
in Southern Mediterranean and Eastern Neighbourhood countries until 2014 via the ENPI,
and the thematic programme for migration and asylum (TPMA). The Court found that
project objectives were often set in general terms, such as a project entitled 'Providing
better protection for immigrants and boosting the capacity to manage mixed migration
flows in Algeria' (€2.3 million). This made it difficult to assess results. Of 23 migrant
readmission and return projects assessed by the Court, five relating to readmission were
jointly funded by the ENPI and TPMA, which were assessed as 'often rather small and [...]
limited in their results and effectiveness'. However, a project entitled 'Promoting respect
for sub-Saharan migrants' rights in Morocco' begun in January 2013 (€2 million) was cited
as an example of best practice for setting a limited number of objectives and identifying
specific and measurable targets.
Some analysts question the ENP's broader rationale of influencing and encouraging
reform in countries on the EU's frontiers with little immediate prospect of EU accession.
They also point to disagreements between EU Member States with different historical,
economic and geopolitical ties over how ENI resources should be distributed: France and
Spain are thought to have a particular interest in the Southern Neighbourhood countries,
for example, while Germany and Poland are thought to focus on the Eastern Partnership
countries. Further, it has been argued that the resources allocated to the ENP under the
ENI are not sufficient to encourage autocratic regimes to implement reforms that could
weaken their own position.
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Other EU programmes and action in the same field
As third countries, ENP partner countries are also eligible for other forms of EU
investment, financing and support. These include the European Instrument for
Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR)4 (2014-2020 budget: €1 332.75 million), which
promotes democracy and human rights in non-EU countries; the Instrument contributing
to Stability and Peace (IcSP) (2014-2020 budget: €2 338.72 million), which the EU uses to
fund crisis-management around the world; the Development Cooperation Instrument
(2014-2020 budget: €19 661.64 million), a fund for economic, social, environmental, legal
and institutional development in developing countries; and Erasmus+ (2014-2020
budget: €14 774.52 million), the EU programme for education, training, youth and sport.
The EU budget also contributes to the Neighbourhood Investment Facility (NIF), which
supports ENP partner countries by funding energy and transport infrastructure projects;
it does so by pooling EU and Member State funds to leverage loans from European
financial institutions and contributors in the ENP partner countries; approximately
€1 159 million of the EU budget was allocated to the NIF in 2007-2014.

Endnotes
1

For a comprehensive overview of the EU's European Neighbourhood Policy and how it is linked to other EU regional
initiatives, see Perchoc, P., In-depth analysis: The European Neighbourhood Policy, European Parliamentary Research
Service, October 2015.

2

The EU suspended bilateral cooperation with the Syrian government, including Syrian government participation in
regional programmes, following the outbreak of civil war in 2011.

3

Morocco put cooperation with the EU on hold early this year after the General Court of the EU annulled the
Association and Liberalisation agreement in 2015 on the grounds that it illegally applied to the Western Sahara; this
decision has since been challenged by lawyers at the EU Court of Justice.

4

Also in this series: Dobreva, A., How the EU budget is spent: European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights,
European Parliamentary research Service, September 2015.
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Development Cooperation Instrument
In a nutshell
The Development Cooperation Instrument (DCI) is the main financial instrument in the
EU budget for funding aid to developing countries, and as such complements the
European Development Fund, which is outside the EU budget.1 The primary objective of
the DCI is to alleviate poverty, but it also contributes to other international priorities of
the EU such as the UN's post-2015 Development Agenda; sustainable economic, social
and environmental development; and the promotion of democracy, the rule of law, good
governance and respect for human rights.
EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 4 (Global Europe)
Cooperation with third countries; international agreements
2014-2020 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €19 661.64 million (1.81 %)
2016 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €2 629.90 million (1.70 %)
Payments:
€2 729.00 million (1.90 %)
2017 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €3 168.19 million (2.01 %)
Payments:
€2 768.54 million (2.06 %)
Methods of implementation
Direct management (European Commission, European External Action Service) and
indirect management (partner countries and organisations)

In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 The DCI's objectives
 How the money is spent
 Assessment of the DCI
 Other foreign policy instruments in the
EU budget

EPRS | European Parliamentary Research Service
Author: Matthew Parry with Edoardo Segantini
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
Article 209(1) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) states that
'The European Parliament and the Council, acting in accordance with the ordinary
legislative procedure, shall adopt the measures necessary for the implementation of
development cooperation policy, which may relate to multiannual cooperation
programmes with developing countries or programmes with a thematic approach'.
Further reference to external economic and financial assistance can be found in
Article 212. Based on these TFEU provisions, on 11 March 2014 the European Parliament
and the Council adopted Regulation (EU) No 233/2014 establishing a financing instrument
for development cooperation – the Development Cooperation Instrument (DCI) – for the
2014 to 2020 period. This regulation replaced Regulation No 1905/2006 for the previous
multiannual financial framework for 2007 to 2013.
The DCI is one of six EU budgetary instruments for financing external action that are
governed by Regulation (EU) No 236/2014 laying down common rules and procedures for
the implementation of the Union's instruments for financing external action. The other
five instruments are: the European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR);
the European Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI); the Instrument contributing to Stability
and Peace (IcSP); the Partnership Instrument (PI); and the Instrument for Pre-accession
Assistance (IPA II).

The DCI's objectives
The main objective of the DCI and of EU development policy in general is to alleviate
poverty. The DCI is also meant to contribute to fostering sustainable economic, social and
environmental development, and supporting democracy, good governance, human rights
and international law in recipient countries. More specifically, the DCI should help the EU
meet its obligations to developing countries arising from the United Nations' millennium
development goals2 (MDGs) and post-2015 development agenda. Where DCI-funded
actions concern countries eligible for overseas development aid (ODA) according to the
Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development – the vast majority of DCI beneficiaries – they must be
designed to meet OECD/DAC criteria.
The DCI is one of two EU funds for aid to developing countries, with the other one being
the European Development Fund. The EDF, while significantly larger than the DCI with a
2014-2020 budget of €30.5 billion, is intergovernmental in nature and outside the EU
budget, and is aimed mainly at the African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of States (ACP)
and the overseas countries and territories (OCTs) of the EU. The DCI is aimed chiefly at all
other developing countries, with the DCI geographic programmes – the largest part of the
DCI budget – unavailable to EDF recipient countries or to countries eligible for funding
under the European Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI) or the Instrument for PreAccession Assistance (IPA). However, a portion of the DCI budget is also reserved for
thematic programmes for fostering global public goods, such as good governance and
supporting civil society organisations and local authorities. The thematic programmes
and a pan-African programme are open to recipients in EDF, ENI and IPA countries.

How the money is spent
The DCI financial envelope of €19.6 billion for 2014 to 2020 is subdivided between three
different types of programme: geographic programmes, which have been allocated
€11.8 billion (60 % of the total envelope); thematic programmes, for which €7 billion
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(36 %) has been budgeted; and a pan-African programme, which has a budget of
€845 million (4 %).
Figure 1 – DCI budget for 2014-20 by programme type (€ million)

Source: Annex IV of the DCI Regulation (Regulation (EU) No 233/2014).





Geographical programmes are aimed at supporting bilateral and regional
cooperation in areas such as human rights, democracy, good governance,
inclusive and sustainable growth for human development, migration and asylum,
conflict prevention, and disaster risk reduction. They support cooperation with
47 countries in the following regions: Latin America (with an indicative geographic
programme allocation of €2 500 million for 2014-2020); South Asia
(€3 813 million); North and South East Asia (€2 870 million); Central Asia
(€1 072 million); the Middle East (€545 million); and 'other countries'
(€251 million). The geographic programmes fund projects related to security,
climate change and sustainable growth. At least 15 % of the geographic
programme funds must be spent on human rights, democracy and good
governance; while at least 45 % must go to 'inclusive and sustainable growth for
human development'.
Thematic programmes complement the geographical programmes. Within this
pillar of the DCI, there are two categories: Global Public Goods and Challenges
(GPGC), for which the indicative 2014-2020 allocation is €5 101 million; and Civil
Society Organisations and Local Authorities (CSO-LA), for which it is €1 907 million.
GPGC addresses issues such as the environment, climate change, sustainable
energy, human development, food security, migration and asylum, while ensuring
coherence with poverty reduction goals. CSO-LA measures encourage civil society
(i.e. non-state actors, non-governmental organisations (NGOs) and citizens'
organisations) and local authorities to play a greater role in development
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strategies. For example, GPGC is financing a project aimed at strengthening the
ability of non-state actors in Liberia, Ivory Coast and Ghana to carry out forest law
enforcement, governance and trade and reduce deforestation and degradation
(DCI contribution: €3 million).
The Pan-African programme supports the strategic partnership between Africa
and the EU. This programme complements other financing instruments that are
used in Africa, such as the EDF and the European Neighbourhood Instrument
(ENI). Activities under the programme are carried out at trans-regional,
continental or global level. For 2016, the Commission has identified two objectives
under the programme: first, increase the availability of high-level professional
manpower in Africa by supporting the intra-African mobility of students and staff
and improving the quality of higher education; second, support the
transformation of the African livestock sector with a view to environmentally
sustainable, climate-resilient socio-economic development, and equitable
growth. The 2017 action document includes an initiative to improve broadband
access in Africa, co-financed by the International Telecommunications Union (ITU)
(DCI contribution: €7.5 million).

All expenditure under the geographic programmes must fulfil OECD criteria for ODA (see
box), while the proportion is at least 95 % for thematic programmes and 90 % for the PanAfrican programme.
Official development assistance (ODA) is defined by the Development Assistance
Committee (DAC) of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD) as 'flows to countries and territories on the DAC List of ODA recipients and to
multilateral institutions' provided by official agencies (e.g. state and local
governments) that are aimed at promoting the economic development and welfare
of the developing countries and that are concessional (with a grant element of at least
25 %). Eligibility for ODA expenditure is restricted in some areas, such as military aid,
peacekeeping, nuclear energy and anti-terrorism activities.

Assessment of the DCI
Article 17 of the Common Implementing Regulation (CIR) (Regulation (EU) No 236/2014)
requires an evaluation of the DCI to be undertaken in parallel with evaluations of the
other external financing instruments (EFIs) under the current MFF. This evaluation is to
feed into a mid-term review (MTR) report assessing the extent to which the DCI has
achieved its objectives against indicators measuring results delivered, and the efficiency
of the instrument. To this end, an evaluation report was published in June 2017 by a
consortium of consultancies at the European Commission's request. They assessed
whether the DCI was fit for purpose as a vehicle for delivering EU resources and achieving
the EU's development and external action policy objectives. They reached six conclusions:
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Concerning the design of the DCI, they found the DCI had thus far successfully
addressed commitments made in the agenda for change and concerns raised by a
2011 impact assessment of the previous DCI. However, they called for closer
alignment with recipient countries' priorities and for less fragmentation of thematic
programmes.
The authors wrote that the DCI was helping to achieve positive development results
and there had been progress in developing a framework for monitoring them at
implementation level. Goals in alignment, result-orientation and differentiation had
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been met overall, but there had been insufficient progress in mainstreaming
democracy and human rights, including gender equality. The authors believe more
should be done to strengthen civil society and local authorities as actors of
governance, and to integrate climate change and environmental objectives across all
sectors of EU-cooperation.


There was compartmentalisation between the DCI and the other EFIs, undermining
complementarity, but there had been progress on joint programming with the
Member States.



The authors report that even if sustained EU engagement under the DCI had resulted
in leverage at the sectoral policy level, leverage at the political level (in such areas as
democracy and human rights) was weakening. At the same time, little progress had
been achieved so far in building effective partnerships with the private sector.



They underlined that the DCI allows the EU to add value through its unique expertise
in regional economic and political integration.



In terms of efficiency, flexibility and capacity, the authors found that the DCI was a
complex and administratively demanding instrument, with limited flexibility to adapt
to new conditions and emerging concerns. A significant factor hampering the DCI's
performance was limited staff capacity both in EU delegations and at headquarters.



They stressed that the DCI was designed to address a very broad range of issues, from
policy priorities in the agenda for change to EU policy concerns, such as migration and
climate change. Despite the ambition of creating a universal multi-actor partnership
instrument, the DCI remains an instrument reflecting the donor-beneficiary
relationship that underpinned ODA. At the same time, a number of recent trends,
such as the declining number of countries eligible for ODA and the diminishing role of
ODA in overall resource flows, had further weakened the operational and political
foundations of the DCI.

In December 2015, the European Court of Auditors (ECA) published a review of the risks
involved in the EU taking a results-oriented approach to development and cooperation.
The ECA acknowledged that the Commission had correctly identified most of the nine key
risk areas cited in the review: consistency of terminology; clarity of results chain;
complexity arising from cross-cutting issues; harmonisation of instruments between
development partners; reporting and evaluation; data consolidation; data quality; and
focus on budgetary outturn; and changes in the context of EU actions. The review
recommended, however, that the Commission improve guidelines for determining
terminology, objectives and indicators; clearly link actions and results; improve reporting;
ensure data availability and quality; and routinely assess the risks of implementation
before committing financial resources.

Other foreign policy instruments in the EU budget
The DCI is one of six foreign policy instruments created by the Commission for the 20142020 MFF and subject to Regulation 236/2014.
The other instruments for the period 2014-2020 are:
The European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR)
With a budget of €1.33 billion, the EIDHR supports projects in the area of human rights
and fundamental freedoms, strengthening the rule of law, and democratisation in third
countries.3
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The European Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI)
The ENI's financial envelope of €15.4 billion funds efforts to cooperate with and promote
development in 16 countries and territories on the EU's eastern and southern frontiers.
The aim is to make beneficiary countries more democratic, more prosperous and more
stable by incentivising reform and economic integration into the EU market.4
The Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace (IcSP)
The total funds for this instrument are €2.34 billion and they are allocated to countries
that have been struck by, or face, crisis. The IcSP also supports conflict prevention and
peace-building efforts.5
The Partnership Instrument (PI)
The PI finances the external dimension of the EU's internal policies – in areas such as
competitiveness, research and innovation, as well as migration – and helps to address
major global challenges such as energy security, climate change and environmental
protection. It also contributes to the external projection of the Europe 2020 strategy. The
budget for this instrument is €955 million.6
The Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA II)
The IPA II is the means by which the EU provides financial and technical assistance to
support reform in countries that are candidates for EU accession. The IPA projects build
capacity in candidate countries throughout the accession process, resulting in progressive
development in the region and economic and political reform. The ultimate objective is
the adoption of EU laws and standards (the acquis communautaire). The amount
allocated to this instrument for the period 2014-2020 is €11.7 billion.7
Figure 2 – The EU foreign policy instruments: financial envelopes for the 2014-2020 MFF
(€ million)
€ million in current prices

Data source: European Commission DG Budget.
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Endnotes
1

With a 2014-2020 spend of €30.5 billion, the European Development Fund (EDF) is significantly larger than the DCI.
However, while it is managed mainly by the European Commission, it is intergovernmental in nature and remains
outside the EU budget, with a correspondingly limited scrutiny role for the European Parliament. For more on the EDF
and the debate on whether it should be incorporated into the EU budget, see A. D'Alfonso, European Development
Fund – Joint development cooperation and the EU budget: out or in?, EPRS, European Parliament, November 2014.

2

The MDGs were replaced by the Sustainable Development Goals in 2016 in accordance with UN Resolution
A/RES/70/1.

3 See A.

Dobreva, How the EU budget is spent: European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights, EPRS, European
Parliament, September 2015.

4

See M. Parry, How the EU budget is spent: European Neighbourhood Instrument, EPRS, European Parliament,
October 2016.

5

See A. Dobreva, How the EU budget is spent: Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace, EPRS, European
Parliament, March 2017.

6

See M. Parry, How the EU budget is spent: Partnership Instrument, EPRS, European Parliament, April 2017.

7

See M. Svášek, How the EU budget is spent: Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA II), EPRS, European
Parliament, June 2017.
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Partnership Instrument
In a nutshell
The EU's Partnership Instrument (PI) is a foreign policy tool established under the current
Multiannual Financial Framework to fund strategic cooperation with third countries on 'issues
of global concern', and pursue EU objectives set out in the Europe 2020 strategy related to
sustainability, trade and innovation, and EU public diplomacy. While all third countries are
eligible for PI-funded cooperation, the instrument is especially aimed at middle and upperincome countries that are current or potential strategic partners to the EU.

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 4 (Global Europe)
Trade policy; economic, financial and technical cooperation with third countries

2014-20 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €954.76 (0.09 %)

2016 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €125.65 million (0.08 %)
Payments:
€109.04 million (0.08 %)

2017 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €133.71 million (0.08 %)
Payments:
€135.87 million (0.10 %)

Methods of implementation
Direct management (European External Action Service (EEAS); Service for Foreign Policy
Instruments (FPI))
In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 The Partnership Instrument's objectives
 Funded actions
 Assessment of the instrument
 Other EU programmes and action in the
same field

EPRS | European Parliamentary Research Service
Author: Matthew Parry, with Philipp Wegner
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
Regulation (EU) 234/2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council establishes an
EU Partnership Instrument for cooperation with third countries (PI) for the duration of
the 2014-2020 Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF). According to that regulation, EU
action in this field is based on Articles 207(2), 209(1) and 212(2) of the Treaty on the
Functioning of the European Union (TFEU), which concern, respectively, the common
commercial policy, development cooperation policy, and EU-third country financial,
economic and technical cooperation. Along with five other EU foreign policy instruments
(see the section 'Other EU programmes and action in the same field' below), the PI is also
subject to Regulation 236/2014, which lays down common rules and procedures for the
implementation of the EU's instruments for financing external action, including
protection of the EU's financial interests.
The PI's predecessor during the 2007-2013 MFF was the Instrument for Cooperation with
Industrialised Countries (ICI) (Council Regulation (EC) No 1934/2006), which listed
17 eligible countries in an annex, whilst allowing the Commission some scope for
extending cooperation to other countries where appropriate. Following the entry into
force of the Lisbon Treaty in 2009, the ICI Regulation was amended in 2011 to explicitly
include cooperation with both developed and developing countries, and reframed as the
'ICI+' with Regulation (EU) No 1338/2011 of the European Parliament and of the Council.
The ICI+ Regulation was given a new legal basis in Articles 207(2), 209(1) and 212(2) of
the amended TFEU, which was retained for the current PI Regulation. According to Article
2 of the PI Regulation, its scope is all third countries, but especially those 'with which the
Union has a strategic interest in promoting links' and 'which play an increasingly
prominent role in global affairs'.

The Partnership Instrument's objectives
The PI finances aid to, and cooperation with, countries outside the EU, in order to further
the EU's interests around the world.
All third countries are eligible to Partnership Instrument as a share of the 2014-2020 MFF
€ million in current prices
participate in PI-financed initiatives,
but the focus is on middle and
upper-income countries not already
targeted
by
the
European
Neighbourhood Policy or EU
Overseas Development Aid. Article 2
of Regulation 234/2014 states that
PI-financed cooperation should
further EU interests in four specific
areas:
(i) bilateral and multilateral efforts
to address 'issues of global concern',
especially climate change, with the
Data source: European Commission.
aim of promoting EU standards in
other countries; to be measured,
inter alia, against partner countries' progress in fighting climate change and adopting EU
environmental standards;
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(ii) implementing the international dimension of Europe 2020, the EU's strategy for
'smart, sustainable and inclusive' economic growth based on trade, innovation and
poverty alleviation, to support the strategy at home in the EU; to be measured against
partner countries' uptake of Europe 2020 policies and objectives;
(iii) facilitating EU businesses' access to partner countries' markets for trade and
investment, with the goal of boosting trade and investment volumes; as measured
against the EU's share of foreign trade with key partner countries and trade and
investment flows to countries targeted by PI programmes and measures;
(iv) enhancing the EU's profile through public diplomacy, people-to-people contacts,
educational and academic cooperation, and outreach activities in third countries; which
may be reflected in a more positive view of the EU as measured by surveys and
evaluations. To help pursue this objective, €88 million from the PI will fund exchanges of
students and academics via the EU's Erasmus+ programme,1 particularly with those
countries previously covered by the PI's predecessor, the ICI (see section 'EU role in the
policy area: legal basis' above).

Funded actions
Projects funded via the PI are listed in annual Commission 'action programmes', within a
broader strategy set out in a Multiannual Indicative Programme (MIP) for 2014 to 2017
(i.e. the first half of the 2014-2020 MFF), published on 3 July 2014. This programme is to
be adjusted in the light of a mid-term evaluation of the PI to be published no later than
31 December 2017, in accordance with Article 17 of Regulation (EU) No 236/2014.
However, the current MIP also contains indicative allocations by region and objective for
the whole of the 2014-2020 MFF, including a reserve of €42.2 million in un-programmed
funds, to allow the EU to 'respond in an effective and prompt manner' to emerging issues
or priorities concerning partner countries.
Partnership Instrument: indicative allocations by objective during the 2014-2020 MFF
€ million in current prices

Data source: First Multi-annual Indicative Programme for the Partnership Instrument for the period 2014-2017, 3
July 2014. Does not include a reserve of €42.2 million in un-programmed funds for responding to contingencies,
and €38.2 million for administrative support.
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In line with the MIP, projects are planned using Annual Action Programmes (AAP). Under
the PI AAP for 2016, €73.5 million has been allocated to projects related to climate change
mitigation, water management, sustainable trade and intellectual property, among other
areas of EU-third country cooperation. This was to be financed from budget line 19.0501
of the EU's 2016 general budget.
Climate-related projects launched in 2016 include an annual EU-China emissions trading
policy dialogue platform to enhance EU-China cooperation in the field and support
Chinese efforts to develop an emission trading system (EU contribution: €10 million), set
to operate for 66 months; a project to support and encourage the phasing out of ozonedepleting substances in Latin American and Caribbean countries (EU contribution:
€3 million), for a period of 54 months; and an EU-Korea low carbon urban development
platform to facilitate networking and dialogue and promote low carbon urban
development (EU contribution: €2.4 million).
Partnership Instrument: indicative allocations by region during the 2014-2020
€ million in current prices

Data source: European Commission Service for Foreign Policy Instruments.

Cooperation on water management is taking place via the India-EU Water Partnership
over 66 months (EU contribution: €2.4 million); and the China-EU Water Platform (CEWP),
set to operate for 78 months (EU contribution: €6 million). Originally run as a
Development Cooperation Instrument (DCI) project in 2013 and 2014, the Commission
decided to re-shape the CEWP for the 2015-2017period, using further funding from the
PI and the Horizon 2020 programme for research and innovation. The CEWP funds
projects related to water supply safety, water quality, and resource efficiency. The
Commission hopes that the projects will bring about mutually advantageous innovations
in water management and climate-friendly water savings.
Sustainable trade initiatives include a 66-month project to support responsible business
supply chains in China, Myanmar, the Philippines, Thailand, Vietnam and Japan by
promoting environmental protection and fair working conditions (EU contribution:
€9 million); while intellectual property rights (IPR) are the focus of the IP Key China action
fiche (EU contribution: €6 million); the IP Key South East Asia action fiche (EU
contribution: €5 million); and the IP Key Latin America action fiche (EU contribution: €5
million) – the latter three projects all operating for a period of 78 months.
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The 2015 PI Annual Action Programme included measures related to urban development,
ecosystem management, multilateral diplomacy, academic exchange, and an action fiche
to support implementation of the EU-Canada Comprehensive Economic and Trade
Agreement (CETA). The 2014 PI Annual Action Programme, in addition to measures in the
policy fields cited above, included ICT standardisation measures and an EU-China
dialogue on migration and mobility.

Assessment of the instrument
According to the 2011 Commission impact assessment accompanying the proposal for a
PI regulation, the instrument was created in response to the shifting balance of power
and prosperity around the world. Emerging economies are 'graduating' from developing
country status, and the EU needs an instrument designed to foster the potential strategic
and economic benefits of collaboration with, and investment in, such countries as China,
Brazil and India. The PI should allow the EU to leverage mutual EU-partner country
economic interests and provide solutions to local problems in the form of poverty
reduction, environmentally friendly development, gender mainstreaming and the
promotion of social equality. Partner countries are expected to benefit, while EU
businesses and civil society should have an opportunity to increase their business
activities and influence abroad. The assessment states that the PI is an improvement on
its predecessors (the ICI and the ICI+), because it no longer restricts eligibility to a short
list of countries, described by some analysts2 as narrow and inflexible.
The European Commission reports on the PI's activities and results in its annual report on
the EU's foreign policy instruments, with the most recently published report concerning
the year 2015. The Commission writes that in the PI's second year it was focused on
urbanisation, and is therefore expected to help advance urban diplomacy and reach
long-term strategic EU objectives in this area. The report also expects PI projects to boost
trade in ICT technology with India, for example. The report measures the PI's objectives
against four sub-indicators, corresponding to the instrument's four objectives: (i) the
number of emissions schemes operating worldwide (totalling 17 in 2014 and 18 in 2015);
(ii) the share of renewables in total energy production in nine strategic partners (currently
stable or increasing); (iii) CO2 emissions from fuel combustion in nine strategic partners
(2015 data not yet available at the time of publication) and (iv) the number of local and
regional authority signatories to the Covenant of Mayors (6 750 in 2015).
A report published in February 2014 by the European Centre for Development Policy
Management describes the PI's financial envelope as 'modest' and observes that 'it
remains to be seen how the instrument will perform and what balance will be struck
between the promotion of EU economic self-interests versus mutual interests in
addressing challenges of global concern'. More recently, a December 2016 European
Parliament Policy Department study on the EU's foreign policy instruments and the needs
of 'upper middle income countries' also concluded that the PI's budget was relatively
modest in relation to its objectives, and, although formally open to all third countries, in
practice the instrument was focused on a few of the EU's 'strategic partners'. As such, it
was deemed a 'constrained instrument'.
A more detailed assessment of the actions and projects funded during the first half of the
current MFF is expected in the PI's mid-term evaluation, which is scheduled for
completion in the second quarter of 2017.
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Other EU programmes and action in the same field
The PI is one of a package of six foreign policy instruments created by the Commission for
the 2014-2020 MFF, and subject to Regulation 236/2014 laying down common rules and
procedures for the implementation of the EU's instruments for financing external action.
The other five are:
The Development Cooperation Instrument (DCI)
The DCI is chiefly aimed at addressing extreme poverty in developing countries. It also
contributes to other EU foreign policy goals, such as driving sustainable economic, social
and environmental development and promoting democracy, the rule of law, good
governance and respect for human rights.3 The DCI's financial envelope for the 2014-2020
period is approximately €19.7 billion, or 1.81 % of the MFF.
The European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR)
The EIDHR supports projects in the area of human rights and fundamental freedoms,
strengthening the rule of law, and democratisation in third countries.4 The EIDHR's
financial envelope for the 2014-2020 period is approximately €1.33 billion, or 0.12 % of
the MFF.
The European Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI)
The ENI funds efforts to cooperate with and promote development in 16 countries and
territories on the EU's eastern and southern frontiers, as part of a European
neighbourhood policy. It is hoped that by incentivising reform and economic integration
in the EU market, beneficiary countries will become more democratic, more prosperous
and more stable.5 The ENI's financial envelope for the 2014-2020 period is approximately
€15.4 billion, or 1.43 % of the MFF.
The Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace (IcSP)
The IcSP provides short-term assistance to countries threatened or struck by crisis. It also
supports conflict-prevention and peace-building efforts.6 The IcSP's financial envelope for
the 2014-2020 period is approximately €2.3 billion, or 0.22 % of the MFF.
The Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA II)
The IPA II provides financial and technical assistance to countries that are candidates for
future accession to the EU, to help them achieve economic and political reforms and
ultimately adopt EU laws and standards (the acquis communautaire). The IPA's financial
envelope for the 2014-2020 period is approximately €11.7 billion, or 1.08 % of the MFF.
In addition, the largest programme managed by the Commission specifically for
developing countries is the European Development Fund, with a budget of €30.5 billion
for the 2014-2020 period. It is targeted at the African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of
States (ACP). Unlike the PI and the other EU funding instruments mentioned above, it is
not formally part of the EU budget.7
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The EU foreign policy instruments: financial envelopes for the 2014-2020 MFF
€ million in current prices

Data source: European Commission Service for Foreign Policy Instruments.
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European Instrument for Democracy
and Human Rights
In a nutshell
The European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR) was established in 2006
to support projects in the area of human rights and fundamental freedoms, and to strengthen
the rule of law and democratic reform in countries outside the EU. It provides assistance
mainly to civil society organisations, and does not require the consent of national authorities.

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 4 (Global Europe)
International cooperation and development policy

2014-20 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €1 332.75 million (0.12%)

2014 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €184.24 million (0.13%)
Payments: €123.33 million (0.08%)

2015 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €181.83 million (0.11%)
Payments: €154.24 million (0.11%)

Methods of implementation
Direct management (European Commission, DG International Cooperation and Development
– mostly projects implemented by civil society organisations (90%)) and indirect management.

In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 Objectives of the Instrument
 Funded measures
 Assessment of the Instrument
 Other EU programmes and action in the
same field
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
According to Article 2 of the Treaty on European Union (TEU), the founding values of the
European Union (EU) include democracy and respect for human rights. According to
Article 21 of the TEU, the Union's external actions should be guided by the same
principles. Based on these two Articles, in March 2014, the European Parliament (EP)
and the Council adopted Regulation (EU) No 235/2014 establishing a financing
instrument for democracy and human rights worldwide – the European Instrument for
Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR) – for the period 2014-20. According to the
Regulation, the Union is to assist the development and consolidation of democracy, the
rule of law, and respect for all human rights and fundamental freedoms.
The EIDHR builds on the experience and achievements of previous programmes in the
field (European Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights (2000-06), followed by the
2007-13 EIDHR, with a budget of €1 104 million).
The EP and the Council adopted in March 2014 Regulation (EU) No 236/2014 to ensure
the integration and consistency of all external action programmes. It establishes
common rules and procedures for implementing the Union's instruments for external
action, including the EIDHR.
External measures related to democracy and human rights promotion are a shared
competence of the EU and the Member States. The EIDHR exists within a broader
context of programmes operating with three types of funding: programmes under the
EU budget heading 'Global Europe', the European Development Fund (EDF) (funded by
direct contributions from the Member States and not part of the EU budget1), and
individual Member States' programmes and funds, which are regulated and funded at
national level.

Objectives of the Instrument
The deterioration of democracy and human rights protection in some countries makes
implementing programmes such as the EIDHR increasingly challenging, but also timely.
The aim of the EIDHR is to provide support for the promotion of democracy and human
rights in non-EU countries. The EIDHR is meant to address sensitive political issues and
provide flexible assistance, responding to dynamic and complex challenges to
democracy and human rights, which often extend beyond national borders. In order to
meet these objectives efficiently and to provide a valuable contribution to overall EU
external action policy, the EIDHR is used to cooperate directly with local civil society
organisations without the need for approval of, or collaboration with, national
authorities, or for sometimes lengthy negotiation of cooperation agreements. This
distinctive feature of the EIDHR makes it an important tool for EU action under
heading 4 of the EU budget, 'Global Europe'.
The EIDHR is intended as a way of integrating human rights work and development aid,
as underlined in the Regulation (EU) No 235/2014, an increasingly important trend in
international assistance programmes around the world.2 According to the European
Commission (Directorate-General for International Cooperation and Development),
democracy and human rights are seen as a prerequisite for poverty alleviation as well as
conflict prevention and resolution, and as bulwarks against terrorism. The EIDHR thus
has a key role to play in the overall international assistance policy of the EU.
The EIDHR is a thematic funding instrument, which means that it does not define strict
geographical targets, but rather focuses on thematic objectives within EU international
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cooperation and development policy. The EIDHR has a broad remit and responds to the
following key objectives set out in Regulation (EU) No 235/2014:
 Objective 1 – Support to Human Rights and Human Rights Defenders (HRD) in
situations where they are most at risk (contribute to meeting HRDs' urgent needs;
provide medium and long-term support);
 Objective 2 – Support to Other Priorities of the EU in the Field of Human Rights
(actions consistent with the priorities set out in the EU Strategic Framework and
Action Plan on Human Rights and Democracy; e.g. supporting human dignity;
economic, social and cultural rights; tackling impunity; tackling discrimination in all
its forms; women's rights and gender equality; as well as emerging issues in the field
of human rights);
 Objective 3 – Support to Democracy (all aspects of democratisation, e.g. enhancing
participatory and representative democracy, transparency, and accountability;
consolidation of political participation and representation, as well as pro-democracy
advocacy; the rule of law and the promotion and protection of civil and political
rights such as freedom of expression online and offline, and freedom of assembly
and association);
 Objective 4 – EU Election Observation Missions (election observation and wider
promotion of, and support for, democratic processes; encompassing all stages of the
electoral cycle, including follow-up activities, this will be further developed with
complementary actions between bilateral programmes and EIDHR projects);
 Objective 5 – Support to Targeted Key Actors and Processes, including international
and regional human rights instruments and mechanisms (supporting local civil
society's contribution to EU human rights dialogues; development and
implementation of international and regional human rights and international criminal
justice instruments and mechanisms, including the International Criminal Court).

Funded measures
The emphasis of the EIDHR on support for civil society organisations is reflected in the
profile of beneficiaries: approximately 90% of EIDHR partners are civil society
organisations and 10% are international organisations. The EIDHR's support for
international and civil society organisations is provided for in European Commission
implementing decisions – see the budget allocations per action in Table 1.
Table 1 – Budget for EIDHR actions
Action title

Supporting 101 Calls for Proposals targeting local civil society
through Country-Based Support Schemes (CBSS)
Supporting Human Rights priorities – EIDHR global call 2015
Support to Human Rights and Human Rights Defenders in
situations where they are most at risk
A public procurement to support a media and freedom of
expression programme
Supporting democracy - A citizens' organisations', including
domestic observer groups', programme
Supporting a global network of universities for human rights
and democracy postgraduate education
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2014 EU budget
contribution
(million euros)

2015 EU budget
contribution
(million euros)3

82.30

82.75

20.50
NA

26.87
3.50

NA

4.55

5

NA

5.60

5.50
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Action title

Supporting key actors - National Human Rights Institutions
Supporting key regional actors - Human Rights bodies of the
African Union
Supporting key actors - UN Office of the High Commissioner
for Human Rights
Supporting selected EU trading partners in implementing
fundamental labour conventions – International Labour
Organization
Building legal expertise and fostering cooperation International Criminal Court
Reserve list of 2013 calls for proposals
Supporting 'Human Rights Dialogues'
Support measures

2014 EU budget
contribution
(million euros)

2015 EU budget
contribution
(million euros)3

5

NA

1.50

NA

4

4

NA

1

1

NA

4.38
1.50
2

NA
1
1

Source: European Commission Implementing Decisions C(2014) 5142 on the adoption of a special measure for the
financing of the Work Programme 2014 for EIDHR, and C(2015)2025 on the Annual Action Programme 2015 for the EIDHR.

The largest EIDHR action by far, Supporting 101 Calls for Proposals targeting local civil
society through Country-Based Support Schemes (CBSS), is aimed at local civil society
and is meant to promote human rights, gender equality, democracy, good governance,
children's and indigenous peoples' rights, environmental sustainability, the fight against
HIV/AIDS, non-discrimination, and the rights of persons belonging to minorities, of
persons with disabilities, and of other vulnerable groups. It is managed directly using a
project-based approach (calls for proposals and procurement of services) and the EU
Delegations as donor coordinators. The implementation of the action is led by the
common aims, but in order to ensure flexible working methods, including the need to
work without the consent of the local government,4 the specific fields of intervention
for each country are selected in discussion with the Delegations, Heads of Missions, and
local civil society. The calls are launched in a wide variety of countries across the world,
from pre-accession countries with long-term established collaboration with the EU, to
newly formed states. For example, the CBSS call for Turkey for 2014 was issued in the
context of an adopted EU Local Strategy to Support and Defend Human Rights
Defenders in Turkey. It follows more than 100 projects since 2002 addressing issues
such as freedom of expression, access to justice, torture and impunity, women's rights,
and protection of, and respect for, cultural diversity. The most recent call is focused on
strengthening civil society's involvement in making, implementing and monitoring
human rights policies and on supporting human rights defenders. Another example, the
CBSS call for South Sudan from 2015, supports projects in the areas of women's rights,
children's rights, environmental rights, democratisation and peace building, and there is
a strong emphasis on a conflict-sensitive approach.
The second largest action funded under the EIDHR is Supporting Human Rights
Priorities. In 2014, this action focused on supporting human rights defenders in
situations where they are most at risk. Following a revision of the EIDHR, since 2015,
this action has launched a call for projects in several areas, instead of devoting the
funding to a single annual focus. The funded areas are: economic, social and cultural
rights; human dignity; discrimination; and other priorities. The support for human rights
defenders is included as a separate action in the 2015 Work Programme. The
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Supporting Human Rights priorities action is managed directly using a project-based
approach (procurement of services). This action also allows for allocation of small grants
on an ad hoc basis responding to urgent protection needs, when the implementation of
projects under the CBSS is not feasible. In 2014, projects funded included Supporting
Actors for Sustainable Protection of Human Rights in Afghanistan (SAHRA); Media
Freedom Support in Russia, Ukraine and Azerbaijan; and Green Voices Cambodia:
Enhancing free speech for Cambodia’s environmental HRDs.
Other actions with smaller budget allocations are focused mostly on multilateral
initiatives, and target support to particular international bodies working in the field of
democracy and human rights. For example, the work programme for 2014 included the
human rights bodies of the African Union and the International Criminal Court, while
the work programme for 2015 includes a new action to support selected EU trading
partners in implementing fundamental labour conventions, in this case those of the
International Labour Organization.
Other new actions in the 2015 work programme include Supporting Democracy – Media
and freedom of expression in the framework of the pilot exercise for democracy. This is
focused on furthering pro-democracy activities, the role of the media, and the right to
access to public information.

Assessment of the Instrument
In the academic literature, the EIDHR is referred to as the 'jewel in the crown' of
EU instruments for external assistance,5 because of its focus on fundamental
democratic principles, and as 'unique' because of its global scope.6 The EIDHR is also
praised for the shift in focus from institutional support to support for civil society
initiatives, which allows for more flexibility and responsiveness to changes in countries
in need of democratic support,7 and makes it possible to bypass local governments that
may be corrupt. A perceived lack of flexibility and ability to react quickly has been a
major concern in the past.8
Over the years the EIDHR has become a 'high visibility instrument of EU foreign policy'9
with a key role in the EU's external policy of promoting human rights and democracy.
Building on experience implementing previous external financial instruments, including
the EIDHR, the EP's priorities in the negotiations for the period 2014-20 were to
enhance effectiveness, improve transparency and accountability through closer scrutiny
by the EP, increase flexibility, underline the importance of consulting with civil society,
and mainstream human rights and democracy across all funding instruments.10 A major
step towards achieving some of these goals is the introduction of the Common
Implementing Regulation (Regulation (EU) No 236/2014).
An on-going concern related to the EU's instruments for external action is their level of
consistency and complementarity. Some see this as part of a broader issue of lack of
coherence in the EU's external policy, and of ambiguity in its definition of democracy.11
The introduction of the Common Implementing Regulation has helped generate
synergies, but there is still room for improvement. The Action Plan on Human Rights
and Democracy (2015-19), 'Keeping human rights at the heart of the EU agenda',
replaces the expired Action Plan for 2012-14.12 Apart from the established tools for
consistent EU policy in the field, other major achievements of the 2012-14 Action Plan
include the increased mainstreaming of human rights considerations, increased
effectiveness of multilateral actions with other organisations such as the United Nations
(UN), strengthened cooperation with civil society, and increased visibility and
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accountability of activities.13 The Action Plan for 2015-19 puts further emphasis on the
following guiding principles for implementation: support for endogenous forces (such as
civil society and regional organisations), leading by example, focusing on the most
pressing human rights challenges, a smart and strategic way of using available policies,
more effective communication, and measuring impact.
According to a European Court of Auditors' report from 2000, the main weaknesses of
EU support for the development of human rights and democracy were the insufficient
measurement of support, its effectiveness and impact; a lack of systematic and clearly
defined selection criteria; insufficient attention paid to the capacity of the implementing
body; and shortcomings in programme administration due to insufficient staff
resources.14 All these lessons of previous programmes related to promotion of
democracy and human rights have since been addressed (to varying degrees) in the
regulations related to the subsequent implementation of the EIDHR. An evaluation by
the European Court of Auditors of the current situation is expected later this year.15

Other EU programmes and action in the same field
The EU has a long-standing and significant role in the field of foreign assistance. Over
the years, many programmes have been created to provide assistance on both a
geographical basis (targeting particular countries and regions) and a thematic basis
(focusing on particular issues regardless of the region and countries involved). Under
the 2014-20 MFF, the instruments for financing external action are concentrated under
Heading 4, 'Global Europe', with about 6% of the total EU budget. To ensure the
consistency of the various instruments, the EP and the Council adopted Regulation (EU)
No 236/2014 laying down common rules and procedures for the implementation of the
Union's instruments for financing external action. This regulation forms part of the
External Financial Instruments Package, which includes several instruments alongside
the EIDHR, namely:
 The Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace: provides direct support in the
areas of crisis response, conflict prevention, peace-building and crisis preparedness;
 The Partnership Instrument (PI): supports measures that respond to objectives
arising from the EU's bilateral, regional and multilateral relationships with third
countries;
 The European Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI): promotes shared prosperity and
good neighbourliness;
 The Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance II (IPA II): provides support to countries
preparing for EU accession;
 The Instrument for Development Cooperation (DCI): is aimed at reducing, and
ultimately eradicating, poverty.
The Common Regulation also emphasises simplified and efficient rules and procedures,
increased flexibility, and a greater overall focus on human rights, democracy and good
governance16. As a thematic instrument, the EIDHR is complementary to other thematic
instruments, such as the Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace. All thematic
programmes are also complementary to the regional and country-based programmes
with a specific regional focus, such as the ENI and the PI. Examples of the largest
European programmes in the area of democratic support that are not part of the EU
budget include the European Endowment for Democracy and the European
Development Fund.
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European Endowment for Democracy
One notable example of the EU's long-term involvement in democratic assistance
beyond its borders is Poland – a current EU Member State and a former beneficiary of
EU external assistance during its transition to democracy – which initiated the creation
of the European Endowment for Democracy (EED) in 2011.
The aim of the EED is to foster sustainable democratisation in transition countries17 and
to provide support with maximum flexibility. Since its general goals are rather similar to
those of some EU programmes, in particular the EIDHR, the EED commits to regularly
consulting the EU institutions in order to avoid duplication and foster complementarity
and synergy with other programmes in this field.
The EED is not an EU programme, but is co-funded by the Commission and voluntary
contributions from Member States. The funding members so far include 16 EU Member
States and Switzerland. After a positive evaluation of the EED's work, the European
Commission granted it €12 million for the period 2016-18, doubling its current budget.
An EP resolution of 9 July 2015 (2014/2231(INI)) confirms the positive evaluation of the
programme, calls on the EED founding parties to contribute, or increase their
contributions, to the EED in line with their commitments, and encourages other
Member States and EU partners to join the programme. It also emphasises the need for
long-term, sufficient, stable, transparent and predictable funding.
European Development Fund
The European Development Fund (EDF) is already in its 11th round of implementation
since its launch in 1959. It is the EU's main instrument for providing development aid to
African, Caribbean and Pacific countries and to overseas countries and territories. It is
focused on support for economic development, social and human development,
regional cooperation, and integration, but it also retains the flexibility to respond to
unexpected events and unforeseen needs with a regional dimension.
The EDF is not part of the EU budget, despite the EP's recurring calls for it to be
integrated.18 It is financed by direct voluntary contributions from the EU's Member
States. Its total financial resources for the 2014-20 MFF amount to €30.5 billion. To
ensure consistency between the EDF and the external instruments financed under the
EU budget, the negotiations between Member States participating in the EDF took place
in parallel with the overall negotiations on the 2014-20 MFF.
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Instrument contributing to Stability
and Peace
In a nutshell
The Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace was established in 2014 to support the
European Union’s external policies. It contributes funding for crisis response, conflict
prevention, peace-building and crisis preparedness, and to address global and trans-regional
threats. The instrument thus plays a role in both EU foreign and development policy.

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 4 (Global Europe)
Foreign policy; international cooperation and development

2014-20 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €2 338.72 million (0.22 %)

2016 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €326.70 million (0.21 %)
Payments:
€316.40 million (0.22 %)

2017 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €273.28 million (0.18 %)
Payments:
€294.18 million (0.21 %)

Methods of implementation
Direct management (European Commission: Service for Foreign Policy Instruments and
Directorate-General for International Cooperation and Development).
In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 Objectives of the programme
 Funded actions
 Assessment of programme
 Other EU programmes and action in
the same field
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
Articles 209 and 212 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU)
constitute the statutory basis for the Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace (IcSP)
and require that its consistency with the framework principles and objectives of European
Union (EU) external action. Article 209 refers to development cooperation and
Article 212 refers to economic, financial and technical cooperation with third countries.
This diversity of policy areas in the legal basis reflects the instrument’s scope and
character. The IcSP’s forerunner was the Instrument for Stability (IfS)
(Regulation 1717/2006). The IfS was in place from 2007 to 2013, and had a budget of
€1 063 million.1 It was implemented with the objective of contributing to stability outside
the EU by providing an effective, consistent and integrated response to emerging and fullblown crises.
Regulation 236/2014 lays down the common rules and procedures for the
implementation of the IcSP in the context of the package of EU instruments for financing
external action. Regulation 230/2014 provides the legal basis for the establishment of the
IcSP specifically. It establishes the IcSP as providing ‘direct support for the Union’s
external policies by increasing the efficiency and coherence of the Union’s actions in the
areas of crisis response, conflict prevention, peace-building and crisis preparedness, and
in addressing global and trans-regional threats’. Among the designated measures are
development, technical, economic, and financial assistance. Since global and transregional threats are more effectively addressed by multilateral cooperation, some
measures under the IcSP involve cooperating with third-country donors and assistance
providers, regional and international organisations, and other state and civil society
actors. Cooperation with third countries, especially on a trans-regional level, includes
strengthening the capacity of law enforcement, judicial and civil authorities in order to
combat such threats as illicit trafficking, terrorism, and organised crime, as well as to limit
illegal trade and transit.
Additionally, Regulation 236/2014 provides the possibility for sectorial and general
import programmes in exceptional cases via the IcSP. The programmes can be carried out
in kind, or by providing foreign exchange for purchasing necessary import goods.
Cooperation with partner countries and regions must be based on thematic strategy
papers and a multiannual indicative programme.2 Regulation 230/2014 stipulates that,
wherever possible, these papers should be prepared based on a dialogue with the partner
countries, civil society, and regional and local authorities, to ensure sufficient local
ownership of the programming process. The thematic strategy papers provide the
framework for assistance in the programmable part of the IcSP. They are expected to
comply with the principles of aid effectiveness and guarantee consistency with the
programming of other Union instruments for external assistance. The strategy papers are
accompanied by the multiannual indicative programme, which summarises the financed
areas, the specific objectives for the priority areas, performance indicators and the period
of assistance. The multiannual indicative programme outlines the proposed financial
allocations for each action financed by the IcSP.
Regulation 230/2014 requires that exceptional assistance measures within the general
scope of the IcSP have to be eligible for funding under another EU instrument. Such
measures are designated to fill the gap if other instruments are too slow. The use of IcSP
for exceptional assistance measures under a simplified approval procedure is limited to
actions of up to a period of 18 months (this may be extended no more than once for
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another 18 months) and with an allocation of up to €20 million. This increases the EU’s
ability to respond quickly to unforeseen situations. Timely financial help when other EU
sources are unavailable is the IcSP’s unique contribution, helping to mitigate the effects
of a crisis. The instrument’s non-programmable nature means that a large part of the
funds cannot be pre-allocated.
According to Regulation 230/2014, at least 70 % of the financial envelope of the IcSP is to
be used for assistance in response to crises or emerging crises to prevent conflicts; 9 %
for conflict prevention, peace-building and crisis preparedness; and the rest (up to 21 %
of the budget) for addressing global and regional threats. A list of cross-cutting issues,
such as democracy promotion, climate change and gender equality, are to be taken into
consideration wherever possible. Activities eligible for EU humanitarian aid or funding
under the EU Civil Protection Mechanism cannot be funded by the IcSP.

Objectives of the programme
The IcSP aims to increase the efficiency and consistency of EU measures by creating a
more explicit link between security and development policies.3 As one of a number of
external financing instruments, the IcSP’s specific role is to enable the EU to help in
preventing and responding to existing or emerging crises around the world and provide
a speedy response whenever other instruments are not readily applicable. It should do
so with measures related to crisis management, peace-building and threat mitigation.
The IcSP also represents a continuation of the objectives of its predecessor, IfS, set in
Regulation 1717/2006, which stipulated that the IfS should be a rapid and flexible
mechanism. The specific objectives of the IcSP are to contribute to:
-

providing a response in a situation of crisis or emerging crisis to prevent conflicts,
in particular by establishing the conditions essential to the proper implementation
of the EU’s other external policy instruments;
preventing conflicts, ensuring capacity and preparedness to address pre- and
post-crisis situations and peace-building;
addressing global and trans-regional threats to peace, international security and
stability.

Defined as such, the IcSP’s objectives link two major EU policy areas, namely foreign
policy, and international cooperation and development. This dual role of the IcSP is also
reflected in the way its budgetary allocations are recorded in the EU budget: IcSP funding
is split between budget line 19 02 (foreign policy), with the European External Action
Service (EEAS) determining the instrument’s strategic orientation as part of EU foreign
policy, and budget line 21 05 (international cooperation and development).

Funded actions
Since measures financed by the IcSP come under separate budget lines, they tackle
different challenges and are implemented differently. Actions funded under budget
line 19 02 (foreign policy) can provide both short-term and long-term assistance. In both
cases, they are overseen by the Service for Foreign Policy Instruments (FPI). Short-term
assistance lasts up to 18 months, renewable for a further 18 months, and normally tackles
emerging and existing crises. Commitments of €227 million were allocated in the
2016 budget to such short-term responses to crises or emerging crises to prevent
conflicts. The 2016 commitments for long-term peace-building projects, such as conflict
prevention, peace-building and crisis preparedness, amounted to €27 million.4
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In contrast, actions funded under budget line 21 05 (international cooperation and
development) constitute long-term assistance, such as addressing global and transregional threats and emerging threats. These are managed by the European
Commission's Directorate-General for International Cooperation and Development and
were financed by commitments of €64 million under the 2016 EU budget.5
The thematic strategy paper 2014-2020, prepared with partners as explained above,
determines the focus of long-term funded actions under the current MFF. Due to the
unpredictable character of the issues covered by IcSP-funded actions, the distribution of
the funding under different themes provides an opportunity for flexibility and adaptation
to necessity. This indicative distribution of financial allocations for 2014-2020 is
presented in detail in Figure 1 (see explanation below).
Figure 1 – Instrument contributing to stability and peace indicative financial allocations, MFF
2014-2020

Source: European Commission, Instrument contributing to stability and peace thematic strategy paper 2014-2020,
2014, p. 37.

Funding of long-term actions is usually allocated using a negotiated procedure, a direct
award, administrative arrangements, or joint/contribution agreements with international
organisations. Calls for proposals or tenders are rarely used as they require procedures
that take longer than the urgent activation needed under the IcSP. The indicative financial
allocations under conflict prevention, crisis preparedness and peace-building (related to
foreign policy) focus mostly on post-conflict and post-disaster recovery, confidencebuilding, mediation, dialogue and reconciliation. The indicative financial allocation for
addressing global, trans-regional, and emerging threats is mostly spent on the chemical
biological radiological and nuclear (CBRN) risk mitigation centres of excellence initiative,
counter-terrorism, and the fight against organised crime.

322

As of January 2017, more than 280 projects in around 75 countries6 were funded (some
were already launched in 2012 under the IfS), with significant differences in the amount
Members' Research Service

Page 4 of 8

EPRS

Instrument Contributing to Stability and Peace

of funding for the respective themes.7 In the 2007-2013 period, under the IcSP’s
predecessor, the IfS, the largest shares of assistance were delivered to Sub-Saharan Africa
(34 %), and North Africa and the Middle East (34 %). Under the 2014-2020 Multiannual
Financial Framework (MFF) and the current IcSP, the instrument continues to have global
coverage.
Figure 2 – Instrument contributing to stability and peace projects: distribution of funds per
region
Projects active in 2016, in € million

Source: Peace Direct, Insight on conflict, 2017 (accessed on 19 January 2017)

Figure 2 shows the geographical distribution of the funds for projects that were active in
2016. Recipients in Europe and Central Asia received €138 million, but it should be noted
that the funds allocated to this region were concentrated to a significant degree, with
Turkey receiving more than €44 million and Ukraine €58 million.8
The largest single action funded by the IcSP thus far amounts to €20 million and is aimed
at addressing the refugee crisis in the Mediterranean Sea. A project to strengthen the
operational capacity of the Turkish coast guard in managing migration flows in the
Mediterranean Sea is managed by the European Commission's Directorate-General for
International Cooperation and Development (DEVCO), and aims to rescue castaways and
end illegal migration and trafficking. Under this action, better life-saving equipment and
training provided to Turkish coast guards by the International Organization for Migration
(IOM) enable them to enhance their search and rescue missions in the Mediterranean
Sea. The project began in August 2016 and is scheduled to run until 2018.
In response to the war in Syria and in order to prepare a post-conflict transition, the
Strengthening social cohesion for a democratic and inclusive Syrian civil society project is
funded with nearly €15 million under the IcSP. The project is overseen by the FPI and aims
to promote civil society leadership in key areas, a diverse and independent media, and a
stronger role for women in Syrian society. Begun in August 2015, the project is planned
to continue until April 2018.
The ‘exceptional assistance measures’ to support Ukraine9 are a recent example of
short-term assistance: they promote the training of relevant stakeholders and fund the
acquisition of de-mining equipment, with an allocation of €1.2 million under the IcSP.
Launched in 2016, the project will run for a maximum of 18 months, but can be prolonged
for up to 30 months. The ongoing armed conflict in eastern Ukraine has led to thousands
of casualties and left behind a significant amount of explosive material. As reconstruction
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and development require a safe environment, considerable efforts have to be made to
de-mine the region, which is one aim of the project. Like all exceptional assistance
measures, the support for Ukraine is also carried out by the FPI.
A recent project, further from the EU’s borders, is supporting and reinforcing the internal
security of Burkina Faso (PARSIB). After a terrorist attack hit the country in January 2016,
the government of Burkina Faso applied for IcSP funds. PARSIB, managed by DEVCO, helps
to strengthen the internal security of Burkina Faso and to improve the country’s response
to internal security threats. From September 2016 to March 2018, €4.2 million is to be
spent on training special intervention units, general coordination and management
improvements, and on long-term reform of the country’s security structure.

Assessment of programme
By mid-2017, the IcSP will undergo a mid-term evaluation focused on such issues as
relevance, EU added value, coherence and complementarity, effectiveness, efficiency,
sustainability, leverage and the impact of the instrument. It will be followed by a
mid-term review report, as required by Regulation 236/2014, laying down common rules
and procedures for the implementation of the Union's instruments for financing external
action. In July 2016, the Commission adopted a proposal amending the IcSP, aiming to
ensure that the EU's development assistance would not be undermined by situations of
instability and conflict. According to the proposed amendments, EU assistance funds
could be provided to all security actors, including the military under certain
circumstances. The amendments also aim to foster the sustainable economic, social and
environmental development of developing countries, with the primary aim of eradicating
poverty. The impact assessment (IA) report on the Commission proposal for amending
the IcSP concludes in favour of IcSP amendments as a short-term option with
redeployment of funds within Heading 4 of the EU budget (Global Europe), and without
mobilisation of additional resources.10 However, according to the EPRS initial appraisal of
the Commission’s impact assessment, the IA does not make an entirely convincing case
for the need to act now, as it is not substantiated by sound and comprehensive research
and analysis of the problem, its root causes, and proposed alternative solutions.
Moreover, the options proposed do not appear to be realistic.
Assessments of particular actions to date tend to address those funded under the IfS. One
action under the IcSP, the EU CBRN centres of excellence initiative, was evaluated by the
Court of Auditors in 2014, at which time it was still operating under the IcSP’s
predecessor, the IfS. That evaluation focused on the CBRN’s organisational set-up and
management system as a guarantee for effectiveness in mitigating CBRN risks from
outside the EU. The initiative’s concept, set-up and management system were evaluated
positively. However, the report suggested further concentration of funding in the areas
of most relevance to EU security, an increase in the capacity of the regional secretariats
and of the role of the EU delegations, and closer involvement of partner countries in the
implementation of projects.
An evaluation of the crisis-preparedness component of the IfS, requested by the EU in
2014, found that the IcSP contributed to the EU’s peace-building efforts, but that more
could be done to build on investments that could generate broader and more sustainable
gains. The main recommendations for improvements were related to the increased
involvement of the EU delegations and UN partners, and clearer benchmarks for success,
monitoring and evaluation.

324

Members' Research Service

Page 6 of 8

EPRS

Instrument Contributing to Stability and Peace

Other EU programmes and action in the same field
The IcSP is a programme that supports and creates the conditions for the implementation
of other EU programmes and instruments in the area of development cooperation and
foreign policy. As such, it is closely related, directly or indirectly, to many other EU
programmes and instruments.
During the current MFF, €2 339 million has been earmarked for spending under the EU’s
common foreign and security policy (CFSP).11 The goal is to coordinate and ensure the
consistency of the EU’s external policies, in particular preserving peace and strengthening
international security. Moreover, the CFSP is meant to increase the visibility of the EU in
international diplomacy. It mainly funds EU civilian crisis management missions applying
risk prevention and crisis management measures, and EU Special Representatives.
The Partnership Instrument (PI) is the EU’s instrument designed to promote its external
strategies, policies and actions. From 2014 to 2020, the PI’s financial envelope amounts
to about €954 million, focusing on objectives such as promoting the external policy goals
of Europe 2020 and promoting trade contacts. Moreover, it should promote civil society
and academic contacts between the EU and partner countries. The PI is specifically
designed to widen the scope of cooperation with partner countries, as it does not offer a
closed list of countries, but is open to all kinds of partner countries in all regions. Its
predecessor, the Instrument for Cooperation with Industrialised Countries was more
restrictive in this respect.
EU humanitarian aid provides needs-based funds for natural and man-made disasters and
crises outside the EU, and has a financial envelope of €6 621.70 million during the current
MFF.12 Special attention is paid to the most severe cases of humanitarian emergencies,
especially those that do not receive support from other international donors. Together
with Member States’ humanitarian aid programmes, the Union remains a leader in the
field of humanitarian aid. However, despite the scale of resources the EU devotes to
humanitarian aid, worldwide demand for humanitarian aid continues to outstrip supply.
An instrument with a similar goal but a different approach is the EU Civil Protection
mechanism.13 With a €368.43 million financial envelope during the current MFF, it is used
to support and coordinate in-kind assistance such as the sending of teams, experts and
equipment to disaster-plagued countries. The mechanism includes a European
emergency response capacity and an Emergency Response Coordination Centre, which
monitors crises and emergencies around the world and responds accordingly.
The Development Cooperation Instrument (DCI) provides aid to developing countries that
are not eligible for pre-accession assistance. The instrument acts via three different kinds
of programme: geographic programmes, thematic programmes and a special Pan-African
programme. Projects in around 47 developing countries are covered by geographic
programmes in areas such as human rights, sustainable growth, asylum and migration.
Thematic programmes have a certain development goal, such as the Global Public Good
and Challenges programme, or the Civil Society Organisations and Local Authorities
programme. The partnership between the EU and Africa is supported by the Pan-African
programme. The DCI has around €19 600 million at its disposal for the 2014-2020
period.14
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Humanitarian Aid
In a nutshell
The European Union's expenditure for humanitarian aid provides needs-based, emergency
response to natural disasters and man-made crises outside the Union's borders, in order to
preserve life, prevent and alleviate human suffering, and maintain the human dignity of those
affected. The EU remains a leading global donor of humanitarian aid, as well as an example for
a high standard of humanitarian aid delivery. Despite that, it still faces challenges in
responding to the growing demand for humanitarian assistance worldwide.

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 4 (Global Europe)
Humanitarian Aid

2014-2020 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €6 621.70 million (0.61%)

2014 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €920.28 million (0.64%)
Payments:
€1 041.83 million (0.75%)

2015 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €928.84 million (0.64%)
Payments:
€974.58 million (0.69%)

Methods of implementation
Direct Management (European Commission), and Indirect Management (international
organisations, including UN agencies).

In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 Objectives of the expenditure
 Funded actions
 Assessment of expenditure
 Other EU expenditures and action in the
same field
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
Article 214 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) provides the
legal basis for giving EU humanitarian aid, specifying that it is 'intended to provide ad
hoc assistance, relief and protection for people in third countries who are victims of
natural or man-made disasters'. It is granted according to the principles and objectives
of the European Union's external action, as well as 'in compliance with the principles of
international law and the principles of impartiality, neutrality, and non-discrimination'.
Article 4 TFEU stipulates that the provision of humanitarian aid is a shared competence
between the EU and its Member States. The distribution of this competence and the
EU's collaboration with other entities in delivering humanitarian aid is laid out in further
detail in Article 214. The European Commission may take the initiative to ensure greater
coordination between the EU and its Member States' humanitarian aid-related actions,
with a view to enhancing their complementarity and efficiency. The European
Parliament and the Council of the EU establish the framework within which EU
humanitarian aid operations are implemented. Article 214 also says that the EU seeks to
ensure that its humanitarian aid operations are coordinated and consistent with those
of international organisations and bodies, in particular those within the United Nations
system.
Council Regulation (EC) No 1257/96 on humanitarian aid further defines the principal
objectives; the implementation rules and procedures, in particular those regarding the
allocation of funds; the types of activities eligible for funding; and the criteria applicable
to organisations eligible for receiving funding and implementing humanitarian
operations. The Regulation tasked the Commission with laying down the specific
conditions for allocating, mobilising, and implementing aid, along with appraising,
deciding upon, administering, monitoring, and assessing humanitarian aid operations.
Accordingly, these tasks are managed by the Commission's Directorate-General for
Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection (DG ECHO), which is the successor of the
European Community Humanitarian Aid Office (ECHO), initially set up in 1992. The
Commission is also responsible for making the EU's voice heard on matters related to
humanitarian aid in international fora.
In 2007, the Council, Parliament and Commission Presidents signed the European
Consensus on Humanitarian Aid, in token of the EU's firm commitment to providing
humanitarian aid as part of a common vision regarding its principles and objectives. The
Consensus guarantees increased coordination and consistency in the way humanitarian
aid is delivered, confirming the Commission's leading role in coordination. It also
reinforces the link between humanitarian and development aid, facilitating a smooth
transition between different types of support for people in need. The Consensus puts
emphasis on the common principles of humanitarian aid – humanity, neutrality,
impartiality, and independence.

Objectives of the expenditure
The Consensus defines the objectives of EU Humanitarian Aid (HA) expenditure as
focussed on providing needs-based emergency response to preserve life, prevent and
alleviate human suffering, and maintain human dignity during crises in non-EU
countries. Needs-based emergency response involves direct assistance to people in
distress, without consideration of nationality, religion, gender, or ethnic origin. At the
same time, the EU seeks to ensure a high level of protection against disasters on the
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basis of a balanced approach covering disaster prevention, preparedness, and
response.1
The 2015 specific objectives of HA expenditure are outlined in Commission
Implementing Decision C(2015)4043 as follows:
1. To provide humanitarian and food assistance, relief and protection to vulnerable
people affected by man-made crises;
2. To provide humanitarian and food assistance, relief and protection to vulnerable
people affected by natural disasters;
3. To provide humanitarian assistance for response and disaster preparedness to
populations affected by disasters;
4. To support strategies that enable local communities and institutions to better
prepare for, mitigate and respond adequately to natural disasters by enhancing
their capacities to cope and respond (South Asia, Pacific, the Caribbean and
South America);
5. To improve the delivery of aid through complementary and thematic activities
aiming at increasing the effectiveness, efficiency, quality, timeliness and visibility
of humanitarian actions and transport.
Since crises tend to be unpredictable, it is often necessary to amend the budgetary
allocations for HA expenditure. Recent years have seen significant budgetary increases
reflecting the higher frequency and intensity of crises. Table 1, which illustrates this
trend, also reveals that in 2015 the allocations for objectives 1, 2 and 5 have been
increased, in particular to: respond to the humanitarian needs in Cameroon, the Horn of
Africa, Sudan and South Sudan, and Ukraine; fund operations of the Commission's aid
air service, ECHO Flight; provide support for countering the Ebola epidemic crisis; and
support the EU Children of Peace Initiative, launched in 2012 to help children around
the world who are deprived of growing up in peace.2
Table 1 - Budgetary allocation by specific objective 2015
Objectives

Initially allocated funds
(in million euros)

Amended allocated
funds (in million euros)

(1) Man-made crises

477.6

573.6

(2) Natural disasters

138.6

174.3

(3) Response and disaster preparedness
(4) Capacity to cope (South Asia, Pacific, the Caribbean
and South America)

9

9

37.3

37.3

(5) Aid delivery

36.9

43.3

699.4

837.5

TOTAL
Data source: Commission Implementing Decision of 15.6.2015, Annex II

Funded actions
The role of the EU as a leading donor of humanitarian aid3 is reflected in the wide
geographical coverage of its HA expenditure. Table 2 shows the preliminary HA
budgetary allocations for 2015 by country and/or region. The selection and execution of
measures and the relevant budget allocations evolve in order to meet the increasing
challenges.4 Humanitarian emergencies are on the rise in terms of numbers (from 78
incidents in 1975 to nearly 400 in 20105) and complexity.6 Greater demands are put on
the budget due to the combined effects of climate change, population growth (which
puts pressure on natural resources), the rising number of fragile states at risk of
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instability and civil conflicts, increased
threat of terrorist attacks, and the high
number of man-made crises resulting
from armed and military conflicts.

Table 2 - Budgetary allocation by region, 2015

The budget, allocated to HA expenditure
(over €6 billion for 2014-2020), can be
reinforced with funds from the EU
Emergency Aid Reserve, designed to
respond to unforeseen events and major
crises in non-EU countries. The Reserve
is part of the EU's 'Flexibility and Special
Instruments' and has a maximum
allocation capacity of €280 million per
year. It was mobilised in 2012 following
the outbreak of the Syrian conflict, the
conflicts in Mali and the drought in the
Sahel.7

Central Africa, Sudan & South
Sudan, Great Lakes

Regions

Sudan and South Sudan
Democratic Republic of Congo
and Great Lakes region
Chad, Cameroon and Central
African Republic
Central African Republic
East, west and southern
Africa, Indian Ocean
Horn of Africa
West Africa
North Africa, European
Neighbourhood, Central Asia
and Middle East

Allocated
funds (in
million
euros)

% of
regional
or total
budget

232.8

28

120.0

51

49.0

21

63.8

27

2.0

1

211.6

25

89.0

42

122.6

58

201.5

24

Palestine
25.0
12
Funding procedures and budgetary
allocations
North Africa
10.0
5
The EU's HA expenditure includes Ukraine
30.0
15
actions that demand immediate Yemen
25.0
12
response to sudden crisis outbreaks. Syria crisis
100.0
50
Since
responding
to
primary
Iraq crisis
11.5
6
emergencies requires taking swift
95.8
11
financial decisions, funding procedures South Asia and Pacific
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expenditure are part of the annual Complementary operations
837.5
100
operational priorities of DG ECHO. They TOTAL
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implemented over 24 months and are Annex II
administered through country/regional Humanitarian Implementation Plans (HIP).

The actions to be funded under the HA expenditure are selected with the help of the
Integrated Analysis Framework (IAF) – a tool for humanitarian need and situation
assessment developed by ECHO. As of 2015-2016, the IAF also incorporates the Index
for Risk Management (InfoRM), which, according to the General Guidelines for
Operational Priorities on Humanitarian Aid in 2015, aspires to be the first global,
objective and transparent tool for understanding the risk of humanitarian crises and
disasters.8 As of 2016, InfoRM will replace the Global Vulnerability and Crisis
Assessment (GVCA) tool, which is currently used in parallel with it. In addition, the
Commission identifies and provides support for serious humanitarian crisis situations
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that have been overlooked by other donors. To identify the cases that are eligible for
such support, it uses a different assessment tool, the Forgotten Crisis Assessment (FCA).
Operations under HA expenditure
are not implemented through the
relevant
third
country
governments, but through over
200 partner relief organisations
(specialised EU Member State
agencies,
UN
agencies,
international organisations and
NGOs9), which collaborate on the
basis of specific framework
partnership agreements. Figure 3
presents the distribution of
budgetary allocations for the
different organisations involved in
delivering humanitarian aid in
2014.

Figure 3 - Budgetary allocations for
organisations delivering humanitarian aid in
2014
NGOs

7%
13%

UN agencies

46%

34%

International
organisations
Support and civil
protection activities

Data source: Funding for humanitarian aid, DG ECHO, 16 June 2015.

Actions under Humanitarian Aid expenditure
HA expenditure pays special attention to the most severe cases of humanitarian
emergencies. According to the UN's Humanitarian System-Wide Emergency Activation
System, the current highest-level ('level 3') humanitarian emergency situations are
present in Syria, South Sudan, Iraq and Yemen, based on their scale, complexity,
urgency, national and international capacity requirements, and reputational risk.10 The
ongoing military conflicts in Syria and Iraq continue to escalate their humanitarian
needs. With 12.2 million people in Syria and 5.2 million people in Iraq in need, and given
the rapidly increasing numbers of refugees, in March 2015 the EU adopted a
comprehensive strategy for aid to Syria and its neighbouring countries, with €1 billion
committed for 2015 and 2016, of which around €400 million is under HA expenditure.
According to this strategy, additional funding would be sourced through redeploying
and reprogramming the envelopes of the external relations instruments, which fall
under Heading 4 of the MFF. In the meantime, the Commission has taken the
appropriate steps to implement the strategy for both 2015 and 2016. In October, the
Commission submitted a proposal, entitled 'Managing the refugee crisis: immediate
operational, budgetary and legal measures under the European Agenda on Migration',
which includes both aid for Syria and its neighbouring countries, and that for Africa, as
well as operational, budgetary and legal measures targeting Member States and other
European countries exposed to increased migration.
Recently, HA expenditure funds worth €12 million have been allocated to mitigate the
effects of a 7.8-magnitude earthquake that hit Nepal earlier in 2015. The needs-based
focus of the humanitarian aid included provision of shelter, livelihood, emergency
healthcare, and logistics. Within hours after the earthquake, the Commission deployed
humanitarian aid and civil protection experts on the ground. The simultaneous
activation of the EU Civil Protection Mechanism (CPM) helped to coordinate the
assistance provided via these two types of expenditure, which included deploying
appropriate technical equipment and search and rescue teams.11
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The EU and its Member States have provided €242 million in humanitarian and early
recovery aid to Ukraine since the beginning of the crisis there. DG ECHO has been
present in Ukraine since February 2014, playing an important role in facilitating
coordination and information-sharing with other donors. In parallel, material assistance
has been mobilised through the CPM. Thanks to a joint humanitarian operation
launched in 2015, by June 2015, 85 tonnes of blankets, sleeping bags, water containers,
heaters, hygiene kits, and warm clothing had been delivered to people in need.12
HA expenditure provides needs-based assistance in various locations. The major types
of assistance include food;13 water, sanitation, and hygiene (WASH);14 health;15
emergency shelter;16 and protection-centred humanitarian assistance, reducing the risk
of, and mitigating the impact of violence, coercion, deprivation, and abuse in the
context of humanitarian crises.17

Assessment of expenditure
Together, the EU and its Member States remain a leader in the area of humanitarian
aid,18 not only in terms of providing funds, but also in maintaining international
humanitarian aid standards.19 The EU's needs-based approach to HA expenditure20
reflects the principles of impartiality, neutrality and non-discrimination, enshrined in
the TFEU, which provide a sound basis for conducting humanitarian assistance
operations even in areas with very complex conflicts and politically sensitive contexts.
While some critics have claimed that the EU tends to employ its HA expenditure as an
instrument of its foreign policy,21 there has been consistent evidence that this
expenditure is kept independent from the rest of expenditure under the MFF's 'Global
Europe' heading (all of the EU's external action).
In 2013 the International Organization of Supreme Audit Institutions (INTOSAI) launched
the Integrated Financial Accountability Framework (IFAF) initiative, with support and
cooperation from the European Court of Auditors (ECA). Under IFAF, providers and
recipients of humanitarian aid are to report financial and in-kind transfers of aid in
standardised tables, available to the general public. DG ECHO endorsed the initiative,
stating that if IFAF tables became a standard financial reporting tool, the Commission
could significantly reduce the burden of its financial reporting requirements towards its
over 200 partner NGOs.22
The ECA issues reports on particular actions under HA expenditure, reflecting the
specific character of each case. One of the most recent reports covers the support in the
aftermath of the 2010 earthquake in Haiti. Support to Haiti was evaluated as 'well
designed', but its implementation faced challenges due to weaknesses of the national
authorities.
According to a 2014 document23 evaluating the implementation of the European
Consensus on Humanitarian Aid between 2008 and 2012, the Consensus has promoted
the common principles for humanitarian aid, improved information-sharing, boosted
actors' capacity for drawing on the existing active network and technical expertise, and
helped in making a wider contribution to the international humanitarian aid system.
With regard to the challenges facing HA expenditure, the evaluators pointed out that
many of those responsible for implementing this expenditure are unaware of the
Consensus; that commitment to promoting humanitarian principles varies among
actors; that there is weak operational coordination in the field; and that the budget
does not reflect the growing gap in humanitarian needs.
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The 2015 Commission Staff Working Document for operational priorities in HA
expenditure addressed the lack of sufficient budgetary provisions, stating that the
inability to increase funding (apart from occasional ad hoc budgetary amendments as
mentioned above) means that Commission operations will need to be even more
effective and well distributed. This led to the development of the InfoRM index for risk
management in order to further optimise the way funding is allocated to humanitarian
priorities. Additionally, the Commission decided to have further discussions with the
Member States about how to ensure a genuine impact on the ground, and make greater
use of evaluation as a key tool for improving the effectiveness and efficiency of
initiatives, and hence the way the Consensus is applied.24
An important recent concern related to the implementation of HA expenditure is the EU
budget's backlog of payments25 – a problem shared with other EU programmes and
expenditure. However, the nature of measures under HA expenditure is such that any
delay in fund allocation can result in loss of lives. Unlike other programmes and
expenditure, DG ECHO needs to provide 50% or 80% pre-financing (50% in general, to
which another 30% is added if a country is classified as being at risk) immediately after
reaching agreement with a partner to implement particular measures. Any backlog or
delay in the allocation of funds prevents the expenditure from functioning properly,
making it impossible for the pre-financing to be allocated and for humanitarian aid to be
delivered in emergency situations. The short cycle of actions under HA expenditure
makes this problem even more acute.26 The Commission has stressed that payments for
humanitarian aid must match commitments, and backlogs should be avoided in order to
reflect the exceptional nature of humanitarian assistance. 27 There have been efforts to
tackle the HA expenditure backlog, for example by reinforcing payment appropriations
in 2013 and 2014. 28
Supply and demand of humanitarian aid globally
A host of big humanitarian aid donors such as Turkey, the BRICs and the Gulf countries have
recently emerged on the global scene. For instance, Turkey was the world's fourth largest
humanitarian donor in 2012 and 2013, having provided more than US$1 billion in humanitarian
aid.29 Yet, despite the increase in global humanitarian aid provision, UN estimates point to a
66% humanitarian funding gap at present.30 Challenges related to humanitarian aid funding and
delivery worldwide will be discussed at the first World Humanitarian Summit in 2016. At this
forum, Commission Vice-President Kristalina Georgieva will co-chair a UN High Level Panel on
Humanitarian Financing.31

Other EU expenditure and action in the same field
The EU and its Member States implement a number of initiatives, programmes and
instruments in the field of international assistance. One such example is the European
Voluntary Humanitarian Aid Corps (EVHAC), which is provided for in Article 214 TFEU.
After having been funded under pilot projects and preparatory actions between 2011
and 2014, it was officially established in April 2014. This initiative brings together
volunteers and organisations, from the EU and third countries, who aspire to lend
practical support to the provision of humanitarian aid.32 EVHAC seeks to assert the EU's
humanitarian values when dealing with people in need, and to make humanitarian
actions more effective and visible by encouraging young Europeans to contribute to EU
humanitarian aid operations.33 Under the 2014-2020 MFF, the Corps has a budget of
€147.9 million which is separate from HA expenditure, but belongs to the same heading
– 'Global Europe'.
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The EU's Civil Protection Mechanism (CPM) is the instrument which coordinates
humanitarian aid between Member States and international partners in response to
countries requesting assistance for coping with natural and man-made disasters. Funds
released under the MFF fall under the 'Security and Citizenship' heading of the EU
budget whenever the CPM is activated within the EU, and under the 'Global Europe'
heading whenever the CPM is activated outside the Union.34 Under the 2014-2020 MFF,
the CPM has a budget of €368.43 million.
The EU's Solidarity Fund (EUSF) provides financial aid in the event of major natural or
man-made disasters occurring on EU territory, although the affected Member States
remain responsible for overall crisis management.35 The Fund focuses on major
disasters inflicting damages in excess of €3 billion (2011 prices), or 0.6% of the affected
country's gross national income. Up to €500 million can be made available each year to
supplement public expenditure on emergency operations.36
Linking Relief Rehabilitation and Development
Humanitarian aid expenditure has an important connection to the objective of Linking Relief
Rehabilitation and Development (LRRD). The EU endorses the LRRD concept in its approach
towards aid delivery and implements it where appropriate and feasible. The philosophy behind
LRRD is that whenever humanitarian aid funding is extended to address life-saving needs and
protect millions of vulnerable people, it should be complemented by measures ensuring
development, stabilisation, and state-building actions. This agenda prepares conditions for a
proper transition from short-term humanitarian aid to longer-term interventions and
development aid.37 The LRRD plays a special role in the EU's approach to facilitating resiliencebuilding in cases of recurring crises.38
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EU Aid Volunteers initiative
In a nutshell
Following a pilot phase in 2011-2014, the EU Aid Volunteers initiative was officially
established in 2014. Its aims are to increase the EU’s humanitarian aid capacity, encourage
and facilitate volunteering amongst young Europeans, facilitate collaboration in this area and
help train and prepare volunteers. While still modest in scale, the initiative is expected to
contribute to the EU’s response to the increased need for well-trained aid volunteers.

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 4 (Global Europe)
Humanitarian Aid

2014-2020 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €147.94 million (0.014 %)

2015 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €14.77 million (0.009 %)
Payments:
€10.98 million (0.008 %)

2016 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €17.87 million (0.012 %)
Payments:
€14.20 million (0.010 %)

Methods of implementation
Direct management (EACEA in partnership with the European Commission, DG ECHO).

In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 Objectives of the initiative
 Funded actions
 Assessment of the initiative
 Other EU programmes and action in the
same field
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
Under Article 4 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU),
humanitarian aid is a shared competence between the EU and its Member States.
Article 214 TFEU provides the legal framework for the establishment of a European
Voluntary Humanitarian Aid Corps, with a view to promoting young Europeans’
contribution to joint EU aid operations. This corps having been funded under pilot
projects and preparatory actions between 2011 and 2014, the EU Aid Volunteers (EUAV)
initiative was officially established in April 2014 by Regulation (EU) No 375/2014.
Implementing Regulation 1244/2014 and Delegated Regulation C(2014) 7725 set out
standards and procedures for the initiative, including provisions on the selection
procedure, competence building, standards of partnership between sending and hosting
organisations, and deployment regulations. Implementing Regulation 1244/2014 also
sets the provisions for management, supervision, monitoring, safety and support of EU
Aid Volunteers in third countries, including financial support for insurance, subsistence,
accommodation, travel and other relevant expenses. The regulation opens up the
possibility for non-Member States to participate in the initiative, and provides for close
cooperation with the United Nations to support its overall coordinating role in
humanitarian affairs.

Objectives of the initiative
The EUAV provides opportunities for EU citizens to help deliver humanitarian aid, in the
form of practical support for humanitarian projects and disaster-affected communities
for periods of between one and 18 months. This initiative applies the EU's humanitarian
values when dealing with people in need, by encouraging and facilitating young
Europeans’ volunteering in EU humanitarian aid operations. Barriers to volunteering
include non-recognition of the skills and social security entitlements gained in the role,
and lack of information, proper training and preparation.1 The EUAV was created to
remove such barriers.
Under Regulation (EU) No 375/2014, the EUAV’s main objective is ‘to contribute to
strengthening the Union’s capacity to provide needs-based humanitarian aid’ and its
operational objectives are as follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Increase the EU’s humanitarian aid capacity,
Strengthen the human capital of volunteers,
Increase the capacity of hosting organisations and volunteering in third countries,
Communicate the EU’s aid principles, and
Improve cooperation among volunteering organisations across the EU to increase
the number of opportunities for EU citizens to volunteer.

The initiative is a response to the increased need for well-trained aid volunteers with
different profiles, including senior experts. The volunteers are expected to be deployed
to emergency response operations in areas struck by manmade or natural disasters, but
not armed conflicts. This initiative further aim to raise awareness about, and show
solidarity with, victims. The EUAV is also designed to increase the number of transnational
partnerships in aid volunteering as a means of transferring knowledge, sharing best
practice and strengthening expertise.

Funded actions
The EUAV’s 2014-2020 financial resources of almost €148 million are to be spent on
deployment (around 40 %); capacity-building and technical assistance (around 50 %); and
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network-building and communication.2 Between 2011 and 2014, 12 projects were
financed and 289 volunteers were deployed to 148 hosting organisations around the
world as part of a pilot project. In 2016, 44 volunteers are being sent to a dozen countries
(e.g. Turkey, Haiti, Ecuador, Angola and Malawi) to help hosting organisations respond to
crises, and a total of 4 000 volunteers are expected to have been deployed through the
initiative by 2020.3 The initiative is open to EU citizens and long-term third-country
residents in an EU country, aged 18 or over. The volunteers are to be deployed by certified
consortia of EU-based organisations to certified consortia of non-EU based organisations
once projects have been approved. The initiative covers training, travel, insurance and
accommodation, as well as a monthly subsistence allowance for volunteers.
Capacity-building measures target both EU and non-EU-based organisations, while only
EU organisations are eligible for technical assistance. They aim to improve volunteer
management, and strengthen the technical capacity of organisations to comply with
EUAV standards and procedures. Particular activities include seminars, workshops and
training; exchange of best practice; partnership building; and activities related to linking
relief, rehabilitation and development.4
The online volunteering platform, to be set up at the end of 2016 and hosted by the EUAV,
should allow up to 10 000 volunteers to work on special assignments until 2020 without
leaving their job or place of residence.

Assessment of the initiative
With the initiative still in its infancy, only the EUAV pilot project/preparatory action phase
has been assessed. According to an evaluation by ICF International, the pilot provided
much-needed lessons on its relevance, complementarity, added value, sustainability and
effectiveness. The EUAV concept is in line with efforts to increase skills and competences
in the humanitarian aid sector. The amount allocated by the EU to the EUAV pilot project
and preparatory action (€4.5 million) represents value for money. One additional
guarantee that the EUAV will be appropriately administered in future is the set of
European standards on the management of humanitarian volunteers developed by the
European Commission, and used in the certification of all sending and hosting
organisations involved in the initiative.
During the pilot project/preparatory action phase, participating organisations were able
to recruit volunteers with different profiles, thereby broadening and enriching their
capacity for volunteering activities. According to the evaluation by ICF International,
there appears to be a risk that the funds provided will be used to expand existing
programmes instead of opening up opportunities for new organisations or projects. For
such reasons as absence of historical investment, language and financial barriers, and
inadequate targeting of candidate volunteers, the number of volunteers in the EUAV pilot
project and preparatory action from Member States which have joined the EU from 2004
on was very limited, and is a key area for improvement in future. Based on the evaluation
of the pilot, the EUAV is expected to contribute to the improvement of volunteers’ skills
and willingness to work in the humanitarian aid or civil protection sector. However, due
to its very small scale, it is expected to have only a limited impact in terms of
strengthening the EU’s capacity to deliver aid and advancing EU humanitarian principles.

Other EU programmes and action in the same field
The EU is a major player in humanitarian aid – together with its Member States, it is the
world’s largest donor. The EU is also a key player in setting standards for the provision of
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humanitarian aid.5 EU humanitarian aid expenditure, with commitments of over
€6.6 billion over the 2014-2020 period, provides a needs-based, emergency response to
natural disasters and man-made crises outside the EU’s borders, in order to preserve life,
prevent and alleviate human suffering, and maintain the human dignity of those affected.
Although these funds have increased, they cannot cover the fast-growing demand, which
is why the EU also focuses its efforts on prevention and sustainability.
The Civil Protection Mechanism has a budget of €368.43 million for the 2014-2020 period
and coordinates humanitarian aid between Member States and international partners, as
well as Member States' in-kind assistance, in response to requests from third countries
struck by natural or manmade disasters.
The EU Solidarity Fund, a special instrument in the EU budget, provides up to €500 million
each year in aid in the event of major disasters occurring on EU territory, reimbursing part
of Member States’ own expenditure.
The European Voluntary Service, currently part of the Erasmus+ programme (2014-2020),
began in 1996 as a pilot project and since then has involved an estimated 100 000 young
people in international volunteering. The service supports partnership projects between
two or more promoter organisations, which last between two weeks and 12 months.
Unlike the EUAV, it is not focused on humanitarian-aid-related volunteering. In addition,
the European Volunteer Centre, a network of over 80 national, regional and local
volunteer centres, runs the European Volunteering Capital competition with the aim of
promoting volunteering and strengthening partnerships across Europe.

Endnotes
1

See: Volunteering in the EU, I. Katsarova, EPRS, European Parliament, 2016

2

See: Annex of Regulation (EU) No 375/2014

3

See: European Commission, EU Aid Volunteers, DG ECHO FACTSHEET, 2016

4

See: European Commission, EU Aid Volunteers, DG ECHO FACTSHEET, 2016

5

See: Funding gap: A challenge for the World Humanitarian Summit (WHS), A. Dobreva and M. Latek, EPRS, European
Parliament, 2016
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European Fund for Sustainable
Development
In a nutshell
The European Fund for Sustainable Development (EFSD) is one of the EU financial instruments
that promote a pro-active development aid policy. It is part of the complex European external
investment plan to support investments primarily in the EU neighbourhood and Africa. The EFSD
applies the same financial model as the European Fund for Strategic Investments. By 2020, it is
expected to generate €44 billion in investments (based on an initial EU contribution of
€4.1 billion) to help create jobs and economic opportunities, address the socio-economic causes
of migration, and contribute to the achievement of the UN sustainable development goals.
EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 4 Global Europe
International economic and financial affairs (01 03 08)
2017 -2020 total amount programmed (in current prices and as a % of total MFF) [ i]
Commitments: €350 million (0.032 %)
2018 budget (in current prices and as a % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €25.0 million (0.016 %)
Payments:
€25.0 million (0.017 %)
2019 budget (in current prices and as a % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €25.0 million (0.015 %)
Payments:
€25.0 million (0.017 %)
Methods of implementation
Direct management (European Commission)
In this B riefing:
• EU role in the policy area: legal basis
• Objectives of the EFSD
• Funded actions
• Assessment of the EFSD
• Other EU programmes and actions in the
same area
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
The European Fund for Sustainable Development (EFSD) is an integrated financial
package that supports investments in Africa and the EU's neighbouring countries to help
achieve the sustainable development goals laid down in the UN 2030 Agenda for
Sustainable Development. It was established with Regulation (EU) No 2017/1601 of
26 September 2017 (the EFSD Regulation), which is based on Articles 209(1) and 212 (2)
of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union.
In 2016, the European Commission announced the launch of its European external
investment plan (EIP) in the context of the new partnership framework with third
countries and the European agenda on migration. The EIP aims to support investment in
EU partner countries, in part by removing existing barriers to investment and by scaling
up the effect of investments made so far.

Objectives of the EFSD
The EFSD is the investment arm of the EIP and the first of its three pillars, focused on
financing (expertise and dialogue being the remaining two). The financing pillar comprises
blending (a mix of existing loans and grants) and a dedicated financial guarantee. The
expertise pillar focuses on technical assistance to enable investors and businesses to
develop bankable projects, while the dialogue pillar centres on improving the business
environment and the investment climate in partner countries.
The EFSD was designed to promote investment in EU partner countries, especially fragile
ones, by making financing capacity in the form of grants, guarantees and other financial
instruments available to eligible counterparts. It seeks furthermore to increase access to
financing, primarily in Africa and the European neighbourhood countries.
The EFSD is part of the EU development policy. Investment is applied inter alia to address
specific socio-economic root causes of migration, foster the sustainable reintegration of
migrants returning to their countries of origin, and strengthen transit and host
communities. As well as helping achieve the goals of the UN 2030 Agenda, the EFSD also
seeks to contribute to the implementation of the Paris Agreement on Climate Change.
The fund's strong environmental focus requires that 28 % of its financing be invested in
measures related to climate action, renewable energy and resource efficiency. 1
Five investment windows were identified shortly after the launch of the EFSD:






sustainable energy and connectivity;
financing of micro-, small and medium-sized enterprises (MSMEs);
sustainable agriculture, rural entrepreneurs and agroindustry;
sustainable cities;
digitalisation for sustainable development.

In 2018, 28 guarantee tools were developed in five EFSD guarantee priority areas (roughly
corresponding to the above investment windows), each with its own lead financial
institution. These areas are as follows: 1. financing of MSMEs and agriculture (11
guarantee tools), 2. sustainable energy and connectivity (eight guarantee tools), 3.
sustainable cities (three guarantee tools), 4. digitalisation (four guarantee tools), and 5.
local currency financing (two guarantee tools).
The first guarantee agreement under the EFSD was signed between the Commission and
the Dutch development bank, FMO, in December 2018, and concerned the NASIRA RiskSharing Facility, which belongs to the first priority area.
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Funded actions
The EFSD is composed of two regional investment mechanisms, the African Investment
Platform (AIP) and the Neighbourhood Investment Platform (NIP). These were
established in 2017 on the basis of two EU external blending facilities – the Africa
Investment Facility (AfIF) and the Neighbourhood Investment Facility (NIF) – whose funds
worth €2.6 billion were merged into the EFSD. The combination of blending operations
and EFSD guarantee operations are expected to remove bottlenecks to private
investment by addressing the risks involved, especially in fragile countries.
The funds of the European Development Fund (EDF) and the European Neighbourhood
Instrument are used for the purposes of the EFSD Guarantee Fund;
Regulation (EU) 2017/1601 (the EFSD Regulation) sets the minimum amount to be
invested in countries eligible under the 11th EDF (€400 million) and in the EU partner
countries in the eastern and southern neighbourhoods (€100 million).2 The regulation
further stipulates that the EFSD should operate as a 'one-stop-shop', receiving financing
proposals from financial institutions and public or private investors, and delivering a wide
range of financial support to eligible investments. 3
The EFSD Guarantee Fund provides liquidity to compensate, if necessary, losses covered
under guarantee agreements. By 2020, the EFSD guarantee is envisaged to reach a total
volume of up to €1.5 billion and leverage additional financing by allowing risk-sharing
with private investors, international financial institutions and development banks.
Depending on the total volume of the EFSD guarantee, it might leverage from an expected
€44 billion up to the double of this amount whenever important additional contributions
are made by eligible partners, such as EU Member States, European Free Trade
Association states, or others. 4
With regard to the level of provisioning to be reached through endowments to the EFSD,
Article 14(5) of the EFSD Regulation sets the provisioning rate at 50 % of the total EFSD
guarantee obligations covered by the general budget of the EU. Thus, the corresponding
EFSD Guarantee Fund is based on funding worth €750 million (€350 million from the
general budget of the EU and €400 million from the 11th EDF 5).
An initial amount of €275 million was allocated to the EFSD Guarantee Fund from the
general budget of the EU for 2017; since then, €25 million has been added to it every
year, and it currently totals €350 million for the 2017-2020 period. 6 In 2018, two
countries pledged an extra contribution to the Guarantee Fund in cash: the Czech
Republic (€300 000) and Estonia (€100 000). Moreover, Germany and Estonia promised
€1 million in cash to the NIP, to support a broad range of blended finance investments.7
The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation also promised to contribute US$50 million.8
According to the Commission's (first) 2017 EFSD operational report, in 2017 the EU
agreed to invest nearly €1.3 billion in 52 blending projects in Africa and the European
Neighbourhood under the EIP. The EU contribution is expected to trigger around
€10.6 billion in public and private investment (24.1 % of the €44 billon target for 2020)
after the EFSD's first year of operation.
The report highlighted that around €400 million of EU investments under the EFSD had
gone to Neighbourhood Investment Platform countries (22 projects) and almost
€900 million to Africa Investment Platform countries (30 projects). The EFSD leveraged
investments worth €5 billion and €5.6 billion respectively. The report reflecting the
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results for 2018 is expected to be published soon. Figure 1 below compares the state of
play in December 2018 with overall EFSD expected investment.
Figure 1 – External investment plan, 2017-2020

Source: EU external investment plan, European Commission website.

Assessment of the EFSD
To date, the above-mentioned operational report is the only available source of
assessment. The report merges into one the reports on blended finance operations under
the AIP and the NIP, and shows the first approved blending investments as well as the
first steps towards implementing the EFSD guarantee. Earlier reports drafted before the
launch of the EFSD cover separately the activities of the NIP and the AfIF prior to 2017.
The overall volume of NIF funding decided in 2016 was around €170 million, generating
projects worth almost €2 billion, or roughly 1 % of the beneficiary countries' public
expenditure. 9 Resources allocated to the AfIF amounted to €905 million for the
2015- 2016 period. From its launch in 2015 to the end of 2016, the AfIF contributed over
€288 million in grants to projects representing a combined investment of over
€2.3 billion.10
An independent study attempts to temper the strong optimism of the creators of the
EFSD, pointing out that 'the multitude of objectives the EFSD intends to promote reflect
high expectations for what it can achieve'. 11 The author of the study reminds that external
evaluations of previous EU blending activities, as well as a report from the European Court
of Auditors (ECA), have noted challenges in demonstrating the added value or
additionality of blended finance. He also notes that to date, EU blended finance has
primarily served to leverage funding from public development banks rather than private
investors.12
Another study gives recommendations, based on early EFSD results, on ways to improve
the current EIP architecture under the 2021-2027 MFF in order to increase the
additionality, development effectiveness, and efficiency of EU-supported external
investment.13 The paper describes three ways in which the new investment framework
could be improved: 1. by providing a greater policy steer and increasing competition
among counterparts to push development financial institutions beyond 'business as
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usual', 2. by earmarking resources for pillars 2 and 3, and clarifying the use of pillars and
their mutual links, and 3. by setting clear guidance, fee structures and standardised terms,
and strengthening management.14
The EFSD Regulation stipulates that the ECA is to provide an overall assessment of the
fund's activities, and that these are also subject to the discharge procedure. 15
While no comprehensive assessment of the EFSD has been presented to date, in the
context of the preparation of the MFF 2021-2027 the Commission presented a proposal
for a new investment framework for the new Neighbourhood, Development and
International Cooperation Instrument (NDICI) for the 2021-2027 period. The EFSD+,
which would have a larger geographical scope and more resources than the EFSD, would
constitute the new investment framework. Since then, the proposal for an EFSD+ has
been under discussion.

Other EU programmes and actions in the same area
Besides the EFSD, several instruments and policies are linked to the EU's external policy:
the Guarantee Fund for External Actions (GFEA), the common foreign and security policy
(CFSP), the Development Cooperation Instrument (DCI) and the Instrument contributing
to Stability and Peace (IcSP).
Guarantee Fund for External Action
The GFEA was set up with the aim to protect the EU budget by covering the risks related
to loans and guarantees for loans granted to non-EU countries or for projects executed
in non-EU countries. The main goal of the actions backed by the GFEA is to support the
increase in growth and jobs, and to improve the business environment in developing
countries by strengthening the involvement of the private sector. The GFEA's budget for
the 2014-2020 period is €1 193 million.
Common Foreign and Security Policy
With a budget of €2 339 million, the CFSP funds efforts to preserve peace, prevent
conflicts, strengthen international security and ensure the visibility and effectiveness of
EU foreign policy. The ultimate objective of EU foreign policy is to support civilian
missions, the EU special representatives and measures aimed at non-proliferation and
disarmament.
Development Cooperation Instrument
The DCI's financial envelope of €19 662 million is allocated to projects alleviating poverty;
fostering sustainable economic, social and environmental development; and supporting
democracy, good governance, human rights and international law in recipient countries.
Moreover, the instrument is one of the two EU funds for aid to developing countries
alongside the EDF, which is outside the EU budget.
Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace
The IcSP finances the EU foreign and development policy in areas, such as crisis response,
conflict prevention, peace-building and crisis preparedness, and serves to address global
and trans-regional threats. The amount allocated to this instrument for the 2014-2020
period is €2 339 million.
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Turkish Cypriot community:
Financial support instrument
In a nutshell
The Commission runs an aid programme for the Turkish Cypriot community in order to
prepare for and facilitate reunification of Cyprus.

EU's multiannual financial framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 4 (Global Europe)
Aid Regulation (13 07)

2014-2020 total amount programmed (in current prices and as a % of total MFF)
Commitments: €231.49 million (0.021 %)

2018 budget (in current prices and as a % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €34.47 million (0.022 %)
Payments:
€26.00 million (0.019 %)

2019 budget (in current prices and as a % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €35.12 million (0.021 %)
Payments:
€25.00 million (0.017 %)

Methods of implementation
Direct management (European Commission) and indirect management (United Nations
Development Programme, UNDP, European Bank for Reconstruction and Development,
EBRD, British Council)
In this briefing:
• EU role in the policy area: legal basis
• Programme objectives
• Action funded
• Assessment of programme/action
• Other EU programmes and action in the
same field
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
Cyprus joined the EU in 2004 as a de facto divided island. On 26 April 2004 the Council of
the European Union expressed its willingness to 'put an end to the isolation of the Turkish
Cypriot community and to facilitate the reunification of Cyprus by encouraging the
economic development of the Turkish Cypriot community'. In order to prepare for and
facilitate reunification, the Commission has run an aid programme for the Turkish Cypriot
community set out in the Aid Regulation (Regulation (EC) No 389/2006) adopted on the
basis of Article 308 of the Treaty Establishing the European Community (now Article 352
of the Treaty on the Functioning of the EU). In 2013, a Commission Implementing Decision
amended the original decision in the interests of efficiency.
The programme is implemented in the areas of the Republic of Cyprus over which the
Government of the Republic of Cyprus does not exercise effective control, and where
application of the body of EU law – the acquis communautaire – is temporarily suspended
pursuant to Protocol 10 of the Treaty of Accession. Since 17 February 2016, the European
Commission's Structural Reform Support Service has coordinated the work of all
Commission services involved in supporting the Cyprus settlement process under the
auspices of the UN. More specifically, the Structural Reform Support Service supports the
European Commission President's personal representative, Pieter Van Nuffel,
implements the aid programme for the Turkish Cypriot community, and monitors the
implementation of the Green Line Regulation.
The granting of EU assistance does not imply recognition of any public authority in those
areas other than the Government of the Republic of Cyprus. The assistance programme
is, however, temporary in nature, aiming to facilitate the reunification of Cyprus, and both
the Aid Regulation and Council Regulation No 1311/2133, laying down the MFF, allow for
a revision in the event of reunification.

Programme objectives
The main objectives of the programme are to offer assistance and facilitate the
reunification of Cyprus by encouraging the economic development of the Turkish Cypriot
community and the economic integration of the island, to improve contacts between the
two communities and with the EU, and to prepare for the implementation of the acquis
communautaire.
The recipients of assistance include local bodies, representatives of civil society,
cooperatives, social partner organisations, business support organisations, bodies
carrying out general interest functions in the area, local and traditional communities,
associations, foundations, non-profit organisations, non-governmental organisations,
and natural and legal persons.
Assistance focuses on:
•
•
•
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the promotion of social and economic development, including restructuring, in
particular concerning rural development, human resources development and
regional development;
the development and restructuring of infrastructure, for instance in the areas of
energy and transport, the environment, telecommunications and water supply;
reconciliation, confidence-building measures, and support for civil society;
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efforts to bring the Turkish Cypriot community closer to the EU, for instance by
providing information on the European Union's political and legal order, by
promoting people to people contacts and arranging Community scholarships;
preparation of legal texts aligned with the acquis communautaire with a view to
them being immediately applicable upon entry into force of a comprehensive
settlement of the Cyprus problem;
preparation for implementation of the acquis communautaire.

Action funded
According to the European Commission, between 2006 and the end of 2017, €485 million
was earmarked for operations under the Aid Regulation. The amount committed in
December 2017 for the 2017 annual programme was €34 836 240. Although the aid
programme is managed predominantly by the European Commission, parts are managed
indirectly by the UNDP, the EBRD and the British Council. At the end of 2017, a total of
274 contracts were running under the programme.
The programme supported action in the following areas.
Developing and restructuring of infrastructure
Various assistance measures in the solid-waste sector benefited both communities. For
example, in 2017, four waste transport trucks were delivered, reinforcing the fleet
available to local communities to transport waste to the central landfill site. Since 2006,
263 km of water supply distribution network has been renewed, and a 99 km sewage
network built.
Promoting social and economic development
In 2015, the EU launched the Technical Assistance to the Private Sector (TAPS) project.
This project is aimed at promoting private sector growth and job creation. It offers
technical assistance to local bodies to prepare for the application of the acquis in areas
linked with the development of the private sector. In addition, the delegation agreement
with the EBRD to grant Turkish Cypriot companies access to credit funds and to provide
capacity-building support for local business consultants was extended in 2017 with an
additional €0.8 million. Businesses are also supported directly by means of grants.
In 2017, five grant contracts totalling €3 million were awarded under the fourth call for
proposals for Community Development. Four projects focus on improving the efficiency
and quality of local community services, such as waste management and environmental
protection. One project is aimed at establishing a centre for assistance to victims of
domestic violence.
Since 2006, the EU has supported 138 projects for school and long-life learning. It has
provided consultancy services and training for more than 1 000 businesses and
entrepreneurs, as well as supporting 271 projects for rural development and local
communities.
Fostering reconciliation and confidence building measures, supporting civil society
In the field of reconciliation, the EU supports local efforts by means of two EU infopoints
that organise events and inform local communities. Since 2006, the EU has supported
more than 60 projects in the field of dialogue organised by civil society organisations,
while also providing more than 80 training sessions. The EU has also funded the
restoration of more than 70 cultural heritage sites since 2006.
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The EU has an indirect management arrangement with the UNDP to support the work of
the Committee on Missing Persons (CMP). By the end of 2017, working with a list of 2 002
missing persons, the CMP had exhumed 1 194 sets of human remains. It was able to
identify 831 of them and return them to their families.
Bringing the Turkish Cypriot community closer to the EU
Since 2006, the EU has actively supported the mobility of 1 370 students from the Turkish
Cypriot community by means of EU scholarships. Since 2014, the EU has delegated the
management of the mobility programme to the British Council. The €1.92 million
available under the 2017 call funded 152 scholarships for the 2017/2018 academic year.
The aid programme is also involved in helping to prepare the Turkish Cypriot community
to introduce and implement the EU acquis.

Assessment of programme/action
In 2013, the European Commission published a report evaluating the financial assistance
programme for the Turkish Cypriot community. The report considered the intervention
strategy and the logic applied to programming to be good. It also found that the selection
of projects, setting of priorities and sequencing of assistance was good and had improved
following the establishment of programming as an annual process. It stressed that
improvements could be made by means of improved scheduling of assistance, more
attention to risk assessment, and access to reliable statistical information. In 2018, the
European Commission launched a new evaluation of the programme, which is on-going.

Other EU programmes and action in the same field
The aid programme falls under Chapter 13 of the EU budget on European regional
development and other regional operations, together with the completion of the special
programme for peace and reconciliation in Northern Ireland and the border counties of
Ireland, and other regional programmes in the field of sustainable urban development,
macro-regional strategies and European regional development funds.
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Common Foreign and Security Policy
In a nutshell
The EU's Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) is designed to preserve peace, prevent
conflicts, strengthen international security and ensure the visibility and effectiveness of EU
foreign policy. Spending under the CFSP covers only some EU foreign policy measures, namely
civilian missions, EU Special Representatives and measures supporting non-proliferation and
disarmament.

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 4: Global Europe
Common Foreign and Security Policy

2014-2020 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €2 338.72 million (0.22%)

2015 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €320.77 million (0.22%)
Payments:
€267.91 million (0.19%)

2016 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €327.3 million (0.21%)
Payments:
€298.6 million (0.21%)

Methods of implementation
Indirect management (CFSP missions, EU Special Representatives and international
organisations) and direct management (Service for Foreign Policy Instruments).

In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 Objectives of the expenditure
 Funded measures
 Assessment of expenditure
 Other EU programmes and action in the
same field
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
The Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) was established as a specific EU policy
area by the 1992 Treaty on European Union ('Maastricht Treaty') (TEU) as the second
'pillar' of the EU. The Lisbon Treaty did not change the intergovernmental character of
the policy.1 The EU Treaties currently in force do not offer a precise definition of the
CFSP.2 According to Article 24(1) TEU, the CFSP covers all areas of foreign policy and all
questions relating to the EU's security, including the Common Security and Defence
Policy (CSDP). Considered the operational capacity and the military component of the
CFSP, the CSDP covers crisis-management tasks (military and civilian) performed outside
EU territory for 'peacekeeping, conflict prevention and strengthening international
security in accordance with the principles of the United Nations Charter' (Article 42(1)
TEU), as well as Member States' commitment to improve and coordinate their defence
capabilities. The Treaties also contain a commitment to 'the progressive framing of a
common Union defence policy' which 'will lead to a common defence', when decided
unanimously by the European Council and following ratification by the Member States.3
The CFSP is unique in that it comes under Title V of the TEU, and not Part V of the Treaty
on the Functioning of the EU (TFEU), which covers the EU's other external policies:
development cooperation, humanitarian aid, common commercial policy and other
aspects. Within Title V TEU, which comprises general provisions on the EU's external
action, Chapter 2 (Articles 21 to 46 TEU) contains specific provisions on the CFSP,
including specific provisions on the CSDP.4
The question of the Union's competence (i.e. exclusive, shared or supporting
competence) in this policy field is still debated in light of the specific rules governing the
CFSP. Articles 24 TEU and 2(4) TFEU stipulate that the CFSP is a Union competence,
giving it the power 'to define and implement a common foreign and security policy,
including the progressive framing of a common defence policy'. However, the CFSP is
not included in the list of shared competences in the Treaty. Therefore, some analysts
have considered the Union's competence in the CFSP as either a shared competence sui
generis, or a supporting and coordination competence (whereby the EU has only a
complementary or coordinating role to action taken by the Member States).5 The
general view seems to be that the CFSP is rather a sui generis, special competence,
comparable to the coordination of economic and employment policies.6
The Lisbon Treaty introduced major institutional innovations in foreign policy, for
clearer international representation of the EU and better coordinated external action, in
particular by creating the post of High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs
and Security Policy, who is also Vice-President of the European Commission (HR/VP),
and by establishing the European External Action Service (EEAS). The EEAS is a 'fully
autonomous body of the EU', separate from the Council and Commission. It supports
the HR/VP in fulfilling all their functions, and assists the presidents of the European
Council and of the Commission in their external-relations tasks; the EEAS also supports
other EU institutions, including the EP. The EEAS contributes to the development of a
strategic framework for EU external relations. It is also co-responsible for preparing the
Commission's decisions on the strategic multiannual steps in the programming cycle of
the EU's external cooperation programmes, except those for pre-accession assistance
and humanitarian aid (the latter types of proposals are made following Commission
procedures and must be adopted by the Commission). The EEAS budget is part of the
EU general budget, over which the European Parliament (EP) has full budgetary control.
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The European Parliament's role

Article 36 TEU defines the EP's role in CFSP/CSDP matters: the EP is to be consulted by the High
Representative (HR/VP) on the main aspects and basic choices of the CFSP, and informed about
the evolution of policies; the EP may ask questions or make recommendations to the Council
and the HR/VP. The exclusion of legislative acts from the remit of the CFSP also means the EP
has no formal power to adopt CFSP decisions. For international agreements concluded by the
EU with a bearing on the CFSP, the EP has the right to be informed at all stages of the
negotiation of these agreements, but it has no right of consultation or consent (Art. 218 TFEU).
However, through its budgetary powers, including the right to amend the draft CFSP budget,
the EP has acquired influence over the conduct of the CFSP.
The 'Declaration on Political Accountability' (DPA, 2010), agreed by the HR/VP during
negotiations on the creation of the EEAS, contains additional commitments by the HR/VP to the
EP. In particular, the HR/VP undertakes to respect Article 36 TEU; to keep the EP fully and
immediately informed at all stages of negotiating international agreements relevant to the
CFSP, and to extend the practice of Joint Consultation Meetings on CFSP missions financed from
the EU budget, which take place at least five times a year between selected members of the
European Parliament (MEPs) and the Council, the EEAS and the Commission. Importantly, the
Joint Consultation Meetings were included in Point 25 of the Interinstitutional Agreement (IIA)
of 2 December 2013 between the European Parliament, the Council and the Commission on
budgetary discipline, cooperation in budgetary matters and sound financial management.7
In addition, the HR/VP pledges to comply with the provisions of the 2002 IIA on access by the EP
to sensitive information related to the CSDP, and to provide access to other documents in the
CFSP field on a need-to-know basis to MEPs; to allow exchanges of views between MEPs and
diplomats nominated for high-level EEAS positions, Heads of Delegations and EU Special
Representatives (EUSRs), before they take up their posts; and to establish a system to ensure
that she is represented when unable to appear before Parliament in person.

CFSP financing from the EU budget
Administrative and operational expenditure in the CFSP as a policy area is financed by
the EU budget, with the exception of operational expenditure with military or defence
implications (as this cannot be funded by the EU budget) or cases when the Council
decides otherwise (Article 41 TEU). It is administered by the Commission's Service for
Foreign Policy Instruments under the responsibility of the HR/VP. Under the 2014-2020
Multiannual Financial Framework, CFSP expenditure, as a specific item in the budget,
comes under Heading 4: Global Europe, which covers all expenditure on external action,
except the European Development Fund.
Appropriations under the CFSP expenditure are committed through Council Decisions
which rest upon different legal bases in the Treaty, depending on the measure being
funded (for example, launching a CSDP mission, or financing disarmament projects in
third countries).8 As the concept of operational expenditure is not defined by the
Treaty, reference has been made to Article 28 TEU (the former pre-Lisbon Joint
Actions), which sets out the procedure for decisions taken by the Council 'where the
international situation requires operational action by the Union'. In practice, financial
commitments under the CFSP are committed in accordance with decisions based on
either Article 28 or Article 26(2) TEU (which states that the Council will take the
necessary decisions to define and implement the CFSP on the basis of the general
guidelines and strategic direction provided by the European Council).9 In particular, the
CFSP budget (Chapter 19 03 of the EU budget) finances:
 Common costs of civilian missions and other civilian crisis management activities.
Taking into account their operational nature, appropriations are committed under
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Article 28 TEU in accordance with Articles 42(4) and 43(2) TEU, which refer to the
procedure for adopting decisions relating to the CSDP, and in particular to the
implementation of the EU's crisis management tasks;
 EU Special Representatives (EUSRs) have a mandate to represent the EU in a region
or foreign policy field. Commitments for EUSRs are based on Article 28 TEU in
accordance with Article 33 TEU, which sets out the procedure for their appointment;
 Measures in support of non-proliferation and disarmament (see description of each
funded measure below). For these, financial commitments are based on Article 26(2)
TEU in accordance with Article 31(1) TEU, which provides for unanimous decisionmaking. Article 26(2) may have been used because measures financed to advance nonproliferation and disarmament are meant to implement the 'Strategies' defined by the
European Council10 – the EU Security Strategy (2003), the EU Strategy against the
Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction (2003) and the EU Strategy to combat the
illicit accumulation and trafficking of small arms and light weapons and their
ammunition (2005).11
The CFSP budget is managed by the Service for Foreign Policy Instruments, part of the
Commission and under the authority of the High Representative.

Objectives of the expenditure
The Lisbon Treaty establishes the CFSP as part of the EU's external action, governed by a
set of common principles and general objectives (Article 21 TEU in accordance with
Article 3(5) TEU), designed to ensure the consistency and coordination of all the EU's
external policies. Among these, the objective most directly related to the CFSP is to
preserve peace, prevent conflicts and strengthen international security in accordance
with international law and international principles. Furthermore, it is up to the
European Council to 'identify the strategic interests and objectives of the Union' on the
basis of the general principles and objectives of the EU's external action (Article 22
TEU). The European Council should identify the EU's 'strategic interests, determine the
objectives of and define the general guidelines for the CFSP' (Article 26 TEU).
Accordingly, a panoply of interests and objectives for the CFSP has emerged, such as the
pursuit of effective multilateralism, cooperation with international and regional
organisations, and a focus on countries in the EU's neighbourhood.12 A general objective
of the CFSP is to increase the visibility and weight of the EU in international diplomacy.

Funded actions
EU civilian crisis management missions and other civilian crisis management activities
The aim of the overall system of crisis management is not to anticipate violence, but to
identify risks and take preventive measures in order to avoid devastation and preserve
lives.13 The crisis management approach of the CFSP includes involvement in all phases
of the crisis cycle; from preventive strategies, to post-crisis rehabilitation and
reconstruction, as well as comprehensive and coordinated use of all foreign policy
instruments. Civilian missions are a key element of this approach. In addition to the
funds provided by the EU budget, these missions can be supported by funds from the
Member States, as well as from participating countries outside the EU and other
international players (the latter being subject to the Commission's approval).
CSDP civilian missions specified in the budget
There are three EU missions with specific budgetary allocations explicitly listed in the EU
budget for 2015 (the remaining civilian missions are covered in the next section). They
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are the European Union Monitoring Mission (EUMM) in Georgia (€23 million for 2015
and €19 million for 2016 in commitments), the European Union Rule of Law Mission in
Kosovo (EULEX) (€85 million for 2015 and €70 million for 2016 in commitments) and the
European Union Police Mission in Afghanistan (EUPOL) (€65 million for 2015).
EUMM Georgia was established by a 2008 Council Decision as an unarmed and impartial
civilian mission to monitor the ceasefire under the Six Point Agreement that followed
the Russo-Georgian war in August 2008. The mandate of the mission has been extended
since then, most recently through to 14 December 2016 under Council Decision
2014/915/CFSP. EUMM's objectives are to prevent a return to hostilities; facilitate the
resumption of a safe and normal life for local communities living on both sides of the
Administrative Boundary Lines with Abkhazia and South Ossetia; and build confidence
between the parties to the conflict.14 EUMM's presence and work has helped improve
the security situation, but it faces challenges in executing its mandate as its staff does
not have full access to Abkhazia and South Ossetia.
EULEX Kosovo is the largest civilian mission ever launched under the CSDP.
Commitments intended to cover spending on EULEX for the period from its
establishment in 2008 (Council Joint Action 2008/124/CFSP) through to 14 October
2014 amounted to €757.8 million (Council Decision 2014/349/CFSP). EULEX complies
with United Nations Security Council Resolution 1244 , and the most recent extension of
its mandate was to June 2016 (Political and Security Committee Decision (CFSP)
2015/969). EULEX is part of the overall EU effort to promote peace and stability in the
Western Balkans. EULEX's aim is to assist and support the Kosovo authorities, especially
police, judiciary and customs, in reforms they have carried out to strengthen the multiethnic character and independence of these institutions, in accordance with
internationally recognised standards and European best practice. In line with the local
ownership principle, the EULEX mission provides monitoring, mentoring and advice, and
retains some executive responsibilities only in specific areas, such as war crimes,
organised crime and high-level corruption, as well as property and privatisation cases.
EUPOL Afghanistan is a civilian CSDP mission, established in 2007 (Council Joint Action
2007/369/CFSP) with its mandate extended by the Council to 31 December 2016
(Council Decision 2014/922/CFSP). EUPOL supports the Afghan government's efforts to
build a civilian police service operating under an improved rule of law framework and in
respect of human rights. It provides police and rule of law experts from EU Member
States to advise the relevant Afghan institutions (Ministry of Interior, Afghan National
Police, Ministry of Justice, and the Attorney General's Office) in Kabul. EUPOL helps to
develop local training capacity and institutions, and to improve interaction among
Afghan law enforcement and criminal justice authorities.15 After the end of the EUPOL
Afghanistan mandate, support for the professionalisation of the Afghan police and
application of the rule of law is expected to continue as part of a broader international
effort, including funding from the European Commission and EU Member States,
coupled with a possible reinforcement of the EUSR Office in Kabul.
Other crisis management measures and operations, emergency measures, and
preparatory and follow-up measures
In addition to long-term commitments, efforts to contribute to stability under the CFSP
include a number of activities that require a flexible and swift response to changing
circumstances. To this end, the CFSP includes budget allocations for crisis management
measures and operations, emergency measures, and preparatory and follow-up
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measures (almost €194 million in commitments for 2016). The specific measures
included here vary. These budgetary allocations cover eight other ongoing EU civilian
missions. Their precise individual budget allocation is determined by the necessities of
the crisis on the ground. Figure 1 presents the annualised budgetary allocations for each
of the civilian missions for 2014. They include the EU mission to provide advice and
assistance for security sector reform in the Democratic Republic of the Congo in the
area of defence, launched in 2005 (EUSEC RD Congo), the European Union Border
Assistance Mission for the Rafah Crossing Point launched in 2005 (EUBAM Rafah
Palestinian Territories), the EU Police Mission in the Palestinian Territories which began
in 2006 (EUPOL COPPS Palestinian Territories), the European Union Mission on Regional
Maritime Capacity Building in the Horn of Africa deployed in 2012 (EUCAP Nestor
Djibuti, Kenya, Somalia, Seychelles, Tanzania), the European Union mission to support
capacity building of the Nigerien security actors to fight terrorism and organised crime,
deployed in 2012 (EUCAP Sahel Niger), the European Union support mission for internal
security in Mali deployed in 2014 (EUCAP Sahel Mali), the European Union border
assistance mission which began in 2013 (EUBAM Libya), and the EU Advisory Mission for
Civilian Security Sector Reform
Ukraine deployed in 2014
Figure 1 - CSDP civilian missions 2014
(EUAM Ukraine).
In
addition,
budgetary
allocations for crisis management measures and operations,
emergency measures, and
preparatory and follow-up
measures cover CFSP actions
and interventions for conflict
prevention, peace building and
mediation responding to adhoc requests. Examples include
fact finding missions, preparatory missions (determining
the feasibility of conducting or
preparing a crisis management
operation)
and
technical
16
assessment missions.

6,13

9,16

7,33

0,94
EULEX Kosovo
EUPOL Afghanistan
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EUBAM Libya
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90

EUMM Georgia
EUCAP Nestor

17,9
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EUCAP Sahel Mali

26
58

EUSEC RD Congo
EUBAM Rafah

Data source: YES 2015 EUISS Yearbook on European Security, EUISS, 2015. Data
are presented as annualised budget in million euros.

European Union Special Representatives
According to the 2014 Council guidelines on the appointment, mandate and financing of
EU Special Representatives, EUSRs should contribute to the unity, consistency and
effectiveness of the Union's external action and representation; in particular, they
should strive to ensure that all the EU's instruments and Member State action function
consistently to attain the EU's policy objectives; and they should contribute to the
effectiveness of the EU's response to crises and to implementing its strategic policies.
They have a mandate to represent the EU in relation to a region or a thematic area.
The European Union currently has nine EUSRs who support the work of the High
Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, promote the EU's
policies and interests in troubled regions and countries, and play an active role in efforts
to consolidate peace, stability and the rule of law. The budget for all EUSRs for 2015 is
€20 million, and it has been increased to €25 million for 2016 (commitments). This
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funding covers the maintenance of the EUSRs and their offices, as well as the cost of
projects implemented under the direct responsibility of the EUSRs.
An active political presence, a 'voice' and 'face' for the EU, they play an important role in
strengthening the CFSP and the EU's role as an influential player on the world stage. The
nine EUSRs cover the following countries, regions and issues: Central Asia, the Middle
East Peace Process, Afghanistan, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosovo, the South Caucasus
and the crisis in Georgia, the Horn of Africa, Human Rights, and the Sahel.
Support for non-proliferation and disarmament
The measure 'Support to non-proliferation and disarmament' finances activities
contributing to non-proliferation and prevention of trafficking of nuclear, chemical and
biological weapons of mass destruction, conventional weapons, and small arms and
light weapons. The budget for all non-proliferation and disarmament actions for 2015
was €17 million, and it was increased to €19 million in 2016 (commitments). The most
recent non-proliferation and disarmament measures, supported by new Council
Decisions adopted in 2015, are presented by way of example in Table 2. The full list of
all measures and their legal basis is provided in the EU Budget.
Table 2 - Measures for non-proliferation and disarmament - Council Decisions of 2015
Supported action

EU budget (€, commitments)

Council Decision
(CFSP) 2015/1908 of
22 October 2015

Council Decision

Global reporting mechanism on illicit
SALW and other illicit conventional
weapons and ammunition (‘iTrace II’)

2 530 684 (implementation period 24 months)

Council Decision
(CFSP) 2015/1837 of
12 October 2015

Preparatory
Commission
of
the
Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty
Organisation

3 024 756 (implementation period 24 months)

Council Decision
(CFSP) 2015/259 of
17 February 2015

Activities of the Organisation for the
Prohibition of Chemical Weapons

2 528 069 (implementation period 36 months)

Council Decision
(CFSP) 2015/203 of
9 February 2015

International Code of Conduct for outerspace activities as a contribution to
transparency and confidence-building
measures

1 274 399 (implementation period 24 months)

(489 316 co-financing by Conflict Armament
Research Ltd and the German Federal Foreign
Office)

(201 556 co-financing by
Disarmament Affairs and
Disarmament Research)

UN Office
UNInstitute

for
for

Data source: EUR-Lex.

Although the challenges posed by, and tools used against, weapons of mass destruction
(WMD) and small arms and light weapons (SALW) may differ, and may depend on the
political context, the EU takes a consistent approach based on multilateralism and the
universality of international treaties; international cooperation and a strengthened
international non-proliferation regime; and complementary use of all available
diplomatic instruments and financial resources to maximise impact and effectiveness.
The objectives of the EU strategy on SALW focus on strengthened control over exports,
imports and production, as well as measures to address the underlying sources of illegal
demand for SALW. SALW initiatives under CFSP expenditure are complemented by
additional non-proliferation measures included in military missions; insertion of SALW
clauses in agreements negotiated by the EU with third countries; police, customs and
judiciary action within the EU, as well as relevant measures financed under the
Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace.
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The WMD strategy addresses both proliferation of WMDs by state and non-state actors.
Non-state actors present a new challenge, especially given an increased terrorism
threat. The strategy puts emphasis on the need for all relevant EU players to be
involved, and for greater coordination of their efforts. International cooperation is also
part of the EU strategy regarding WMDs, and this is reflected in the measures it funds.

Assessment of expenditure
In 2014, the European Court of Auditors (ECA) issued a special report on the
establishment of the European External Action Service, which also touched upon
measures funded under the CFSP. The report concluded that there are still weaknesses
in the prioritisation, organisation and allocation of resources that had reduced the
EEAS's efficiency, and that EU Special Representatives are not sufficiently integrated.
The report also recommended reviewing the appointment process and functioning of
EU Special Representatives and EEAS recruitment procedures. Due to their rather broad
mandates, much is left to EUSRs' discretion, but this makes it difficult to evaluate their
performance. A higher degree of flexibility is recommended regarding the
administrative and financial framework for the management of EU civilian missions, in
order to reduce the complexity and rigidity resulting from the current budgetary
arrangements and to allow for flexible implementation of their mandate and fulfillment
of their tasks.
The ECA also scrutinised some individual measures under the CFSP. In a 2012
assessment of the EULEX mission in Kosovo, the ECA outlines the difficulties and
circumstances specific to Kosovo that hinder efforts to achieve progress on rule of law
issues (police, justice, customs, anti-corruption). Although there has been progress, the
ECA concludes that it has been slow, and that there are sometimes doubts about its
sustainability. Funds are correctly managed, but some shortcomings in the effectiveness
of EU assistance result from insufficiently clear objectives, major coordination
challenges for Commission and EULEX operations, and staffing constraints. Based on the
experience of EULEX, the ECA made some general recommendations regarding future
CSDP missions, such as providing sufficient staffing and ensuring that CSDP missions are
given a legal personality.
In 2015, the ECA assessed the implementation of the EUPOL Afghanistan police mission
and found it partly effective in delivering on its mandate. The mission faced a very
unstable environment, high illiteracy rates and widespread corruption in the Afghan
police and justice systems, as well as the absence of a trained, fully functioning Afghan
police force. Nevertheless, it contributed significantly to the reform of the Ministry of
the Interior and to the professionalisation of Afghanistan's police and its efforts to gain
the trust of the public. Despite this progress, the Afghan police and justice systems
continue to suffer from systemic and institutional weaknesses, an ineffective legal
framework, limited staff capacity, undue political influence, and corruption. These
shortcomings, as well as the volatility of the overall security situation, put at risk the
sustainability of the results achieved by EUPOL. In its report, the ECA pointed towards
the reporting systems of EUPOL Afghanistan as a weakness, describing them as 'too
basic, without sufficient focus on results and added value'. The assessment of EUPOL
Afghanistan led to some general recommendations for future CSDP missions: provision
of sufficient logistical, technical and human resources; timely deployment of missions;
and planning for, and taking steps to ensure, the sustainability of all activities and the
smooth phasing out of the missions.
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CSDP missions are widely recognised as 'the means through which the EU has become
an actor of multilateral crisis management' with comparative advantages over other
national or international actors, and a significant contributor to the stabilisation of
countries in which they operate.17 Although the question is no longer whether the EU is
a security actor, but rather what kind, there is still criticism and high expectations
related to this issue. Much of it is related to the fact that security and crisis
management is an ongoing challenge. There is criticism that the presence of different
financial mechanisms for operational costs leads to a fragmented and overly flexible
general structure for financing CSDP operations.18 Fragmentation is seen in the fact that
Member States are not obliged to participate, the specific funding features of different
operations, and the different mechanisms for implementation of operations, depending
on their objective and nature.
The EU is felt to have great potential as an important actor in non-proliferation policy,
but it is undermined by its extensive bureaucracy and its lack of flexibility in dealing with
non-proliferation issues.19

Other EU programmes and action in the same field
CFSP expenditure covers only part of the EU's overall foreign and security policy. Figure
3 presents the wide range of programmes and actions under Heading 4, 'Global Europe',
and their share within this heading. Due to differences in legal basis and scope of EU
competences, these programmes and actions also have different types of funding.
Figure 3 - EU annual budget for 2016: Heading Global Europe
1% 1% 2%
2% 1%

Development Cooperation Instrument

3%

European Neighbourhood Instrument

4%

3%

29%

Instrument for Pre-accession
assistance
Humanitarian Aid
Common Foreign and Security Policy

12%

Instrument contributing to Stability
and Peace
Guarantee Fund for External Actions

18%

24%

European Instrument for Democracy
and Human Rights
Partnership instrument for
cooperation with third countries

Data source: EU annual budget - figures (commitments), DG BUDG, 20 January 2016.

External financial instruments
Heading 4, 'Global Europe', of the EU budget (€9 167 million in commitments for 2016)
Includes CFSP expenditure alongside other EU external financial instruments. The major
EU instruments for external action (the Instrument for Pre-accession assistance, the
European Neighbourhood Instrument, the European Instrument for Democracy and
Human Rights, the Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace, the Partnership
Instrument and the Development Cooperation Instrument) comprise a legislative
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package that was revised in the context of the preparation of the 2014-2020 MFF. This
revision introduced changes supporting more differentiation of assistance,
concentration, flexibility, and simplified rules and procedures for external spending.20
The instruments included in this package share a common implementing regulation,
which enables them to function in coordination and complementarity. Heading 4 also
includes a number of other programmes, with largest by budgetary allocation being
Humanitarian Aid (€1 108.8 million in commitments for 2016) and the Guarantee Fund
for External Action (€257.1 million in commitments for 2016). Another important
foreign policy tool is the intergovernmental European Development Fund (EDF), funded
outside the EU budget, but also managed by the European Commission.
Athena mechanism and military missions
The Athena mechanism was established in 2004 as a mechanism to administer the
financing of the common costs of European Union operations that have military or
defence implications. It is part of the CFSP/CSDP, but is not funded via the EU budget.
According to Article 41(2) of the Treaty on European Union, Member States contribute
to the annual Athena budget based on their gross national income. Apart from
Denmark, which opted out of the mechanism, all EU Member States participate in it. 21 A
Special Committee under whose authority the mechanism functions consists of
representatives from each Member State contributing to the financing of military
operations. It sets the financial rules applicable to each area of eligible expenditure
under Athena. The major types of expenditure under the Athena mechanism include
lodging; travel; administration; public communication; locally hired staff; force
headquarters (FHQ) deployment; medical services; and infrastructure, including IT
systems and information gathering. Following a special approval procedure, Athena may
also finance additional equipment and services.
Currently, there are six active EU military operations and all of them benefit from
Athena financing. They are EUFOR Althea (Bosnia Herzegovina), EUNavfor Atalanta
(Horn of Africa), EUTM Somalia, EUTM Mali, EUMAM RCA (Central African Republic) and
EUNavfor Med (Mediterranean). EU Member States (and third countries) that decide to
contribute to an EU military operation pay for this from their national budgets, with no
contribution from the Athena mechanism. Nevertheless, 'nation-borne costs', such as
fuel, water and food, are managed under the Athena mechanism.
Train and Equip Initiative
The Train and Equip Initiative is a new initiative conceived as part of the comprehensive
approach of the EU towards its external policy, especially the need to simultaneously
provide development assistance and tackle issues related to the increased threat of
terrorism and organised crime around the world. Depending on the local conditions, it is
either implemented as a way of complementing CSDP operations, or as a separate
measure. The need for this initiative is seen in the fact that a certain level of security is a
necessary precondition to sustainable development, while development fosters
sustainable peace.22 The pilot cases of Mali and Somalia, in which the EU provides
support for the training and equipping of local partners, aim to build capacity in the
security sector, to enable them to prevent and manage security crises, and ultimately to
achieve the Millennium Development Goals. The Mali pilot case is financed through
Member State contributions and the Athena mechanism. The Somalia pilot case is
financed under various instruments, including the operation of the African Union
Mission in Somalia (run by the African Union, but with the EU as its main financial
contributor) and the three CSDP missions in Somalia and the wider region, focusing on

360

Members' Research Service

Page 10 of 12

EPRS

Common Foreign and Security Policy

military training, counter-piracy and maritime capacity-building (financed and staffed by
contributing Member States, complemented by the Athena mechanism for common costs).
Official development assistance
EU external assistance places clear emphasis on non-military spending: under the 2014-2020
MFF, at least 90% of overall EU external assistance needs to be official development assistance
(ODA), which generally excludes military expenses. There is no intention to provide lethal
weapons even outside ODA spending.23 However, due to the link between security and the
provisions for sustainable development, some activities funded by the African Peace Facility
(14% for the AU operation in Mali (AFISMA) and 5% for the AU operation in Somalia (AMISOM))
are considered ODA-eligible.24

Building on the experience of these pilot cases, the Joint Communication on ‘Capacitybuilding in support of security and development – Enabling partners to prevent and
manage crises’ of April 2015 outlines the way forward as a new commitment to deliver
on peace and stability and to improve capacity building in the security sector. Initially,
this should be done using the existing EU foreign assistance instruments, and through
matching and coordinated efforts by the Member States. Further development of this
initiative, its financing and implementation are still under discussion.
EU Delegations
In addition to the EUSRs and CSDP EU Missions, currently the EU also has 139
delegations and offices, which are run by the EEAS (funded under the administrative
expenditure budget) and funded under the CFSP with special mandates in response to
specific circumstances in countries or regions around the world. These delegations
provide political representation for the EU and its citizens globally. They are mostly
responsible for single states, but sometimes delegations represent the Union in a
region/group of countries, or maintain relations with international organisations
(e.g. the United Nations). They play a key role in implementing the EU's foreign policy,
including through negotiations according to their given mandates, as well as by
providing analyses and reports of developments in their host countries. The delegations
act in full complementarity with the CSDP, support the implementation of various EU
programmes – especially some actions under the EIDHR – facilitate coordination with
EU member states, and liaise with international partners. Other programmes supported
by the EU delegations and funded by various EU expenditures contribute to their overall
funding. They maintain political and cultural dialogue, and oversee EU trade issues with
the respective countries.25 The EU delegations are tasked with strengthening the
visibility and role of the EU in its external relations.26

Endnotes
1

The Member States ensured that they remained in control of the CFSP, with little formal involvement from
'supranational institutions'. Unanimous decision-making remains the norm, with the European Council and the
Council of the EU as the main institutional actors, while the High Representative/Vice President and Member
States are responsible for implementing the CFSP. The adoption of legislative acts (i.e. acts adopted through the
legislative procedure) is specifically excluded under the CFSP; therefore the European Commission and Parliament
have a limited formal role with regard to the CFSP and the CSDP, and the Court of Justice of the EU has no
jurisdiction (with two exceptions: monitoring respect for the powers of EU institutions (Article 40 TEU) and
reviewing the legality of CFSP decisions providing for restrictive measures against natural or legal persons (Article
275(2) TFEU)). Moreover, Declarations 13 and 14 annexed to the Treaty maintain that the CFSP and CSDP
provisions do not affect 'the existing legal basis, responsibilities and powers of each Member State in relation to
the formulation and conduct of its foreign policy'. Importantly, the CFSP lacks an enforcement mechanism to
ensure Member States' compliance with decisions, although they are bound by an obligation of loyal cooperation
and mutual solidarity.

2

See Commentario breve ai Trattati dell'Unione Europea, Pocar F., Baruffi M. C., CEDAM, second edition 2014.
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Instrument for Nuclear Safety
Cooperation
In a nutshell
The EU's Instrument for Nuclear Safety Cooperation (INSC) was created to help promote a
high level of nuclear safety, radiation protection, and safeguards for nuclear material outside
the EU. It does this by funding peer support for, and technical assistance to, third countries
that are managing or in the process of developing nuclear power. EU cooperation in the field
of nuclear energy dates back to the EU's post-war beginnings, but financial assistance to nonEU countries only began in the 1990s, with the TACIS programme to help the countries that
emerged from the former Soviet Union to manage their nuclear legacy.

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 4 (Global Europe)
Energy; international cooperation

2014-20 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €225.32 million (0.02 %)

2016 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €71.80 million (0.05 %)
Payments:
€96.99 million (0.07 %)

2017 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €62.33 million (0.04 %)
Payments:
€81.45 million (0.06 %)

Methods of implementation
Direct management (European Commission, Directorate-General for International
Cooperation and Development (DG DEVCO)).
https ://fr. fotolia.co m/id/9832 2963https :// fr. fotolia.com/ id/98322963
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
All EU Member States are party to the Treaty establishing the European Atomic Energy
Community (Euratom), which was designed to promote research and investment in, and
enhance the safety of, nuclear power in the Community and beyond. Since the early
1990s, this has included efforts to strengthen nuclear safety and safeguards in central
European and former Soviet Union countries via the TACIS and PHARE programmes,
including countries that would subsequently join the EU: Lithuania, Slovakia and Bulgaria.
With the first INSC during the period 2007-2013 (Council Regulation (Euratom)
No 300/2007), nuclear safety cooperation was extended to all third countries.
The EU's Instrument for Nuclear Safety Cooperation (INSC) for the period of the 20142020 MFF was established by Council Regulation (Euratom) No 237/2014. Its legal basis
is Article 203 of the Euratom Treaty, which empowers the Council to take action in pursuit
of any Euratom objective where the treaty has not explicitly empowered the European
Atomic Energy Community, acting unanimously on a proposal from the Commission and
after consulting the European Parliament.
The INSC is also described in the regulation as serving the external policy objectives of
the EU's Europe 2020 strategy. The Community is also party to the 1994 Convention on
Nuclear Safety and the Joint Convention on the Safety of Spent Fuel Management and on
the Safety of Radioactive Waste Management.

Objectives of the INSC
The INSC was created to fund Figure 1 – INSC as a share of the 2014-2020 MFF (€ million in
EU efforts to promote current prices)
nuclear safety, protection
against
radiation,
and
effective safeguards for the
management of nuclear
material in countries outside
the EU. The INSC's pre-2014
forerunners were aimed at
countries in the EU's eastern
neighbourhood, coming in
response to concerns about a
Source: European Commission.
repeat of the Chernobyl
nuclear disaster in the post-Soviet and post-Warsaw Pact countries. Under the current
INSC, accession and European neighbourhood policy countries still take priority, but all
third countries are eligible for support. To this end, the EU also uses the INSC to cooperate
on projects with the International Atomic Energy Agency and the European Bank for
Reconstruction and Development. High-income countries are typically ineligible for direct
financial support via the instrument, with cooperation limited to stakeholder peer
learning, but exceptions can be made in such crises as a major nuclear accident.
The INSC Regulation sets three specific objectives:
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promotion of a culture of nuclear safety and radiation protection standards;
responsible and safe management of spent fuel and radioactive waste, which
includes its transport, treatment, processing, storage and disposal, and the
decommissioning and remediation of former nuclear sites and installations; and
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establishment of frameworks and methodologies for applying effective
safeguards for nuclear material in third countries.

Funded measures
The EU first provided neighbouring countries with nuclear safety assistance via the TACIS
programme, which supported reform and development in 11 post-Soviet and postcommunist countries during the period 1991-2006. Its nuclear component saw
€857 million spent on nuclear safety work outside the EU. The 2007-2013 INSC had a
budget of €524 million and supported regulatory and capacity improvements in
21 countries outside the EU in eastern Europe, central, eastern and south-eastern Asia,
the Middle East and northern Africa. During the first half of the 2007-2013 MFF, the
balance between assistance to countries formerly part of the Soviet Union (FSU) on the
one hand, and 'new' third countries on the other, was approximately 7:1. In the second
half, this balance shifted to 2:1, reflecting the gradual completion of the most urgent
safety upgrades in FSU countries.
Figure 2 – INSC expenditure in third countries in 2007-2013 (€ million)

Source: European Commission.

Funds in the 2014-2020 INSC are allocated in line with annual action programmes (AAP)
based on two multiannual indicative programmes, the first of which covers the period
from 2014 to 2017. These in turn reflect an INSC strategy paper,1 which takes as its
starting point specific measures set out in Article 3 of the INSC Regulation for each of the
three objectives listed above, as well as general support measures for the programme,
including audits, evaluations, studies, awareness-raising and publicity measures, and
administration.
For the first objective – promotion of a nuclear safety culture – the specific measures
are support for regulatory bodies and technical support organisations; strengthening of
regulatory frameworks for review, assessment, licensing and oversight of nuclear power
plants and installations; promotion of regulatory frameworks providing protection
against ionising radiation from radioactive materials; putting in place procedures to
prevent accidents; and support for practical protective measures to reduce the risk of
workers and the general public being exposed to radiation.
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Examples of such projects in the 2016 AAP include a project to enhance the capabilities
of the Iranian Nuclear Regulatory Authority (EU budget contribution: €5 million) and a
project to enhance emergency preparedness and response for radiological and nuclear
emergencies in Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) countries through
regional cooperation and technical support for decision making (EU budget contribution:
€1 million). Some examples from the 2015 AAP are a project to enhance the capabilities
of the Armenian Nuclear Regulatory Authority to prepare for and respond to a nuclear or
radiological emergency (EU budget contribution: €1 million), and a project to strengthen
the capacity of the Belarusian Nuclear Regulatory Authority MES/Gosatomnadzor (EU
budget contribution: €1 million).
For the second objective – responsible and safe management of spent fuel and
radioactive waste – the specific measures are support for regulatory bodies, technical
support organisations and strengthening of the regulatory framework; development of
strategies and frameworks for safe management of spent fuel and radioactive waste; and
development of strategies for decommissioning existing installations and former nuclear
sites, and recovery and management of radioactive material at sea. In the 2016 AAP, one
such project is the EU contribution of €40 million to the European Bank for Reconstruction
and Development's (EBRD) Chernobyl Shelter Fund, and in the 2015 AAP, measures for
the management and remediation of high risk uranium legacy sites in Central Asia (EU
contribution: €8 million).
For the third objective – putting in place frameworks for the application of effective
safeguards for nuclear material in third countries – the specific measures are to
introduce methodologies and share technology and approaches enabling
implementation of nuclear safeguards, including for accounting and control of fissile
material. In the 2015 AAP, measures aimed at achieving this objective include a project
to transfer EU nuclear safeguards methodology to INSC beneficiary countries, particularly
China and countries in Africa (EU contribution: €5 million).
Figure 3 – Financial envelope 2014-2020 INSC, by objective (€ million)

Source: EU Strategy for a Community Cooperation Programme in the field of Nuclear Safety 2014-2020.

Support for Russia that began under the TACIS programme and continued under the
2007-2013 INSC was discontinued after Russia declined to sign the financing agreement
for INSC projects. No new projects involving Russia have been launched under the current
INSC.2
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Assessment of the INSC
According to the Commission's 2016 annual report on the implementation of the EU's
instruments for financing external actions in 2015, the main achievements of the INSC in
2015 include ongoing work on environmental problems resulting from the legacy of
former uranium mining activities in central Asia; support for nuclear regulatory
authorities in Armenia, Belarus, China, Ukraine and Vietnam; support for regulatory
authorities in Turkey and Iran; and radioactive waste management activities in central
Asia and Ukraine.
A January 2017 consultancy report produced for the Commission for the INSC's mid-term
evaluation3 states that the instrument helps leverage significant financial resources for
nuclear safety cooperation from donors and partner countries. Drawing on data both
from the first years of the current MFF (2014-2016) and from the previous MFF's INSC
(2007-2013), the authors conclude that, since 2007, the INSC has consistently produced
results in line with specific nuclear safety objectives, and has appropriate mechanisms
and resources in place to support the scheduled project pipeline. They also find, however,
that the instrument has no comprehensive monitoring system and that comparison of
results suffers from a lack of baselines. The authors recommend that the Commission
improve its approach to documenting and measuring results, and make greater use of
evaluations to learn lessons and improve accountability.
Another consultancy assessment published in March 2014 and accompanying the
Commission report on the evaluation of the 2007-2013 INSC concluded that the
instrument was broadly in line with its objectives, but lamented an average time lag of
2.5 years between formal project approval by the Commission and contracting. The
authors also observed a shift in funding during the period from 'hard' support for safety
improvements in the design, operation and maintenance of nuclear installations to 'soft'
support in the form of regulatory training and expertise sharing, and underlined the
importance of the former. They also noted that there was less cooperation than expected
on the nuclear safeguards element of the strategy, which they attributed to confusion
about the division of labour between the 2007-2013 INSC and the 2007-2013 Instrument
for Stability (IfS).4

Other EU programmes and action in the same field
Euratom research programmes
European cooperation in the nuclear field dates back to the 1957 European Atomic
Energy Community (EAEC or Euratom) Treaty, but it is only since 1994 that there have
been framework programmes for, inter alia, nuclear research and training activities. EU
research activities continue to run in parallel to the current 2014-2020 Framework
Programme, rebranded as Horizon 2020. Euratom has a different legal basis from the
Horizon 2020 programme, and its budgets are fixed by its founding treaty at five rather
than seven years. For the 2014-2018 period, Euratom has been allocated €1.603 billion.
In the final two years of the current MFF, Euratom funds are expected to total
approximately €770 million.
The International Thermonuclear Experimental Reactor (ITER)
ITER is an experimental fusion energy reactor currently being built in Cadarache, France,
as a jointly funded endeavour of the EU, China, India, Japan, the Russian Federation,
South Korea and the United States. Its aim is to demonstrate the viability of fusion power
as a safe, affordable, inexhaustible and CO2-free source of energy. During 2014-2020
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MFF, the EU's financial contribution will amount to a maximum amount of €2.7 billion (at
2011 prices).
Nuclear decommissioning assistance programmes (NDAPs)
Through the NDAPs, the EU provides financial assistance for Bulgaria, Lithuania and
Slovakia to safely close and dismantle Soviet-designed nuclear reactors.5 This assistance
began before these countries joined the EU, and continued EU assistance was written
into the countries' accession treaties. Approximately €969 million has been allocated to
the NDAPs under the current MFF, but no further EU financial assistance is planned
beyond 2020, according to the Commission.
Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace (IcSP)
The IcSP, which is intended to link the EU's external action in security and development,
funds efforts to prevent and respond to existing or emerging crises in third countries
around the world, allowing quick and agile crisis response, particularly when other EU
funding mechanisms are not readily available.6 Some 27-35 % of the IcSP's €2.4 billion
financial envelope for the 2014-2020 MFF is allocated to addressing global, transregional, and emerging threats, including the chemical, biological, radiological and
nuclear (CBRN) risk mitigation centres of excellence initiative.

Endnotes
1

Instrument for Nuclear Safety Cooperation: Strategy for a Community Cooperation Programme in the field of Nuclear
Safety 2014-2020, European Commission, 2015.

2

After Russia annexed Crimea in early 2014, the EU took retaliatory measures in the form of sanctions and the
cancellation of some €450 million in EU grants set aside for Russia in bilateral and regional programmes for the 20142020 period. For more on this topic, see M. Russell, Sanctions over Ukraine impact on Russia, Briefing, European
Parliamentary Research Service, March 2016.

3

The report has been published on the Commission website but is still only a draft report. According to the
Commission's Evaluation Roadmap, the report will inform a Commission mid-term evaluation of the INSC planned for
completion in the second quarter of 2017. This evaluation will in turn be part of a broader assessment of the EU's
nine external financing instruments (EFIs) for the 2014-2020 MFF.

4 The 2007-2013 IfS has been succeeded in the current MFF by the Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace (IcSP).
5 In the same series:

M. Parry and G. Sgueo, How the EU budget is spent: Nuclear decommissioning assistance, Briefing,
European Parliamentary Research Service, April 2017.

6

In the same series: A. Dobreva and P. Wegner, How the EU budget is spent: Instrument contributing to Stability and
Peace, Briefing, European Parliamentary Research Service, March 2017.
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Guarantee Fund for External Actions
In a nutshell
The Guarantee Fund for External Actions (GFEA) backs loans and loan guarantees granted to
non-EU countries, or to finance projects in non-EU countries. Its objectives are to help protect
the EU budget against the risks associated with such loans. The main objective of the actions
backed by the GFEA is to support the increase of growth and jobs, and to improve the business
environment in developing countries by strengthening the involvement of the private sector.
The GFEA also contributes to the European External Investment Plan, which addresses the root
causes of migration, the ongoing refugee crisis and security-related issues.
EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 4 Global Europe
International economic and financial affairs (01 03 06)
2014-2020 financial envelope (in current prices and as a % of total MFF)
Commitments: €1 193.07 million (0.11 %)
2017 budget (in current prices and as a % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €240.54 million (0.15 %)
Payments:
€240.54 million (0.18 %)
2018 budget (in current prices and as a % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €137.8 million (0.09 %)
Payments:
€137.8 million (0.10 %)
Methods of implementation
Indirect management (European Investment Bank)
In this briefing:
• EU role in the policy area: legal basis
• Objectives of the GFEA
• Funded actions
• Assessment of the GFEA
• Other EU programmes and action in the
same field
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
The Guarantee Fund for External Actions (GFEA) backs loans and loan guarantees granted
to non-EU countries or granted for the purpose of financing projects in non-EU countries.
It was established with Council Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 2728/94 of 31 October 1994.
After undergoing several substantial amendments, this regulation was replaced by
Council Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 480/2009 of 25 May 2009. The GFEA was
subsequently included in the 2014-2020 Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF).
In 2016, the European Commission announced its European External Investment Plan
(EIP), which was published in the context of the new Partnership framework with third
countries and the European agenda on migration. The EIP aims to support investment in
the EU's partner countries and to promote new forms of private sector participation. The
EIP includes a European Fund for Sustainable Development (EFSD), as well as
amendments to the external lending mandate (ELM) of the European Investment Bank
(EIB) and the GFEA. The amendments are designed to protect both the EU budget and
the EIB's strong credit rating from possible additional risk. Regulation (EU) 2018/409 of
the European Parliament and of the Council of 14 March 2018 contains ancillary
provisions for the functioning of the EIP, focusing in particular on the private-sector.
Therefore, it is linked to Decision (EU) 2018/412 of the European Parliament and of the
Council of 14 March 2018 on granting an EU guarantee to the EIB against losses under
financing operations supporting investment projects outside the Union.

Objectives of the GFEA
The GFEA aims to help protect the EU budget against the risks associated with loans and
guarantees granted to third countries or to help finance projects in third countries. The
GFEA resources are used to repay the EU's creditors in the event of a default on a loan
granted or guaranteed by the Union or for which the Union has provided a guarantee.
The lending and guarantee operations are carried out for the benefit of a third country or
for the purpose of financing projects in third countries.
Lending backed by the GFEA is aimed at contributing to an increase in growth and
employment, and to an improved business environment in developing countries by way
of strengthening the involvement of their private sector. In support of the EU's external
policies, the EIB has been undertaking such operations with a partial EU budgetary
guarantee for the past 30 years. In its 2016 communication on Strengthening European
investments for jobs and growth, the Commission outlined its objectives to tackle the
root causes of migration, the ongoing refugee crisis and security-related issues, in
particular in the context of a new European External Investment Plan, which includes the
GFEA. The EIP is expected to contribute to the active involvement of the private sector,
which is necessary for mobilising more resources, building capacity and achieving
development goals. The EIP's primary aim is to support partner countries and promoting
a model for private-sector participation by creating a favourable investment and business
environment.

Funded actions
The GFEA protects the EU budget from potential shocks related to defaults on loans that
are guaranteed by the EU, and its financial management is entrusted to the EIB. Based on
the EU Guarantee Agreement between the EIB and the EU of 16 April 2014, the EIB’s
external lending mandate (ELM) has concluded many financing actions in countries with
a speculative investment grade. In its 2016 mid-term evaluation of the EU guarantee for
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the EIB’s ELM, the Commission observed that many of the countries that are financed
through the ELM are characterised by high volatility and uncertainty, which makes it
difficult for the EIB to carry out lending at its own risk and justifies the use of the EU
Guarantee Fund. For this reason, the Commission guarantees potential losses under
loans, thereby allowing the EIB to maintain a high credit rating. In relation to the ELM's
general objectives, which are aligned with the UN SDGs, most of the EIB's initiatives
outside the EU are focused on local private-sector development, involving in particular
help to small and medium-sized enterprises, development of social and economic
infrastructure, and climate change mitigation and adaptation.
The size of the contributions transferred to the GFEA is determined annually, depending
on the budget that is adopted. The contributions for 2018 amount to €137.8 million,
down by about €102.7 million compared to the 2017 budget. The EU provisioning to
adjust the Fund to 9 % of the total outstanding loans under the ELM, based on Articles 3
and 5 of Regulation No 480/2009, needs the approval of the Council and the European
Parliament, in order to be recognised as an asset for the Fund. The actual provisioning
amount is calculated ex-post and is paid from the budget into the GFEA with a two-year
delay. The evolution of the Fund for the 2014-2018 period is shown in Figure 1 below.
Figure 1 – Provisioning amounts from the EU budget / Size of the Guarantee Fund (in € million)

Source: EU annual budget, 2014-2018.

The main purpose of the EU budget guarantee is to act as a liquidity cushion covering
default or late payments for projects in non-Member States. Since 18 January 2012 and
in line with Council Regulation (EU) No 36/2012, however, all disbursements and
payments regarding existing loan agreements with Syria and technical assistance to
sovereign projects in Syria have been abandoned. While previously the Syrian
government had been repaying its loans to the EIB duly and fully, since December 2011,
repayment has been disrupted. Once the beneficiaries of a loan to third countries fail to
service its loans to the bank, the EIB calls on the GFEA to cover the default within three
months of the call. As a consequence, as of December 2017, the EIB had made a total of
51 calls on the GFEA for projects in Syria, with a total paid amount of €365.3 million as
presented in the Commission's 2017 report on the Guarantee Fund and its management.
That said, the total outstanding capital of guaranteed loans related to Syria amounts to
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€555 million, with the last loan maturity scheduled for 2030. The first withdrawals from
the Guarantee Fund date back to 2012; a single amount of €2.2 million was recovered
from the Syrian government in that same year (see Figure 2). Two additional calls related
to Syria for a total amount of €10.6 million were paid by the end of March 2018.
Figure 2 – Timeline of calls on the Guarantee Fund due to defaulting loans in Syria (in € million)

Year
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
Sum

Number
Total
of calls
amount
paid
(€ million)
2
8
8
8
12
13
51

21.8
60.7
60.2
60.2
106.2
56.3
365.3

Amount
recovered
(€ million)
2.2
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
2.2

Source: Report from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council on guarantees covered by the general
budget, situation at 31 December 2016; Report from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council on
the Guarantee Fund for External Action and its management in 2017, July 2018.

According to the Commission's 2016 annual report on guarantees covered by the general
budget, the EIB has also made a call on the guarantee under the ELM for a defaulted loan
to Tunisia's Enfidha Airport (TAV Tunisie S.A.). The Commission gave its approval for four
calls; consequently, the amount of €33.4 million was paid to the EIB between September
2016 and December 2017. The amount of €0.14 million, recovered from the Tunisian
government, was recorded in January 2018.
Another circumstance that has had an impact on the Guarantee Fund is the accession of
several countries to the EU. Once Bulgaria and Romania joined the EU in 2007, the risk
associated with them started to be covered by the EU budget rather than the Guarantee
Fund. Accordingly, €260.9 million was repaid from the Fund to the EU budget in 2007. In
a similar fashion, Croatia's EU accession in 2013 led to a repayment from the Fund to the
EU budget of €30 million, corresponding to an exposure on Croatia of about €337 million
(outstanding amounts plus accrued interest).
Despite the above-mentioned transactions to the EIB on defaulted payments, the
position of the Fund has enjoyed sound financial health over the years. As shown in
Figure 3 below, the Fund’s current assets are greater than its current liabilities, indicating
that it would be able to cover potential losses under loans and respond to EIB calls at any
point in time.

372

Members' Research Service

Page 4 of 8

EPRS

Guarantee Fund for External Action

Figure 3 – Current assets and liabilities of the Guarantee Fund (in € million) 1

Source: Report from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council on the Guarantee Fund and its
management (2014-2017). 2

The Commission, together with the European External Action Service, has concluded that
the economic, social, environmental and political situation in Iran since the adoption of
Decision No 466/2014/EU, has improved. Consequently, Iran was moved from the list of
potentially eligible countries to the list of eligible countries with a Commission Delegated
Decision of 6 June 2018, amending Annex III to Decision No 466/2014/EU of the European
Parliament and of the Council. With the update of the EIB's external lending mandate,
Iran would be eligible for EIB investment operations if the financing is aligned with the
relevant rules and procedures followed by the EIB's governing bodies.

Assessment of the GFEA
Impact assessments and review by the Commission
In May 2013, the Commission published its working document: impact assessment – EIB
external mandate 2014-2020, accompanying the proposal for a decision on granting an
EU guarantee to the EIB against losses under financing operations supporting external
investment projects. The impact assessment outlines certain specific problems: the risk
of sub-optimal use of the EU guarantee; the impossibility for the EIB to finance all types
of microfinance operations with the EU guarantee; the insufficient level of funding for
climate action; and the unclear role of the EIB as a key delivery tool of EU external
financial support. The impact assessment concludes that the preference is to amend the
existing guarantee and introduce a mechanism to focus the geographical scope, in
particular in the Asia and Latin America region, on creditworthy beneficiaries
differentiated by beneficiary/type of operations and by region concerned.
The mid-term review/revision of the multiannual financial framework 2014-2020,
published by the Commission in September 2016, assessed the implementation of the EU
funds and identified possible improvements. In the context of providing financial means
for the budget's performance in addressing the EU's priorities and cost-efficient delivery
mechanisms, the Commission proposed making legislative changes, under the External
Investment Plan, to Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 480/2009 establishing a Guarantee Fund
for External Actions and to Decision No 466/2014/EU granting an EU guarantee to the
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European Investment Bank against losses under financing operations supporting
investment projects outside the Union. The Commission staff working document
accompanying the mid-term review/revision of the 2014-2020 MFF further elaborates on
this topic.
Through Regulation (EU) 2018/409 and Decision (EU) 2018/412, both adopted on 14
March 2018, the Commission entrusted the financial management of the GFEA to the EIB,
and increased the maximum ceiling for EIB financing operations under the EU guarantee
by €5.3 billion, thereby reaching a total of €32.3 billion. In so doing, it gave the ELM the
financial means to respond to potential upcoming challenges and Union priorities, as well
as to fulfil new objectives.
The Commission staff working document on the mid-term evaluation of the EU guarantee
for the EIB ELM, published in September 2016, recognised the flexibility of the ELM with
regards to the Union's external policy agenda, mentioning its adequate response to
geopolitical and economic challenges as in the case of Syria, Ukraine (the Ukrainian crisis),
Egypt and Morocco (the ‘Arab spring’) and Jordan (the refugee crisis). However, the
evaluation found that the funds allocated in Asia, southern Africa, central Asia, Russia,
eastern Europe and the South Caucasus had reached 78 % of the regional ceiling, meaning
further financing for future challenges might be limited.
Assessments by other stakeholders
The issues outlined in the Commission impact assessment have also been highlighted by
the CEE Bankwatch Network. In a 2016 critical reflection on the EIB's external actions, the
network disagrees with how the EIB conducts its external investment programmes.
Accordingly, it does not support the Commission proposal of 2016 to further expand the
EU guarantee for the EIP. Plan International recognises similar issues and emphasises that
the EIP does not have sufficient focus on the development aspect, but is rather
considered an EU foreign policy tool. In a joint publication, civil society organisations
including Oxfam, EuroDad, Solidar and ActionAid argue that the EIP should be de-linked
from any short-term EU foreign-policy objectives. CEE Bankwatch Network also points to
the need for enhanced EIB transparency regarding GFEA-covered programmes, and for
urgently imposing further restrictions on GFEA-covered programmes.
External consultants GHK Consulting and Volterra Consulting performed an evaluation of
the GFEA for 2009-2010, as mentioned in a report from the Commission to the Parliament
and Council. They found the GFEA both effective and efficient in tackling the financial
risks related to EIB external lending operations. Furthermore, they deem the GFEA
operating costs acceptable, notably given the protection and stability the Fund brings.
In its 2014 annual report, the European Court of Auditors (ECA) revealed that the GFEA's
portfolio underperformed its benchmark index by 34 basis points (bps). Nevertheless, the
ECA had a positive opinion on the management of the GFEA portfolio, which is in the
hands of the EIB, and found that the GFEA's financial management was monitored in
compliance with the agreement between the EIB and the Commission. The GFEA's
financial results for 2016 were published in the Commission's 2017 report on the GFEA
and its management: the total assets had gone up by €162.6 million, the net operating
result had decreased by 7.7 % and the portfolio had outperformed its benchmark index
by 36.35 bps.
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Other EU programmes and action in the same field
The GFEA should be seen as part of the EU's external policy. Instruments and policies
related to it are the European Fund for Sustainable Development (EFSD), the Common
Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), the Development Cooperation Instrument (DCI) and
the Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace (IcSP).
European Fund for Sustainable Development (EFSD)
The EFSD was established in September 2017 as part of the partnership framework for
cooperation with countries with high irregular migration. It contributes to the new
External Investment Plan by helping to achieve the Agenda 2030 Sustainable
Development Goals of the United Nations. Its aim is to help partner countries to manage
migration effectively, to cooperate on readmission of irregular migrants, and to address
the root causes of migration.
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP)
With a budget of €2 339 million, the CFSP funds efforts to preserve peace, prevent
conflicts, strengthen international security and ensure the visibility and effectiveness of
EU foreign policy. The ultimate objective of EU foreign policy is to support civilian
missions, the EU Special Representatives and measures aimed at non-proliferation and
disarmament.
Development Cooperation Instrument (DCI)
The DCI's financial envelope of €19 662 million is allocated to projects alleviating poverty;
fostering sustainable economic, social and environmental development; and supporting
democracy, good governance, human rights and international law in recipient countries.
Moreover, the instrument is one of the two EU funds for aid to developing countries
alongside the European Development Fund, which is outside the EU budget.
Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace (IcSP)
The IcSP finances both the EU foreign and development policy in areas such as crisis
response, conflict prevention, peace-building and crisis preparedness, and serves to
address global and trans-regional threats. The amount allocated to this instrument for
the 2014-2020 period is €2 339 million.
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EU cooperation with Greenland
In a nutshell
The overall aim of the European Union-Greenland Partnership Agreement is to boost ties and
cooperation between the EU and Greenland, with education and training as one of several
key areas of cooperation. As part of the partnership, and taking Greenland's needs into
account, the focal point of EU-Greenland financial cooperation is education and training, with
a special emphasis on boosting the pre-school and elementary school system, as well as on
providing support for vocational education and post-elementary education.

EU's multiannual financial framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 4 – Global Europe
The European Union-Greenland Partnership (21 07)

2014-2020 total amount programmed (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €217.81 million (0.020 %)

2018 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €32.40 million (0.021 %)
Payments:
€32.33 million (0.023 %)

2019 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €32.90 million (0.020 %)
Payments:
€32.37 million (0.022 %)

Methods of implementation
Direct management (European Commission grants budget support for the implementation of
the Greenland education programme, which is led by Greenland's Ministry of Education,
Church, Culture and Gender Equality, in cooperation with other ministries and stakeholders).
In this briefing:
• EU role in the policy area: legal basis
• Cooperation objectives
• Funded measures
• Assessment of cooperation/action
• Other EU action in the same field
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Authors: Naja Bentzen and Alessandro D'Alfonso
Members' Research Service
PE 637.922

EN

377

EPRS

EU cooperation with Greenland

EU role in the policy area: legal basis
Having been a part of the European Community since 1973 through Denmark's
membership, Greenland withdrew from the European Community in 1985 after the island
secured Home Rule from Denmark. Since then, Greenland has been associated with the
European Union as an Overseas Country and Territory (OCT). There are currently 25 OCTs
associated with the EU in accordance with Part Four of the Treaty on the Functioning of
the European Union (2012/C 326/01). The purpose of this association is 'to promote the
economic and social development of the countries and territories and to establish close
economic relations between them and the Union as a whole'. Whilst the Overseas
Association Decision (OAD) is applicable to all OCTs, a separate and additional 'Greenland
Decision' (Council Decision 2014/137/EU) outlines cooperation with the EU and financing
from the EU budget. Greenland's relations with the EU are also covered by the Greenland
Treaty (1985), the Fisheries Partnership Agreement (Council Decision 2015/2103/EU) and
the legally and financially non-binding 2015 joint declaration by the EU, the government
of Greenland and the government of Denmark.

Cooperation objectives
Overall, the 2014-2020 EU-Greenland Partnership Agreement aims to further strengthen
the ties and cooperation between the EU and Greenland with the general goal of
diversifying Greenland's economy. The explicit political ambition is to ensure policy
dialogue on global issues of common interest. The main areas of cooperation include
education and training, energy, climate, environment and biodiversity, natural resources,
maritime transport and research and innovation, in addition to Arctic issues.
The EU's multiannual financial framework for the 2014-2020 period allocates an
indicative amount of €217.8 million (current prices) to financial cooperation with
Greenland. In line with Greenland's strategic focus on the education sector as a key driver
for long-term and sustainable development, the 2014-2020 programming document for
the sustainable development of Greenland (PDSD) focuses on boosting living standards
and ensuring continuous, sustainable economic progress via a qualified, flexible and
competitive workforce. The overarching aim of EU financial cooperation with Greenland
is to contribute to an inclusive and coherent education system from pre-school to higher
education. The specific objectives are as follows:
•
•
•

reducing inequality via a consistently well-functioning pre-school system that
equips pupils with the necessary skills to pursue further education;
improving the quality of the (pre-school and elementary school) education
system, increasing the share of educated staff;
achieving a more efficient education system with lower drop-out rates, more
students completing the post-elementary system, and less time spent in the
education system before graduation.

Funded measures
As laid out in the PDSD, the 2014-2020 Greenland education programme places special
emphasis on boosting the pre-school and elementary school system, and also on
providing continued support for vocational education and the post-elementary school
system. Article 9 of Council Decision 2014/137/EU identifies three categories of activity
that are entitled to receive financial support from the EU budget: 1) reforms and projects
that are in line with the PDSD; 2) institutional development, capacity building and
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integration of environmental and climate change aspects; and 3) technical cooperation
programmes. The PDSD lists the following actions and expected results:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

a higher share of children attending pre-school, achieved by offering pre-school
facilities and staff to a larger proportion of the population;
an improved rate of transition to further education, as more pupils have access to
elementary schools of high quality;
a higher literacy rate after elementary school;
a lower share of young people (16-18 years) outside the education system;
in the medium term, increased completion of post-elementary education as a
result of better elementary education;
a better quality pre-school system by increasing the share of educated staff in the
system;
a higher proportion of educated teachers in elementary schools;
an increased rate of transition from elementary school to further education;
increased transition rate from high school to further education;
lower age at completion of post-elementary education;
increased completion at all levels of post-elementary education;
lower excess study time (beyond standard time limits) in higher education;
increased completion rate and more graduates from higher education;
a higher number of apprenticeships via school apprenticeships, incentives to
businesses and introductory courses in vocational education and training.

Implementation
Under Council Decision 2014/137/EU the primary form of aid is budget support, for which
Greenland fulfils the relevant eligibility conditions (adoption of a territorial development
plan with implementation under way; a stable macro-economic framework; openness
and transparency in government operations; and a credible programme of public finance
management). Financial cooperation from the EU budget, which requires yearly financing
agreements, contributes to the implementation of the Greenland education programme.
Table 1 – EU cooperation with Greenland: 2014-2020 financial resources (€ million)
Education
sector
Technical
assistance,
studies, etc.
Total

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

Total

24.569

30.699

31.130

31.631

32.111

32.635

33.220

215.996

0.249

0.244

0.249

0.254

0.276

0.263

0.269

1.804

24.818

30.943

31.379

31.885

32.387

32.898

33.489

217.800

Data source: PDSD 2014-2020.

As detailed in Table 1, the 2014-2020 financial envelope allocates some €216 million to
the education sector and €1.8 million to complementary support measures. Based on the
PDSD, the practical implementation of the Greenland education programme is led by
Greenland's Ministry of Education, Church, Culture and Gender Equality, in cooperation
with other ministries and stakeholders. In order to ensure adequate coordination, the
Ministry of Finance and Domestic Affairs is involved in all the stages of the programme's
implementation.
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Assessment of cooperation/action
The evaluation of the Greenland Decision fed into the mid-term review of the EU's 20142020 external financing instruments (2017). This deemed the choice of education as the
focal sector to be relevant to beneficiaries' needs in Greenland: there is a broad
consensus in Greenland that education is 'the most relevant growth parameter'. The
evaluation stressed that the fact that the education sector had been chosen by the
Greenlandic government ensured strong support and ownership.
The evaluation noted that, although the instrument's stated ambition of policy dialogue
corresponded with EU priorities, attempts to expand this official policy dialogue to
include areas of mutual interest other than education had not yet been achieved. It also
emphasised that although the instrument had contributed to sustainable development
by improving educational attainment through the PDSD, it was still too early to see a
significant impact in terms of diversifying the Greenlandic economy.
According to the evaluation, the instrument had triggered 'positive dynamics', in
particular by ensuring that Greenland was 'receptive to the EU playing a more prominent
role in the Arctic', as well as that the EU gained a better understanding of the special
circumstances of the people living in the Arctic region. Furthermore, the development
aspects of the partnership had been 'effective in contributing to sustainable development
in Greenland' (a Greenland Decision objective). Moreover, the evaluation stressed that,
via financial support and bi-annual policy dialogues, the EU is helping to strengthen
Greenland's capacity to implement its own policies, in line with the objectives of the
Greenland Decision.

Other EU action in the same field
Financial cooperation with OCTs other than Greenland is channelled through the
European Development Fund, an intergovernmental tool outside the EU budget. On the
basis of an assessment of current external financing instruments, the European
Commission has proposed to streamline funding for OCTs and channel it entirely through
the EU budget for the post-2020 programming period, with special arrangements for
Greenland. The proposed resources for the years 2021 to 2027 amount to €500 million
for all OCTs, including Greenland. The 12 British OCTs would no longer be covered
following the expected withdrawal of the United Kingdom from the European Union.

Disclaimer and Copyright
This document is prepared for, and addressed to, the Members and staff of the European Parliament as
background material to assist them in their parliamentary work. The content of the document is the sole
responsibility of its author(s) and any opinions expressed herein should not be taken to represent an official
position of the Parliament.
Reproduction and translation for non-commercial purposes are authorised, provided the source is
acknowledged and the European Parliament is given prior notice and sent a copy.
© European Union, 2019.
Photo credits: © millenius / Fotolia.

eprs@ep.europa.eu
http://www.eprs.ep.parl.union.eu (intranet)
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank (internet)
http://epthinktank.eu (blog)

380

Members' Research Service

Page 4 of 4

Briefing
How the EU budget is spent
June 2017

Macro-financial assistance
In a nutshell
Macro-financial assistance (MFA) is an instrument designed to provide loans and grants from
the EU to candidate, potential candidate and neighbourhood countries in acute balance of
payments crises. An MFA operation is exceptional and temporary, based on economic and
political conditions, and linked to an International Monetary Fund (IMF) adjustment
programme. In addition to solving short-term balance of payments problems, MFA is
designed to stabilise public finances and to encourage structural reforms. Since 1990, there
have been more than 60 MFA operations and the evaluation of the instrument is largely
positive.

EU's Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) heading and policy area
Heading 4 (Global Europe)
Macro-financial assistance

2014-20 financial envelope (in current prices and as % of total MFF)
Commitments: €564.555 million (0.05 %)

2016 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €79.7 million (0.051 %)
Payments:
€79.7 million (0.055 %)

2017 budget (in current prices and as % of total EU budget)
Commitments: €45.8 million (0.029 %)
Payments:
€45.8 million (0.032 %)

Methods of implementation
Direct management (European Commission).
In this briefing:
 EU role in the policy area: legal basis
 How macro-financial assistance works and
what it is for
 Operations funded
 Assessment of the MFA instrument
 Other EU programmes and actions in the
same field
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EU role in the policy area: legal basis
Macro-financial assistance (MFA) consists of grants and loans from the European Union
to countries that are candidates or potential candidates for EU membership, and to
neighbourhood countries. It is designed to help countries in an acute balance of payments
crisis. MFA is provided on an exceptional and temporary basis and is based on strict
economic policy conditions, one of those being that an MFA operation must be paired
with and complement an International Monetary Fund (IMF) adjustment programme.
Regarding the form of the assistance, loans are financed by borrowing on the
international financial markets, while grants come from the EU budget. The loan part is
one of three loan programmes managed by the European Commission; the other two are
the European Financial Stabilisation Mechanism (EFSM)1 and balance of payments
assistance (BoP), which provide macro-financial assistance for Member States in and
outside the euro area respectively.
The legal basis for the MFA instrument is found in Articles 209, 212 and 213 of the Treaty
on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU). Article 212 asserts that 'the Union shall
carry out economic, financial and technical cooperation measures, including assistance,
in particular financial assistance, with third countries other than developing countries'
and establishes the ordinary legislative procedure as the method of deciding and
adopting the measures needed to implement the cooperation. When the assistance goes
to development countries, it is considered a part of development cooperation policy
under Article 209. Article 213 gives the Council the power to decide alone, following a
proposal from the Commission, whether 'a third country requires urgent financial
assistance from the Union'.
In contrast to some of the EU's other financial instruments, the MFA lacks a framework
regulation, which means that each individual MFA operation with a country in crisis
requires a separate legislative decision. The lapse between a country's request for macrofinancial assistance and the actual disbursement of the assistance could in the past
stretch to several years. This led the Parliament and the Council to sign a joint declaration
in 2013 in order to improve the decision-making process, after a failed attempt to
establish a framework (See box 2).
History of the MFA instrument
The MFA instrument began life in 1990 as a way to provide eastern European countries
experiencing external sector problems with macroeconomic support. The first beneficiary
of this instrument was Hungary, which received a loan of €870 million in 1990.2 Between
1990 and 1999, eight of the future Member States benefited from loans, the largest
recipients being Hungary (€1 050 million), Romania (€780 million) and Bulgaria
(€750 million). Other beneficiaries in this group were the former Czechoslovakia, Estonia,
Latvia and Lithuania. After Czechoslovakia's dissolution, a loan to Slovakia was approved,
but never needed to be disbursed.
The countries that have been granted assistance since then are: Albania, Algeria,
Armenia, Belarus, Bosnia and Herzegovina, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia,
Georgia, Israel, Jordan, Kosovo, Kyrgyzstan, Lebanon, Moldova, Montenegro, the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia, Serbia,3 Tajikistan, Tunisia and Ukraine.
Figure 1 shows the distribution of aid among the country groups. As at the end of March
2017, 62 operations had been approved, for a total of €11 449 million, of which
€10 362.5 million in loans and €1 086.5 million in grants. Effective disbursements
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amounted to €9 007 million, of which €8 035.5 million in loans and €971.5 million in
grants.
Figure 1 – Approved macro-financial assistance by country group, 1990-2016
Western Balkans
12%
Mediterranean
countries
18%

Ukraine
34%

Eastern Partnership
countries*
41%

Other
7%

Accession countries
29%

Data source: European Commission until 2015, latest decisions by the Council and the Parliament for 2016.
Notes: Accession countries: Hungary, Bulgaria, Romania, the former Czechoslovakia, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and
Slovakia; Mediterranean countries: Algeria, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon and Tunisia; Western Balkans: Albania, Bosnia
and Herzegovina, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Kosovo, Montenegro, the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia/Serbia and Montenegro and Serbia; Eastern Partnership countries: Armenia, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova
and Ukraine. *Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan are included in this group.

The new Member States have received €3 305 million, while the Western Balkan
countries – all of which are now candidate or potential candidate countries – have been
granted €1 388 million. Assistance for €2 047.5 million has been approved for countries
in the Mediterranean basin and €4 708 million for the Eastern Partnership countries,
including €3 845 million for Ukraine. Ukraine is the country that has received most aid in
absolute terms, while Kosovo is the country that has received most in per capita terms.
The two countries that have benefited on the highest number of occasions are Ukraine
and Moldova, with six operations each. Figure 2 shows the relationship between
approved and disbursed assistance and between grants and loans grouped by
multiannual financial framework (MFF) period.
Figure 2 – Macro-financial assistance, from 1990 to 23 May 2017, in € million
6 000
5 000
4 000
3 000
2 000
1 000
0
Grants
Loans

Approvals
Disbursements
1990-1999
323.0
151.0
4 970.5

3 878.5

Approvals
Disbursements
2000-2006
479.5
514.5
459.0

639.0

Approvals
Disbursements
2007-2013
284.0
268.0
1 133.0

290.0

Approvals
Disbursements
2014-2020
0.0
38.0
3 800.0

3 228.0

Data source: European Commission until 2015, and decisions and press releases for 2016 and 2017.
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How macro-financial assistance works and what it is for
MFA's overarching objective, as the 2013 joint declaration recalls, is to achieve
macroeconomic and political stability in the EU's neighbourhood by 'developing a zone of
shared stability, security, and prosperity'. Macro-financial assistance is one of a package
of policies regarding candidate, potential candidate and neighbourhood countries and
helps to bring these countries closer to and build political support for the EU.
The concrete objectives of MFA are to help to solve short-term balance of payments
difficulties, to stabilise public finances and to encourage structural reform. The type of
structural reform depends on the country, but typically, it includes better methods in
public finance management and in the financial sector. Other types of reform can involve
improving national accounts and public finance statistics, streamlining public
employment, bringing in reforms in the civil service (including the fight against
corruption), improving tax and customs administration, boosting governance and
transparency, providing for a more business-friendly environment, modernising the
energy sector, and reforming pension systems and social safety nets.
The form taken by macro-financial assistance
From a financial discipline point of view, the Table 1 – The EU's rating as a debtor (2016)
EU prefers to provide assistance in the form
Fitch Ratings
Highest credit quality and lowest expectation
of default risk.
of loans rather than grants. The EU is a highAAA
Source: Fitch Ratings, Ratings definitions.
rating borrower on the international
Moody's
Highest quality with minimal risk.
markets and all the main credit-rating
Source: Rating symbols and definitions.
Aaa
agencies consider it to have a very low
Moody’s investor service.
default risk (see Table 1). Therefore, it can
Standard and
Second highest ranking, differing from the
Poor's:
highest-rated obligations ('AAA') only to a
borrow at a very favourable rate and lend to
small degree. The obligor's capacity to meet
AA
the assisted countries on the same terms.
its financial commitment on the obligation is
very strong instead of extremely strong.
Grants, meanwhile, come from the EU
Source: S&P Global Ratings Definitions.
budget and have to respect the limits set by
DBRS
Highest credit quality. The capacity for the
the budget appropriations of the multipayment of financial obligation is
AAA
exceptionally high and unlikely to be adversely
annual financial framework. Nevertheless,
affected by future events.
in the last two multi-annual financial
Source: Rating Scales: Long-Term Obligations
frameworks (i.e. since 2007), the resources
Scale.
allocated for grant payments have almost
never been exhausted and have stayed well below the ceilings,4 while grants have
represented only around 10 % of total macro-financial assistance (see Figure 3).
Loans are theoretically guaranteed by the total EU budget. In practical terms, they are
guaranteed by the Guarantee Fund for external actions,5 which also covers external loans
granted by the European Investment Bank (EIB) and Euratom. The guarantee fund is
provisioned by the EU budget at a rate of 9 % of every new outstanding liability. The
provision happens at the end of each year with a two-year time-lag, which means that
the provision for 2017 is 9 % of the total amount lent during 2015. It is worth noting that
until now, no country has ever defaulted on an MFA loan. Figure 3 shows the distribution
of MFA between loans and grants and the relationship between approved and disbursed
assistance.
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Figure 3 – Macro-financial assistance, 1990-2017, in € million
Grants
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11%
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12000
9000
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0

Approvals

Disbursements
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1200
900
600
300
0

Approvals

Disbursements

Data source: European Commission until 2015, and latest decisions and press releases for 2016 and 2017.

Allocation criteria
An informal set of criteria, the 'Genval Criteria', setting out the principles for balance of
payments assistance, appeared in the informal Ecofin Council conclusions of 9 October
1993. They were revised on 6 April 1995 and again on 8 October 2002, when they were
adopted as formal Council conclusions.
In parallel, the European Commission developed a method for deciding whether to
provide a loan, grant or combination of the two. The criteria were based on indicators
linked to the country's economic development and the sustainability of its external and
public debt, i.e. creditworthiness, and on current practice in the IMF and World Bank.6
The European Commission revised and updated the two groups of criteria in a 2011 staff
working document. The Joint Declaration by the European Parliament and the Council of
2013 incorporates them and is now used as the main guideline for the management of
the instrument (see box 1).
Box 1 – Main criteria for granting MFA
 A pre-condition for granting macro-financial assistance is that the eligible country respects
effective democratic mechanisms, including a multi-party parliamentary system and the
rule of law, and guarantee respect for human rights.
 A previous credit arrangement agreement must be in place between the eligible country
and the IMF to alleviate short-term balance of payment difficulties and implement
adjustment measures.
 There must be a significant and residual external financing gap over and above the resources
provided by the IMF and other multilateral institutions, despite the implementation of
strong economic stabilisation and reform programmes by the relevant country.
 The assistance must be exceptional and complementary to the resources provided by the
IMF and other multilateral financial institutions, and the burden must be shared fairly
between the EU and other donors.
Criteria for determining whether to provide a loan, a grant, or a combination of the two.
 Countries in the low and lower-middle income categories of the World Bank classification,
with high poverty rates and debt sustainability problems qualify for grants.
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Procedure
Until 2010, the European Commission proposed MFA operations following a country
request and a Commission evaluation. The Council decided by unanimity, after
consultation with the Parliament.
Since the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty in December 2009, legislative decisions
regarding every individual MFA operation have to be adopted by the Parliament and the
Council on a case-by-case basis under the ordinary legislative procedure. Before making
the proposal, the Commission makes an ex-ante evaluation to assess whether the country
complies with the eligibility conditions for assistance and the amount of financing
needed.
After the operation is approved, the Commission prepares a memorandum of
understanding (MoU), which sets out the political and economic conditions for the
operation. The financial terms are detailed in a loan agreement and, if the operation also
comprises a grant, a grant agreement. The MoU and the financial agreements are
adopted as implementing acts under the 'comitology' procedure and have to be approved
by the beneficiary country's government. If the total sum of the operation is less than
€90 million (a threshold that was decided during the discussions on the framework
regulation, see box 2), the advisory procedure is followed, while for larger operations the
examination procedure is used.7
Box 2 – The 'framework regulation' conflict
In 2011, following a call from the European Parliament as early as 2003 to consider submitting a
legislative proposal, the Commission presented a proposal for a 'framework regulation' for macrofinancial assistance to third countries. The proposal was intended to provide a general set of rules
for the granting of macro-financial assistance that, at the same time, would speed up the process
and give a legal basis to the more or less informal agreements that had guided it until then.
Article 7 of the proposal allowed the Commission to use its implementing powers to take the
decision.
The proposal was amended by the Parliament, which notably changed the implementing powers
to delegated powers, but the Council preferred to keep the ordinary legislative procedure, where
each individual MFA operation requires a separate legislative decision. The Commission
considered that the position of the Council changed the raison d'être of the proposal and, after
many meetings and long discussions, withdrew the proposal in 2013. The Council took the case
to the European Court of Justice, alleging that the Commission had infringed the principles of the
conferral of powers and of sincere cooperation and the obligation to state reasons. In 2015, the
Court ruled in favour of the Commission.
In August 2013, the European Parliament and the Council adopted a Joint Declaration along with
a decision providing Georgia with further macro-financial assistance. The declaration is a
compromise between the two co-legislators aiming to speed up the approval process, but it is a
political agreement without legally binding effect. To this day, decisions on MFA continue to be
decided under the ordinary legislative procedure on a case-by-case basis.

Usually, the disbursements are made in two or three tranches and, in between, the
Commission conducts a review of compliance. The disbursements are conditional on
good evaluations by both the Commission and the IMF. If the country does not need the
assistance anymore because its economic situation has improved, the payments are
cancelled.
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Operations funded
In theory, all candidate and potential candidate
countries as well as countries with the status of
European Neighbourhood Policy Partners are the
target of this instrument (see Table 2), but other
third countries in special circumstances and with
a close relationship with the EU can also benefit
from the assistance.8
Table 3 gives a more detailed view of all
outstanding operations (i.e. where loans have
not been completely repaid yet), and shows
whether the assistance took the form of grants,
loans or both and the date of the actual
disbursements.

Table 2 – Potential beneficiaries of MFA
European Neighbourhood Policy Partners
Armenia, Azerbaijan,
In the East
Belarus, Georgia, Moldova,
and Ukraine.
In the South:

Algeria, Egypt, Israel, Jordan,
Lebanon, Libya, Morocco,
Palestine, Syria, and Tunisia.

Candidate and potential candidate countries
Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, the former
Yugoslav
Republic
of
Macedonia,
Montenegro, Serbia, Kosovo, and Turkey.

Figure 4 – Macro-financial assistance by country, approved operations, 1990 to 2016

Data source: European Commission until 2015 and latest decisions by the Council and the Parliament for 2016.
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Table 3 – Outstanding MFA operations
Country
Albania

Armenia
Bosnia and
Herzegovina

Georgia

Details

Disbursements

One operation approved in April 2004.
€9 million in loans and €16 million in grants.
Ex-post evaluation in April 2008.

First tranche, €3 million (grant) November 2005.
Second tranche, €9 million (loan) in March 2006.
Third tranche, €13 million (grant) in July 2006.

One operation approved in November 2009.
€35 million in grants and €65 million in loans.
Ex-post evaluation in October 2013.

The first tranche, €40 million (€14 million grant, €26 million loan)
was disbursed in June/July 2011;
second tranche, €21 million (grant) in December 2011; and
third tranche, €39 million (loan) in February 2012.

One operation approved in 2009 for €100 million in
loans. Ex-post evaluation in January 2015.

The first and second tranches, each of €50 million,
were disbursed in February and October 2013.

Two operations pledged in 2008.
MFA I approved in November 2009, €46 million,
grants. Evaluation in April 2012.

MFA I, first tranche December 2009/January 2010;
second tranche August 2010.

MFA II approved in 2013 by €46 million,
half in loans and half in grants.

MFA II, first tranche, €13 million (grant), disbursed January 2015,
€10 million (loan), April 2015, second tranche (€10 million in
grants and €13 million in loans) disbursed in May 2017.

MFA I, proposed by the Commission in April 2013,
MFA I. Two tranches: first (€100 million) disbursed in February
approved in December 2013, €180 million, only a loan. 2015, second (€80 million) disbursed in October 2015.

Jordan

MFA II, request March 2016, proposed by the Commission in MFA II. The disbursement is planned in three tranches,
June 2016, approved in December 2016, loan of €200 million. separated by at least three months.

Kyrgyz
Republic

Lebanon

Moldova

Serbia

€15 million in loans and €15 million in grants.
Exceptional because the country is not a neighbour.
Approved October 2013.

First tranche, €10 million (grant) and €5 million (loan) in June
and October 2015, respectively. Second tranche, €5 million
(grant) and €10 million (loan) in February and April 2016,
respectively.

Approved in December 2007.
€50 million in loans and €30 million in grants.
Ex-post evaluation in May 2012.

The first tranche was disbursed in December 2008 (€15 million,
grant) and June 2009 (€25 million, loan). The second was never
disbursed.

MFA VI, request made in June 2009 and approved in
October 2010, a grant of €90 million.
Ex-post evaluation in October 2013.

MFA VI, three tranches: €40 million in December 2010,
€20 million in September 2011, and €30 million in April 2012.

MFA VII, requested August 2015 and again in March
2016, Commission proposal January 2017, €100
million, €60 loans, €40 grants, expected to be
approved by Parliament and Council in 2017.

MFA VII, the new assistance will be disbursed in three tranches
in 2017 and 2018.

A 15-year maturity loan of €200 million approved in
November 2009. Ex-post evaluation in October 2013.

Two instalments were planned. The first tranche, €100 million,
was disbursed in July 2011. The second was not disbursed.

MFA I, request in August 2013, proposal by the
MFA I, three tranches of €100 million each.
Commission in December 2013, a loan of €250 million, First two tranches disbursed in May and December 2015,
approved in May 2014, increased to €300 million.
the third tranche should be disbursed in 2017.

Tunisia

Ukraine
Three MFA
operations.

MFA II, request in August 2015,
proposal by the Commission in February 2016,
approved in July 2016, €500 million in loans.

MFA II, the disbursement is planned in three tranches,
separated by at least three months during 2017 and 2018.
The protocol of the agreement was signed in April 2017.

MFA I based on decisions adopted in 2002 and 2010,
€610 million (loan).

MFA I, first tranche, €100 million disbursed in May 2014 and
€10 million, in November 2014; the second tranche, €250 million
in November 2014; and the last tranche, €250 million, in April
2015.

MFA II, €1 billion, proposed by Commission in March
2014, decision by co-legislators in April 2014 using
Article 213 TFUE.

MFA II, disbursed in two tranches of €500 million each, June and
December 2014.

MFA III, Commission proposal in January 2015
€1.8 billion, approved in April 2015

MFA III, first tranche €600 million, July 2015; second tranche,
€600 million, expected for 2016, was approved for disbursal in
April 2017. The third tranche is planned for 2017.

Data source: European Commission until 2015, and latest decisions and press releases for 2016 and 2017.
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Assessment of the MFA instrument
The European Commission evaluates MFA using three different tools:
1. Operational assessments focus on the organisation of the institutions (central banks,
finance ministries) that administer the programmes in the beneficiary countries.
2. The Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability programme (PEFA) is a
collaborative tool created in 2001 by several donors, notably the European Commission,
the World Bank and the IMF.
3. Ex-post evaluation of MFA operations is performed largely by external consultants in
accordance with to Article 30 (4) of the Financial Regulation.9 These evaluations are public
and have to take into account a) the impact of the MFA on macroeconomic stabilisation
and external sustainability, b) the impact of the MFA in promoting structural reforms, c)
design and implementation issues, and d) EU value added. Evaluations are available for
operations that ran between 1998 and 2013.
Overall, the conclusions of the ex-post evaluations are positive regarding the
macroeconomic side; countries are helped out of crises and economic growth is restored.
Furthermore, the negative effects of crises are mitigated thanks to the synergies between
the EU, the IMF and other donors. The major drawback is that most operations contribute
less than expected on account of long delays in receiving the money. However, even
when a loan arrives four years later than planned, it reduces the cost of public debt
servicing because of the favourable lending conditions, and in many cases it also reduces
the need for strong fiscal adjustment and prevents cuts in social expenditure. The
changes introduced in 2013 by the joint declaration mean that decisions are now taken
more rapidly. Nevertheless, operations decided and implemented since then have yet to
be evaluated.
Regarding structural reforms, the evaluations are mixed; there is more progress in some
areas than in others, but overall public finance management and the functioning of the
finance sector improve. There are also positive results in tax and custom administration.
Many reform efforts are made thanks to macro-financial assistance conditionality and
political support and incentives from the EU.
The main issue regarding design and implementation has been the lengthy procedure. EU
value added is generally positive; beneficiary countries are better off thanks to the
assistance.
The European Court of Auditors (ECA) has audited all EU assistance, including MFA in
Tunisia (2017) and Ukraine (2016).
In Tunisia, the audit's general conclusion is that even though the assistance was much
needed and made a great contribution to political and economic stability, it should have
been more focused. In the specific case of MFA, the auditors think it was well spent, but
implementation was too slow mostly owing to the fact that the lapse between the
country's first request and the first disbursement, which in this case was 21 months, was
too long. Positive aspects were that the MFA instrument provided much needed finance
at a low cost and encouraged the adoption of additional reforms.
In Ukraine, the auditors found that the reforms regarding public finance management
and the fight against corruption have been only partially effective and that 'the results
achieved remain fragile'. A credible strategy was framed for public finance management
only in 2013 and for the fight against corruption in 2011. The audit also found that the
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design of the conditions for financial assistance could be clearer, as some objectives were
expressed in rather general terms and the margin of appreciation of the results was too
broad. The auditors' evaluation of the Commission's monitoring during the disbursement
period was positive.
While the ECA's evaluations generally find that conditionality has been somewhat lax, the
view of a study requested by the European Parliament's Committee on International
Trade (INTA) in 2012 is that MFA adds more conditions – not always related to
macroeconomic stability, which is the main objective of this instrument – to the
conditions set by the IMF. As a result, when the progress of the country is evaluated in
order to make the next disbursements, unrelated conditions weigh too much in the
disbursement decisions. This can delay the arrival of much needed assistance at the
appropriate moment.
A Eurodad discussion paper criticises conditionality on the grounds that it implies that
very important economic reforms are imposed with almost no consultation of local
players.
A common observation in all evaluations is that the beneficiary countries have so many
structural weaknesses that conditions regarding structural reform seem rather
disproportionate in relation to the amount and urgency of the aid. Nevertheless, all of
them find that structural conditions attached to macro-financial assistance had put
beneficiary countries on the right track in terms of reform.

Other EU programmes and action in the same field
Other EU programmes in the same field can be classified in two different groups:
programmes that provide EU countries with MFA by lending them money, and whose
outstanding risk is covered directly by the EU budget; and programmes that help
candidate, potential candidate and neighbourhood countries with economic, financial
and technical assistance under Article 212 TFEU, and are directly financed by the EU
budget.
Macro-financial assistance
Balance of payments assistance (BoP)
The BoP programme aims to help Member States outside the euro area that are having
balance of payments difficulties. There are currently outstanding operations with
Hungary, Latvia and Romania.
European Financial Stabilisation Mechanism (EFSM)
The EFSM provided euro area Member States with financial assistance before the
creation of the European Stability Mechanism (ESM). There are outstanding operations
with Ireland and Portugal.
Cooperation programmes with candidate, potential candidate and neighbourhood
countries
Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA II)
The IPA II programme supports candidate countries with financial and technical help in
order to build up their capacities throughout the accession process. It has a budget of
€11.7 billion for the 2014-2020 period. Current beneficiaries are: Albania, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Kosovo, Montenegro, Serbia,
and Turkey.
European Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI)
Designed to support European neighbourhood policy, which replaced the 2007-2013
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European neighbourhood and partnership instrument (ENPI), the ENI programme for the
2014-2020 period has a budget of €15.4 billion.

Main references
European Commission, Reports from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council
on the implementation of macro-financial assistance to third countries and accompanying
Working Documents, covering the years 2010-2015.
Joint Declaration by the European Parliament and the Council adopted together with the decision
providing further macro-financial assistance to Georgia, OJ L 218, 14.8.2013, p. 18-23.

Endnotes
1

The EFSM has been replaced by the European Stability Mechanism (ESM), an intergovernmental institution not
linked to the EU budget, which also replaced the European Financial Stability Facility (EFSF). Nonetheless, it will exist
until the loans granted are paid back, in order to manage bridge loans or the lengthening of the maturities.

2

Until 1 January 1999, loans were granted in ECU, the European Currency Unit that was replaced by the euro on a
ratio of one to one. For the sake of simplicity, throughout this document, all amounts are given in euro.

3

Montenegro and Serbia became formally independent countries on 3 and 5 June 2006 respectively. After the breakup of Yugoslavia in 1992, they had established together the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY). The name was
changed to Serbia and Montenegro by a constitutional change on 4 February 2003. The total assistance to
Montenegro and Serbia includes five operations, one to Montenegro only in 2000, before its independence, three
to the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia/Serbia and Montenegro between 2001 and 2004 and one to Serbia in 2009,
after independence.

4

Only in 2007, 2009 and 2010 did the grants reach the ceilings.

5

Line 01 03 06 of the EU budget.

6

According to the most recent data and classification thresholds available from the World Bank, the countries that
currently qualify for grants are Armenia, Egypt, Georgia, Kosovo, Moldova, Morocco, Syria, Tunisia and Ukraine.

7

The examination procedure is used in particular for (i) measures with general scope and (ii) measures with a
potentially important impact. The advisory procedure is generally used for all other implementing measures.

8

Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan are two examples of where these 'special circumstances' have applied.

9

Article 30 (4) states 'In order to improve decision making, institutions shall undertake both ex ante and ex post
evaluations in line with guidance provided by the Commission. Such evaluations shall be applied to all programmes
and activities which entail significant spending and evaluation results shall be disseminated to the European
Parliament, the Council and spending administrative authorities'.

Disclaimer and Copyright
The content of this document is the sole responsibility of the author and any opinions
expressed therein do not necessarily represent the official position of the European
Parliament. It is addressed to the Members and staff of the EP for their parliamentary
work. Reproduction and translation for non-commercial purposes are authorised,
provided the source is acknowledged and the European Parliament is given prior notice
and sent a copy.
© European Union, 2017.
Photo credits: © Comugnero Silvana / Fotolia.
eprs@ep.europa.eu
http://www.eprs.ep.parl.union.eu (intranet)
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank (internet)
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Annex
Overview of funding for the 2014-2020 budgetary period, for all programmes
and funds covered in this compendium

Subheading 1a Competitiveness for growth
and jobs

Period

(in € million, rounded figures at current prices)
Reference amount (*) Total amount (**)

1B

Co-decided programmes
Galileo and EGNOS
Copernicus – The EU’s Earth
observation and monitoring
programme
European Fund for Strategic
Investments (EFSI)
Horizon 2020
Competitiveness of Enterprises
and SMEs (COSME)
Erasmus+
Employment and Social
Innovation Programme (EaSI)
Customs 2020
Fiscalis 2020
Hercule III
Pericles 2020
Connecting Europe Facility

2014-2020
2014-2020

7 071.730
4 291.480

2015-2020

6 817.687
4 266.010

8 548.500

2014-2020
2014-2020

74 828.300
2 298.243

75 089.565
2 356.769

2014-2020
2014-2020

14 774.524
919.469

14 712.196
905.898

2014-2020
2014-2020
2014-2020
2014-2020
2014-2020

522.943
223.366
104.918
7.344
30 442.259

529.039
223.211
104.919
7.344
18 624.899

2014-2018
2019-2020

2 915.015

2 150.395
759.391

2014-2020

518.442

518.442

2014-2020
2014-2018
2019-2020
2014-2020

450.818
1 603.329
770.200
51.300

450.818
1 600.472
770.633
49.438

Council decisions
ITER
Nuclear decommissioning
assistance programmes in
Bulgaria and Slovakia
Nuclear decommissioning
assistance programme in
Lithuania
Euratom Research and Training
Programme
Anti Fraud Information System
(AFIS)

393

Subheading 1b Economic,
social and territorial
cohesion (***)

Period

Reference amount (*)

Total amount (**)

1B

Co-decided programmes
Regional convergence (Less
developed regions)
Transition regions
Competitiveness (More
developed regions)
European territorial cooperation
Cohesion fund
Outermost and sparsely
populated regions

2014-2020

Fund for European Aid to the
Most Deprived (FEAD)

2014-2020

Youth Employment Initiative
(specific top-up allocation)

2014-2020

181 135.183
37 952.774

2014-2020
2014-2020

57 615.121
10 108.269
74 588.551

2014-2020
2014-2020
2014-2020

1 555.422
3 824.463
4 411.215

Heading 2 - Sustainable
Growth: Natural Resources
2B

Co-decided programmes
European Agricultural Guarantee
Fund (after transfers between
EAGF and EAFRD)

2014-2020

European Agricultural Fund for
Rural Development (after
transfers between EAGF and
EAFRD)

2014-2020

The European Maritime and
Fisheries Fund
LIFE programme

394

307 994.000

302 798.175

100 272.342
2014-2020
2014-2020

6 396.607
3 456.655

6 381.637
3 451.429

Reference amount (*)

Total amount (**)

2014-2020
2014-2020
2014-2020
2014-2020

3 137.000
3 764.000
377.604
439.473

7 063.271
3 893.196
338.987
433.755

2014-2020
2014-2020
2014-2020
2014-2020
2014-2020

223.776
1 891.936
449.394
188.829
1 462.724

458.845
1 875.139
449.374
188.829
1 476.977

2014-2020

185.468

187.718

Instrument for Pre-accession
Assistance (IPA II)

2014-2020

11 698.668

13 299.389

European Neighbourhood
Instrument

2014-2020

15 432.634

16 863.730

2014-2020
2014-2020

19 661.639
954.765

19 965.804
960.030

2014-2020

1 332.752

1 302.060

2014-2020
2014-2020

2 338.719

2 352.791
8 561.383

2014-2020
2014-2020
2017-2020

144.652
147.936
350.000

117.811
114.196
350.000

Heading 3 - Security and
Citizenship

Period

3B

Co-decided programmes
Asylum. Migration and
Integration Fund
Internal Security Fund
Justice Programme
Rights. Equality and Citizenship
Civil Protection Mechanism Member States
Food and feed
Health Programme
Consumer Programme
Creative Europe
Council decisions
Europe for Citizens
Heading 4 - Global Europe
(****)
4B

Co-decided programmes

Development Cooperation
Instrument
Partnership Instrument (PI)
European Instrument for
Democracy and Human Rights
Instrument contributing to
stability and peace
Humanitarian aid
Civil Protection Mechanism Outside EU
EU Aid Volunteers
European Fund for Sustainable
Development (EFSD)

395

Period

Reference amount (*)

Total amount (**)

Council decisions
Instrument of financial support
for encouraging the economic
development of the Turkish
Cypriot community (TCC)
Common Foreign and Security
Policy

2014-2020

231.488

2014-2020

2 065.716

Instrument for Nuclear Safety
Cooperation (INSC)

2014-2020

Guarantee Fund for External
Actions

2014-2020

EU Cooperation with Greenland

2014-2020

225.321

314.421
1 101.314

217.800

217.812

Source: Extract from Annex 8.2 of the Statement of estimates of the European Commission for the
ﬁnancial year 2019, June 2018.
(*) Reference Amount. For co-decided programmes, this corresponds to the reference amount in
the legal basis; for non co-decided basic acts, this corresponds to the amount in the financial
statement.
(**) Total Amount programmed over period: The total amount only takes into consideration the
period covered by the programme in question.
(***) For subheading 1b, the European Commission presents a significant share of the financial
resources by category of region, and not by Fund. The ‘How the EU budget is spent’ series
presents the two relevant budgetary instruments individually: the European Regional
Development Fund (ERDF) and the European Social Fund (ESF). As of 26 March 2019, according to
the Cohesion data portal, the 2014-2020 EU budget allocations for the ERDF and the ESF amount
to €199.4 billion and €83.9 billion. In addition, a briefing is devoted to the Common Provisions
Regulation that underpins the five European structural and investment funds: the ERDF, the ESF
and the Cohesion Fund under subheading 1b; and the European Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund under heading 2.
(****) In contrast to other EU financial funds and programmes, Macro-financial assistance (MFA)
lacks a framework regulation, which means that each individual MFA operation with a country in
crisis requires a separate legislative decision. For this reason, MFA is not included in the table.
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