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P7_TA-PROV(2011)0266

Investing in the future: a new Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF)
for a competitive, sustainable and inclusive Europe

European Parliament resolution of 8 June 2011 on Investing in the future: a new
Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) for a competitive, sustainable and inclusive
Europe (2010/2211(INI))

The European Parliament,

having regard to the Interinstitutional Agreement of 17 May 2006 between the
European Parliament, the Council and the Commission on budgetary discipline and
sound financial management”,

having regard to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union and in
particular Article 312 thereof,

having regard to its resolution of 29 March 2007 on the future of the European
Union’s own resources’,

having regard to Council Decision 2007/436/EC, Euratom of 7 June 2007 on the
system of the European Communities” own resources” and its implementing rules,

having regard to the Communication from the Commission on the EU Budget
Review (COM(2010)0700),

having regard to its decision of 16 June 2010 setting up a special committee on the

policy challenges and budgetary resources for a sustainable European Union after
20137,

having regard to the contributions from the Austrian Nationalrat, the Czech
Chamber, the Danish Folkentinget, the Estonian Riigikogu, the Deutscher Bundestag,
the Deutscher Bundesrat, the Irish Oireachtas, the Lithuanian Seimas, the Latvian
Saeima, the Portuguese Assembleia da Republica, the Dutch Tweede Kamer, and the
Swedish Riksdagen,

having regard to Rule 184 of its Rules of Procedure,

having regard to the report of the Special committee on the Policy challenges and
budgetary resources for a sustainable European Union after 2013 and the opinions of the
Committee on Development, the Committee on Environment, Public Health and
Food Safety, the Committee on Industry, Research and Energy, the Committee on
Transport and Tourism, the Committee on Regional Development, the Committee on
Agriculture and Rural Development, the Committee on Culture and Education and
the Committee on Women’s Rights and Gender Equality (A7-0193/2011),

[V N VR )

0J C 139, 14.6.2006, p. 1.
OJC27E,31.1.2008, p. 214

OJ L 163, 23.6.2007, p. 17.

Texts adopted, P7_TA(2010)0225.
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whereas the Parliament decided to set up a special committee with the following
mandate:

(a) to define the Parliament’s political priorities for the post-2013 MFF both in
legislative and budgetary terms,

(b) to estimate the financial resources necessary for the Union to attain its objectives
and carry out its policies for the period starting 1 January 2014,

(c) to define the duration of the next MFF,

(d) to propose, in accordance with those priorities and objectives, a structure for the
future MFF, indicating the main areas of Union activity,

(e) to submit guidelines for an indicative allocation of resources between and within
the different headings of expenditure of the MFF in line with the priorities and
proposed structure,

(f) to specify the link between a reform of the financing system of the EU budget
and a review of expenditure to provide the Committee on Budgets with a sound
basis for negotiations on the new MFF,

whereas the special committee should present its final report before the Commission
submits its proposals on the next MFF,

whereas in accordance with Article 311 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the
European Union, the Union is to provide itself with the means necessary to attain its
objectives and carry through its policies and is to be financed wholly from own
resources,

whereas in accordance with Articles 312(5) and 324 of the Treaty on the Functioning
of the European Union, the European Parliament must be properly involved in the
process of negotiating the next MFF,

whereas the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon strengthens Union policies and
creates new fields of competence which should have a reflection in the next MFF,

whereas the challenges faced by the Union and its citizens, such as the global
economic crisis, the rapid rise of emerging economies, the transition to a sustainable
society and resource efficient economy, tackling climate change, demographic
challenges, including the integration of immigrants and the protection of asylum
seekers, the shift in the global distribution of production and savings to emerging
economies, the fight against poverty, as well as the threats of natural and man-made
disasters, terrorism and organised crime, require a strong response from the Union
and its Member States,

whereas the European Union carries more weight at international level than the sum
of its individual Member States,

whereas the main target of EU cohesion policy should continue being the reduction

of still existing social, economic, and territorial disparities across the Union, and
whereas a visible and successful cohesion policy has a European Added Value by

8/186



itself and should benefit all EU Member States,

whereas EU citizens have become more demanding of the Union and also more
critical of its performance; and whereas public ownership of the Union will only
return when its citizens are confident that their values and interests are better served
by the Union,

whereas the Europe 2020 strategy should help Europe recover from the crisis and
emerge stronger, through job creation and smart, sustainable and inclusive growth;
whereas this strategy is based on five Union headline targets on promoting
employment, improving the conditions for innovation, research and development,
meeting climate change and energy objectives, improving education levels and
promoting social inclusion, in particular through the reduction of poverty,

whereas the Union budget is a powerful agent for reform; and whereas its impact can
be magnified if it mobilises additional sources of private and public finance to
support investment, acting thus as a catalyst in the multiplying effect of Union
spending; whereas the so-called ‘just retour’ principle has no economic rationale,
since it does not take due account of European Added Value, spill-over effects and
the need for solidarity between EU countries,

whereas, according to Article 3 TEU, sustainable development of Europe should be
based on balanced economic growth and price stability, a highly competitive social
market economy, aiming at full employment and social progress, and a high level of
protection and improvement of the quality of the environment,

whereas the principle of sound financial management is one of the basic principles
for the implementation of the Union budget; and whereas many Member States are
making difficult fiscal adjustments to their national budgets; and whereas sound
financial management -efficiency, effectiveness, economy- have become increasingly
important in public spending, both at Union and Member State levels,

whereas the provisions for the periodic adjustment of expenditure programmes to
changing needs and circumstances have been insufficient; and whereas the complex
nature of regulations and rules has been one of the reasons for underperforming
management and control systems,

whereas the first four years of the current 2007-2013 MFF have clearly illustrated the
limits of the capacity of the financial framework to accommodate new developments
and priorities without jeopardising existing ones; and whereas the current MFF has
been incapable of responding rapidly to new commitments such as Galileo, ITER, the
Food Facility or the European Economic Recovery Plan,

whereas the introduction of the GNI resource in 1988 in the EU financing system was
supposed to temporarily complement a decrease in own resources, but was prolonged
and reinforced over the years and is today the main component of EU budgetary
resources; whereas this predominance has emphasized Member States’ tendency to
calculate their net balance, the consequence of which is a series of rebates,
corrections, exemptions and compensations which renders the current system of own
resources excessively complex, opaque, with insufficient links to existing Union
policies and lacks fairness and is therefore incapable to ensure a transparent and
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efficient financing of Union policies in the European interest, and is finally totally
incomprehensible to the European citizens,

whereas, in its resolution of 8 March 2011 on innovative financing at global and
European level, the European Parliament approved the introduction of a Financial
Transaction Tax (FTT), which ‘could help to tackle the highly damaging trading
patterns in financial markets, such as some short-term and automated high-frequency
trade transactions, and curb speculation’,

Part I: Key challenges

1.

Believes that the challenges ahead -whether demography, climate change or energy
supply - are areas where the European Union, which is much more than the sum of its
Member States, can demonstrate its added value;

Notes that the current crisis and severe constraints in public spending have made it
more difficult for Member States to progress further in terms of growth, greater
competitiveness, the pursuit of economic and social convergence and to participate
fully in the internal market; strongly believes, that the solution to the crisis is more
and not less Europe;

Considers that ‘Sustainable resources for the European Union’ means first and
foremost to rethink the ‘resource system’ of the EU-Budget in order to replace the
current national contributions with genuinely European resources;

Considers that the recent events show that the Euro zone is in need of bolder
economic governance and that a monetary pillar without a social and economic pillar
is doomed to fail; considers it essential for the Union to reinforce its system of
economic governance in order to ensure the implementation of the EU2020 strategy
(restore and to safeguard long-term economic growth rates), to prevent a repetition of
the current crisis and to safeguard the European project;

Building a knowledge-based society

3.

Points out that the crisis has highlighted the structural challenges which most of the
Member States’ economies must face: suboptimal productivity, high levels of public
debt, large fiscal deficits, structural unemployment, persistent barriers in the internal
market, low labour mobility and outdated notions for skills, contributing to poor
growth; underlines the need for investments in key areas such as education, research
and innovation, in order to overcome these structural challenges and stresses the
importance to reverse the trend of falling public investments;

Recalls that on current investment trends, Asia may by 2025 be at the forefront of
scientific and technological developments; recalls however that these changes not
only represents huge challenges but also opportunities, such as a sharp growth in
export potential for the EU; notes that in tertiary-level academic and vocational
education, the Union are lagging behind as only about 30 European universities rank
amongst the world’s top 100; stresses that Europe is also falling behind in the skills
race and draws attention to the fact that by 2020, 16 million more jobs will require
high qualifications while the demand for low skills will drop by 12 million jobs;
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Combating unemployment

7.

Considers that one of the great challenges facing the European Union is that of
maintaining its competitiveness, increasing growth, combating high unemployment,
focusing on properly functioning labour markets and on social conditions to improve
employment performance, promoting decent work, guarantee workers’ rights
throughout Europe as well as working conditions and reducing poverty;

The challenge of demography

8.

Insists that the Union must tackle its demographic challenge; notes that the
combination of a smaller working population and a higher share of retired people will
place additional strains on its welfare systems and its economic competitiveness;

Climate and resource challenges

9.

10.

11.

Is concerned that the expansion of the world population from 6 to 9 billion will
intensify global competition for natural resources and put additional pressure on the
global and local environment; notes that demand for food is likely to grow by 70 %
by 2050 and that the inefficient and unsustainable use and management of raw
materials and commodities exposes citizens to harmful competition between food,
nature preservation and energy production, as well as costly price shocks; it can have
also severe consequences for industry with regard to business opportunities,
including restrictions on access to raw materials, threatening economic security and
contributing to climate change; stresses therefore the need for the EU to immediately
take action and lead the process towards an economy based on sustainable use of
resources;

Draws attention to the increasing global consumption of energy and to the fact that
dependence on energy imports is set to increase, with the Union importing by 2050
nearly two thirds of its needs if current energy policies are not adequately altered and
if the EU and Member States do not increase efforts to develop their own renewable
energy sources and to realize their energy efficiency potential, taking full account of
the EU’s energy and climate commitments as well as safety aspects; warns that price
volatility and supply uncertainties will also be exacerbated by political volatility in
energy-rich countries; asks therefore to diversify supply routes and trading partners;

Supports the idea that the ensemble of all EU funding taken together should lead to
an improvement in the general state of the European environment hereunder a
reduction in GHG emissions that at least corresponds to the objectives in the present
EU legislation; proposes therefore that positive and negative climate and environment
effects of the spending of EU-funds should be analysed on aggregated levels;

Internal and external security and personal freedoms

12.

Takes the view that globalisation has increased a sense of vulnerability by dissolving
the boundaries between internal and external forms of freedom, justice and security;
is convinced that addressing 21st century security challenges while safeguarding
fundamental rights and personal freedoms therefore requires global and anticipatory
responses, which only an actor the size of the Union can provide; is convinced that
the external dimension of EU security is closely connected to democracy, rule of law
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and good governance of third countries and that the EU has a special responsibility to
contribute to this;

Europe in the world: becoming an assertive player

13.

Is convinced that the Union, as a major political, economic and trading power, must
play its full role on the international stage; recalls that the Treaty of Lisbon gives new
tools to better project European interests and values worldwide; emphasises that the
Union will add value on the global scene and influence global policy decisions only if
it acts collectively; insists that stronger external representation will need to go hand

in hand with stronger internal co-ordination;

Delivering good governance

14.

Is convinced that strengthening the sense of public ownership of the Union must
become a driving force of collective action; believes that delivering ‘good
governance’ is by far the Union’s most powerful means of ensuring the continuous
commitment and engagement of its citizens;

Part I1: Optimising delivery: the role of the EU budget

European added value and the cost of non-Europe

15.

16.

17.

Underlines that the main purpose of EU budgetary spending is to create European
added value (EAV) by pooling resources, acting as a catalyst and offering economies
of scale, positive transboundary and spill-over effects thus contributing to the
achievement of agreed common policy targets more effectively or faster and reducing
national expenditure; recalls that, as a principle, any duplication of spending and
overlapping of allocated funds in various budget lines must be avoided and that EU
spending must always aim at creating greater value than the aggregated individual
spending of Member States; considers that the multi-annual financial framework,
rightly used, constitutes a very important instrument for long-term planning of the
European project by taking into account the European perspective and added value of
the Union;

Draws attention to the following areas as potential candidates for greater synergy and
economies of scale: the European External Action Service, humanitarian aid and
more specifically an EU rapid response capability, the pooling of defence resources,
research, development and innovation, big infrastructure projects (particularly in the
field of energy and transport) and financial market oversight;

Considers that, alongside the subsidiarity check through the national parliaments
anchored in the Treaty of Lisbon, an assessment of the EAV must be undertaken for
each legislative proposal with budgetary relevance as a matter of best practice;
insists, however, on the fact that the assessment of EAV needs more than a
‘spreadsheet’s approach’ and that a political evaluation needs to examine whether the
planned action will contribute efficiently and effectively to common EU objectives
and whether it will create EU public goods; notes that the main and most important
elements of the EAV, such as peace, stability, freedom, freedom of movement of
people, goods, services and capital, cannot be assessed in numerical terms;
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18.

19.

20.

Stresses the need to prove all EU spending for consistency with Treaty obligations,
the acquis communautaire or major EU policy objectives; highlights that EAV can be
generated not only by expenditure, but also by European legislation and by
coordination of national and EU policies on economic, fiscal, budgetary and social
fields; is convinced that the European Added Value of spending under the future
MFF must be enhanced; stresses that EU funding should, wherever possible,
contribute to more than one EU policy objective at a time (e.g. territorial cohesion,
climate change adaptation, biodiversity protection);

Is strongly of the opinion that investments at EU level can lead to significantly higher
savings at national level, notably in areas where the EU has undeniably more added
value than national budgets; strongly believes that the EAV principle should underpin
all future negotiations on the EU budget; welcomes, therefore, the Commission’s
commitment to launch a comprehensive analysis of the ‘costs of non-Europe’ for the
Member States and the national budgets; calls on the Commission to publish this
report in due time to allow taking it into account during the negotiation process of the
next MFF;

Calls for a better coordination between the EU budget and the Member States’
national budgets in financing the common political priorities; reiterates the need to
coordinate the spending of public funds from planning to implementation in order to
assure complementarity, a better efficiency and visibility, as well as a better
streamlining of the EU budget; believes that the new economic and budgetary policy
coordination mechanism (the ‘European semester’) should play an important role in
aligning the policy targets across Europe and with the EU goals and thus help
achieving the desired budgetary synergies between the EU and the national budgets;

An efficient budget

21.

22

Considers that, while the principle of EAV should be used to guide future decisions
determining priorities in expenditure, the efficient and effective use of appropriations
should lead the implementation of different policies and activities;

Stresses that in order to achieve optimal results for sustainable growth and
development on the ground, solidarity and cohesion; priority should be given to the
improvement of synergies between all funds of the EU budget that have an impact on
economic development and to an integrated approach between different sectors, the
development of result-oriented policies and, where appropriate, the use of
conditionalities, the ‘do no harm” and ‘polluter pays’ principles, success factors and
performance and outcome indicators;

Using the budget to leverage investment

23.

Reminds that the EU budget is primarily an investment budget, which can generate
more investment from public or private sources; considers that attracting additional
capital will be crucial to reach the significant amounts of investment needed to meet
the Europe 2020 policy objectives; emphasises, in particular, the need to maximise
the impact of EU funding by mobilising, pooling and leveraging public and private
financial resources for infrastructures and large projects of European interest, without
distorting competition;
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24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

Takes note of the development since the 1990’s of institutionalised public-private
partnerships (PPPs) in the Union, inter alia in the transport sector, in the area of
public buildings and equipment, and the environment, as forms of cooperation
between public authorities and the private sector and an additional delivery vehicle
for infrastructure and strategic public services; is, however, concerned about some
underlying problems incurred by PPPs and insists that the design of future PPPs must
take into account lessons learned and rectify past deficiencies;

Takes note of the previous generally positive experience of the use of innovative
financial instruments -including grant and loan blending and risk-sharing
mechanisms, such as the Loan Guarantee Instrument for Trans-European Transport
Network projects (LGTT), the Risk Sharing Finance Facility (RSFF) and the
instruments of cohesion policy (JEREMIE, JESSICA, JASPERS and JASMINE)- in
order to address a specific policy objective; considers that the Union should take
action notably to enhance the use of the EU funds as a catalyst for attracting
additional financing from the EIB, EBRD, other international financial institutions
and the private sector;

Calls therefore on the Commission to propose measures to extend the system of
innovative financing, after its detailed examination and following a precise
assessment of public and private investment needs as well as a methodology for the
coordination of funding from different sources; calls on Member States to ensure that
their national legal framework enables the implementation of these systems; calls,
therefore, for substantive strengthening of the regulatory, budgetary and operational
framework of these mechanisms, in order to ensure their effectiveness in terms of
leveraging investment, sustainability, proper use of EU resources and to guarantee
adequate monitoring, reporting and accountability; insists moreover on the need to
ensure that underlying risks are quantified and duly taken into account;

Notes the historical difficulties of finding private investors for large scale EU
projects; recognises that the financial crisis has made private investors even more
reluctant to finance EU projects and has revealed the need to rebuild sufficient
confidence to allow major investment projects to attract the support they need;
stresses that the support of the EU budget will be needed, in short as well as longer
term, to attract and mobilise private funds towards projects of EU interest, especially
for those projects with European added value that are economically viable but are not
considered commercially viable;

Welcomes, therefore, the Europe 2020 Project Bond Initiative, as a risk-sharing
mechanism with the European Investment Bank (EIB), providing capped support
from the EU budget, that should leverage the EU funds and attract additional interest
of private investors for participating in priority EU projects in line with Europe 2020
objectives; calls on the Commission to present a fully fledged proposal on EU project
bonds, building on the existing experience with joint EU-EIB instruments, and to
include clear and transparent criteria for project eligibility and selection; reminds,
that projects of EU interest which generate little revenue will continue to require
financing through grants; is concerned that the limited size of the EU budget might
eventually impose limitations to providing additional leverage for new initiatives;

Reiterates the need to ensure utmost transparency, accountability and democratic
scrutiny for innovative financial instruments and mechanisms that involve the EU
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budget; calls on the Commission to propose an implementation and project eligibility
framework -to be decided through the ordinary legislative procedure- that would
ensure a continuous flow of information and participation of the budgetary authority
regarding the use of these instruments across the Union, allowing Parliament to
verify that its political priorities are met, as well as a strengthened control on such
instruments from the European Court of Auditors;

Ensuring sound financial management

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

Considers that improving implementation and quality of spending should constitute
guiding principles for achieving the optimal use of the EU budget and for the design
and management of the programmes and activities post 2013;

Stresses, furthermore, that the design of spending programmes should pay utmost
attention to the principles of clarity of objectives, full compliance with the
community acquis and complementarity of instruments and actions, harmonisation
and simplification of eligibility and implementation rules, transparency, and full and
agreed accountability; underlines the importance of gender budgeting as a good
governance tool to improve efficiency and fairness;

Emphasises, in particular, that the simplification of rules and procedures should be a
key horizontal priority and is convinced that the revision of the Financial Regulation
should play a crucial role in this respect;

Stresses that the improvement of the financial management in the Union must be
supported by a close monitoring of progress in the Commission and in the Member
States; insists that Member States should assume responsibility for the correct use
and the management of EU funds and issue annual national declarations on the use of
EU funds at the appropriate political level;

Emphasises the need to address the trend of a growing level of outstanding
commitments (RAL); recalls that, according to the Commission, the level of RAL
will by the end of 2013 amount to EUR 217 billion; notes that a certain level of RAL
is unavoidable when multiannual programmes are implemented, but underlines
nevertheless that the existence of outstanding commitments by definition requires
corresponding payments to be made; does therefore not agree with the approach by
the Council to decide on the level of payments a priori, without taking into account
an accurate assessment of the actual needs; will therefore do its utmost throughout
the annual budget procedure in the next MFF to reduce the discrepancy between
commitment and payment appropriations through increasing the level of payments
appropriately;

Strongly believes that an assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of each
Member States’ management and control systems in individual policy areas is
necessary in order to improve the quality of Member States’ management and control
of EU funds; further believes that better management, less bureaucracy and more
transparency, as well as better, not more, controls are necessary to increase the
efficiency and effectiveness of EU funds, also with regard to their absorption rate;
considers, in this respect, that a balance needs to be found between the level of
control and its cost;
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36.

37.

Underlines the importance of legal certainty and budgetary continuity for the
successful implementation of multi-annual policies and programmes; believes,
therefore, that rules should not change during programming periods without due
justification and adequate impact assessment, as this can result in higher transition
costs, slower implementation and increasing risk of error;

Stresses that institutional capacity is one of the key elements for successful
development, implementation and monitoring of Union policies; considers,
accordingly, that strengthening institutional and administrative capacity at national,
regional and local level could underpin structural adjustments and contribute to
smooth and successful absorption of EU resources;

Part I11: Political priorities

38.

Recalls that the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon strengthens Union policies
and gives the Union significant new prerogatives, notably in the fields of external
action, sport, space, climate change, energy, tourism, and civil protection; stresses
that this requires sufficient financial resources; recalls in this context Article 311
TFEU which requires the Union to provide itself with the means necessary to attain
its objectives and carry out its policies;

A budget supporting Europe 2020 objectives

39.

40.

41.

42.

Believes that the Europe 2020 strategy should be the main policy reference for the
next MFF; maintains, at the same time, that Europe 2020 is not an all-inclusive
strategy covering all Union policy fields; stresses that other Treaty-based policies
pursuing different objectives need to be duly reflected in the next MFF;

Takes the view that the Europe 2020 strategy should help the EU recover from the
crisis and come out stronger by improving the conditions for - and expenditure on-
innovation, research and development, meeting the EU’s climate change and energy
objectives, improving education levels and promoting social inclusion, in particular
through reduction of poverty; notes that Europe 2020 is intended to address not only
short term economic growth and financial stability, but longer term structural
transformation to a more sustainable growth path based on more efficient use of
resources;

Considers that the current content of the Europe 2020 strategy, such as the headline
targets, flagship proposals, bottlenecks and indicators remain of a very general nature
and calls on the Commission to submit more detailed proposals; considers,
furthermore, that the re-launch of the single market is an essential element of the
Europe 2020 strategy which increases the synergy between its various flagship
initiatives; underlines that the objectives of the strategy can only be achieved through
concrete commitments from Member States in their National Reform Programmes,
policies with proven delivery mechanisms and concrete and consistent legislative
proposals;

Stresses, moreover, that the Europe 2020 strategy can only be credible if consistency
is ensured between its objectives and the funding allocated to them at EU and
national level; takes the view that the next MFF should reflect the ambitions of the
Europe 2020 strategy and is determined to work with the Commission and the
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43.

Member States to produce a credible funding framework ensuring, in particular,
adequate funding for its flagship initiatives and headline targets; argues, in this
respect, that tasks, resources, and responsibilities must be clearly defined and well
orchestrated between the Union and its Member States, including local and regional
authorities; calls on the Commission to clarify the budgetary dimension of the
flagship initiatives as these priority action plans cut across all policies funded through
the EU budget;

Warns that the development of a ten-year Europe 2020 strategy requires sufficient
budgetary flexibility to ensure that budgetary means can be appropriately aligned
with evolving circumstances and priorities;

A budget supporting economic governance

44,

45.

46.

47.

Highlights the fact that under the current European Financial Stabilisation
Mechanism up to EUR 60 billion of loan guarantees must be covered by the margin
between the own resources ceiling and the annual budgeted expenditure; points to the
additional obligations agreed in the context of the medium-term financial assistance
to non-Eurozone Member States, which have to be covered by the same margin;

Calls for the European semester to provide for improved budgetary coordination and
synergies between the Union and the Member States, thus increasing EAV; calls for
the European semester to also increase economic coordination among Member States
in accordance with the Community method principle and to provide improved
economic governance to the Eurozone and to the Member States wishing to join, thus
reducing the need to make use of the Financial Stabilisation Mechanism; believes that
the European semester should focus on improving synergies between European and
national public investments;

Notes that the European Stability Mechanism (ESM) after 2013 has been organised in
a purely intergovernmental manner; expresses its concern about this development and
underlines the lack of democratic control, accountability, as well as the enforcement
of the intergovernmental approach; stresses the necessity of taking the Community
method into account for the ESM; reminds that the EU budget provides guarantees
for loans to Member States under the European Financial Stabilisation Mechanism, as
well as the mid-term financial assistance for non-Euro area Member States’ balances
of payments facility;

Recalls that the European currency has been created without real economic
convergence between the states willing to introduce it, and in the absence of a Union
budget large enough to accommodate a currency of its own; considers that such a
budget would require significant parts of current Member State expenditure to be
replaced by Union expenditure, in order to take due account of the Community
method and provide the Eurozone and the EU with the fiscal stability required in
order to overcome the debt crisis; asks the Commission to assess the possible impact
of'a Eurobonds system on the EU Budget;

Knowledge for growth

Research and innovation

48.

Notes the importance of research and innovation in accelerating the transition
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49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

towards a sustainable, world-leading, knowledge-based economy; believes,
consequently, that the next MFF should see a greater concentration of budgetary
resources in areas that stimulate economic growth and competitiveness, such as
research and innovation according to the principles of European added value and
excellence;

Is firmly convinced of the added value of increasingly pooling national research and
innovation expenditures in the EU budget in order to reach the necessary critical
mass and economies of scale, improve impact and reduce overlapping and waste of
scarce funds;

Believes that a concerted public and private effort is needed at European and national
levels to reach the Europe 2020 target of 3 % of gross domestic product (GDP)
expenditure on R&D, to achieve the creation of the European Research Area and of
an ‘Innovation Union’; calls on the EU institutions and the Member States to agree
without further delay on a specific roadmap for achieving this target, and points to
the massive economic commitment that this target would entail, amounting to around
130 billion Euro annually for both the EU and national budgets and twice as much for
the private sector;

Believes that public funds for R&D have to be substantially increased as public
investment often provides an incentive for ensuing private investment; stresses the
need to enhance, stimulate and secure the financing of research, development and
innovation in the Union via a significant increase in relevant expenditure from 2013
notably for the Eighth Research Framework Programme; highlights, in this respect,
the catalytic role that cohesion policy has played in the current programming period
in increasing R&D investment and urges that this trend be continued and
strengthened in the next period;

Emphasises that the increase of funds must be coupled with a radical simplification
of funding procedures; is particularly concerned by the relative low uptake of EU
funds by the European scientific community and calls on the Commission to
persevere in its efforts to reconcile the demands of reducing administrative burdens
and simplifying access to funding streams for researchers, SMEs and civil society
organisations while maintaining sufficient budgetary control; highlights the need for
exempting SMEs of certain administrative demands by cutting red tape and
encouraging innovation through easier access to finance;

Calls for a stronger link between basic research and industrial innovation and
between innovation and the manufacturing process; recalls, in particular, that one of
the main difficulties in EU research and innovation programmes is the fact that the
results are not effectively brought to the market and stresses the importance of
creating incentives to commercialise the R&D products in particular through easier
access to finance; highlights, in this respect, the importance of different funds
working smoothly together and calls on the Commission to make the necessary
adjustments so that the relevant funds can complement each other;

Recalls that in order to meet the EU climate and energy targets EU R&D efforts
should be significantly stepped up notably on environmental research, energy-
efficiency and renewable energy technologies; considers, furthermore, that Europe’s
frontrunner status on green technologies can only be kept if it is underpinned by
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55.

56.

appropriate research efforts;

Believes that it is not only subsidies that innovative European companies need, but
also better legislation, better links to the research base and better and more diverse
access to funding and financing, ranging from grants, to loans and to equity
financing; calls, therefore, on the Member States and the Commission to create at
national and European level the right conditions that will allow for the private sector
to increase its share in R&D investments; stresses the need to improve PPPs in this
field by cutting red tape and streamlining existing procedures; highlights, in this
respect, the important role that the EIB and the EIF should play and considers, in
particular, that permanent risk-sharing instruments offered by the EIB via the RSFF
should be expanded, in particular in support to SMEs;

Highlights that innovation is one of the key priorities of Europe 2020 strategy;
recognises the potential role of the European Institute of Innovation and Technology
as a driver of EU sustainable growth and competitiveness, achieving this through the
stimulation of world-leading innovation, and calls for the Knowledge and Innovation
Communities to be enlarged and duly funded; underlines the importance of the
European Research Council to provide cutting edge knowledge for future innovators
and to support high-risk research ideas; supports, moreover, the need for elaborating
long term financial strategies to secure funding for large-scale R&D projects;

Industry and SMEs

57.

58.

Stresses that a strong and diversified industrial base is key to achieving the objective
of creating a competitive, sustainable and inclusive European economy; recalls that
SMEs are key drivers of economic growth, competitiveness, innovation and
employment and recognises their important role in ensuring recovery and boosting of
a sustainable EU economy; welcomes, therefore, the emphasis put by the Europe
2020 strategy on innovation and industrial policy, notably through the flagship
initiatives ‘Innovation Union’ and ‘An integrated industrial policy for the
globalisation era’, and stresses the need to enhance SME-relevant actions in other
flagship initiatives;

Calls for SMEs and entrepreneurs to be placed at the heart of the Europe 2020
strategy; demands, accordingly, enhanced support in the next MFF for all
programmes and instruments aimed at fostering SME:s, in particular the
Competitiveness and Innovation Programme (CIP) and the Small Business Act, as
well as through the use of the Structural Funds; proposes a better bundling of
Community instruments and funds for SMEs in the EU budget; stresses, further, the
need for greater accessibility to and adaptation of financing instruments to the needs
of SMEs, inter alia through a stronger emphasis on microfinance and mezzanine
financial instruments, the extension and expansion of the CIP’s guarantee instruments
and the RSFF under the Research Framework Programme;

Digital agenda

59.

Believes that the EU should play a leading role in creating and enhancing the role of
ICT and open standards for innovation; emphasises the need to develop the free
circulation of content and knowledge, the so-called ‘fifth freedom’; stresses the
importance of ensuring the rapid execution of the Union’s Digital Agenda and of
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continuing efforts towards reaching by 2020 the targets of making available to all EU
citizens access to high-speed internet, also in less developed regions;

Sky and space

60.

Believes that space activities act as a basis for innovation and industrial activity,
high-skilled jobs and improve citizens’ well being and security; takes the view that
the development of the newly established EU space policy would logically require
adequate funding; underlines the strategic importance of large projects in this area:
the European Global Satellite Navigation systems (Galileo and the European
Geostationary Navigation Overlay Service), the Global Monitoring for Environment
and Security programme (GMES) and the New Generation European Air Traffic
Management system (SESAR) which will enable the creation of the Single European
Sky; insists that, given the long lead times entailed and the levels of capital
investment already committed to these projects, sufficient and consistent financial
commitments over financial planning periods are required;

The right skills for tomorrow’s workforce

61.

62.

63.

Highlights that failure to invest properly in education and life-long learning in the
short term could compound and prolong the crisis, as citizens will not have the
requisite skills for jobs in the new knowledge economys; stresses, therefore, as a
matter of urgency, the need for the EU to support public investments in these fields;
reminds that school drop-out rate and restricted access to higher and university-level
education are basic factors in the emergence of a high long-term unemployment rate
and represent a blight on social cohesion; believes, in this context, in the imperative
need to strengthen the link between education, R&D and employment;

Points to the importance of adequately funding education, mobility schemes for
young people, training and lifelong learning programmes, promotion of gender
equality as well as measures aiming at adapting the labour market as this makes an
important contribution to the fight against early school leaving and unemployment
and towards reaching the Europe 2020 headline targets; believes that the transition to
a sustainable society in the coming years implies taking due account of the
importance to promote new green jobs while new training will be required to this
direction;

Takes the view that the flagship initiative on new skills and jobs should allow wider
focus on the most vulnerable groups and people encountering difficulties in accessing
the labour market, such as Roma; underlines the European Social Fund’s (ESF)
fundamental role in meeting the Europe 2020 strategy’s social and employment
objectives; believes, therefore, that the ESF should be treated as a political priority
and funded accordingly; advocates a more strategic application of the ESF for
promoting equality between women and men, labour market access and re-
integration, combating unemployment, poverty, social exclusion and all forms of
discrimination;

Cohesion for growth and employment

64.

Stresses the EAV of cohesion policy, as this policy constitutes a well-established
mechanism of delivering growth and jobs, a major tool for convergence, sustainable
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65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

development and solidarity and one of the Union’s most significant, visible, and
successful policies for decades; points out, however, that a modern cohesion policy
must undertake a number of structural reforms, in particular in the field of
simplification, respond to the main challenges facing the Union, and promote
synergies with other policies and instruments on the ground; is convinced that EU
cohesion policy should remain an EU wide policy giving access to resources,
experiences and assistance to all EU regions;

Recalls that cohesion policy has an increased importance with the entry into force of
the Treaty of Lisbon and with the anchorage of territorial cohesion therein, takes the
view, in this context, that all forms of territorial cooperation (cross-border,
transnational, interregional) must be strengthened; underlines that macro-regional
cooperation and strategies should also be addressed;

Stresses the predominant role of cohesion policy for the accomplishment of the
Europe 2020 objectives and takes the view that a sound autonomous cohesion policy
is a prerequisite for the successful implementation of this strategy; stresses that, due
to its horizontal character, cohesion policy contributes significantly to all three
priorities of the Europe 2020 strategy, namely smart, sustainable and inclusive
growth, and that this should be reflected in the structure of the next MFF by rejecting
any fragmentation of this policy across various heading or subheadings; recalls,
however, that the EU cohesion policy has its own mission and objectives set out in
Article 174 of TFEU that goes beyond the Europe 2020 strategy; stresses that those
should be preserved in the next programming period, especially given the enduring
need for economic, social and territorial convergence in the Union;

Stresses that a successful and strengthened cohesion policy needs adequate funding,
and that the amounts allocated to it in the current financial programming period
should be at least maintained in the next period in order to step up its efforts to
reduce development disparities between EU regions; reiterates, in this context, its
strong request to ensure that, in the next MFF, the unspent or decommitted resources
of cohesion funds remain in the EU budget and not be returned to the Member States;
recalls its position that GDP per capita must remain the main criterion for
determining the eligibility for regional policy assistance;

Believes that Member States and regions should concentrate EU and national
resources on a small number of priorities and projects that are of genuine European
relevance, such as R&D and innovation, responding to the specific challenges that
they face; requests, in this context, that the Commission draws up concrete proposals
to ensure a stronger thematic concentration of cohesion funding on the Europe 2020
priorities and considers that a more result-oriented system than the current
‘earmarking’ should be put in place, while ensuring that due consideration is made to
‘region specific’ needs and priorities; welcomes, in this respect, the Commission’s
intention to agree with each Member State and its regions or directly with the regions
-in the context of the development and investment partnership contracts and
operational programmes- on specific terms and conditionalities for the achievement
of established targets;

Strongly believes in the importance of an integrated policy approach and considers

that all sector-specific investments in the next MFF would have to be coordinated
with the investments undertaken within the framework of cohesion policy; stresses,
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70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

therefore, the need to improve coordination, reduce unnecessary overlaps and create
greater synergies among the ERDF, the ESF, the cohesion fund, the EAFRD and the
European Fisheries Fund (EFF); underlines the need to also avoid duplication and
improve coordination between the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund and the
ESF; believes, accordingly, that the creation of a common strategic framework
setting out common investment priorities for all these funds represents an important
step in this direction; believes, furthermore, that coordination has to take place at all
levels of policy making from strategic planning to delivery; is convinced that the ESF
must remain an integral component of cohesion policy at all stages of its
programming, implementation and management;

Believes that urban areas - as places with a high concentration of challenges
(unemployment, social exclusion, environmental degradation, migration) - can play
an important role in regional development and contribute to tackling the economic
and social disparities on the ground; stresses, accordingly, the necessity for a more
visible and focused approach to the urban dimension of cohesion policy, while
ensuring balanced conditions for synergic development of urban, suburban and rural
areas;

Recognizes that according to the Treaty particular attention should be paid to rural
areas, areas affected by industrial transition, and regions suffering from severe and
permanent natural or demographic handicaps such as the northernmost regions with
very low population density, islands, cross-border and mountain regions, as well as
outermost regions; believes that resources and capacities found within these regions
can have a significant role in the future competitiveness of the European Union;
stresses, accordingly, that these areas facing challenges should be recognised also in
the future MFF; considers that for regions facing permanent handicaps a special
strategy needs to be elaborated, as set out in the EP resolution of 22 September 2010;

Recalls that one of the main criticisms directed at cohesion policy relates to the
complexity of its rules; insists on the importance of cross-financing and of
simplifying the rules and procedures of this policy, on reducing complexity and
administrative burdens, and on a more transparent and effective allocation of
resources to cities, municipalities and regions; stresses that the audit and control
systems should comply with the highest standards, so that abuses can be caught and
promptly sanctioned; emphasises that the frequency of checks should be
commensurate with the risk of irregularities in keeping with the proportionality
principle;

Calls for an improvement of the monitoring and evaluation systems as regards their
implementation; emphasises that the partnership principle should play a crucial role
in this improvement and has to be upgraded in the context of simplification; believes
that the elaboration of concrete and measurable outcome indicators should be
regarded as a prerequisite for measuring the actual progress achieved towards the
agreed targets; welcomes the Commission proposals for an ex-ante, on-going and
impact evaluation of each operational programme; reminds that other principles of
cohesion policy, such as the co-financing rule, multi-level governance, bottom-up
approach, gender mainstreaming and additionality have proven their importance and
should be maintained in the next MFF;

Calls on the Commission to establish an intermediary category for the duration of the
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75.

76.

77.

next programming period for regions whose GDP per capita stands at between 75%
and 90% of EU GDP, in order to provide them with a clearer status and more security
in their development; asks the Commission to provide further information on the
budgetary consequences of such an option; calls on the Commission to also draw up
concrete proposals to reinforce equity between those regions and other regions on the
same level of development; stresses that these transitional measures for the next
programming period for regions coming out of the convergence objective and for
regions with per capita GDP between 75 % and 90 % of the EU average should not
be established at the expense of the current convergence (Objective 1) and
competitiveness regions (Objective 2) or the European territorial cooperation
objective (Objective 3);

Warns against subjecting cohesion funds to sanctions in the framework of
macroeconomic conditionality linked to the Stability and Growth Pact as this would
go against the very objectives that cohesion policy is set to pursue, namely the
reduction of regional disparities; stresses, therefore, the need to step up surveillance
to ensure that structural funding is used in accordance with the EU law and the
intended objectives;

Is particularly concerned about the slow start of the operational programmes in the
beginning of each programming period due, among other reasons, to an overlapping
phase with the completion of the previous ones; draws attention to the fact that this
problem needs to be tackled on time by addressing the factors that contribute to such
delays; points, for this purpose, to the need of ensuring a certain continuity between
the programming periods as regards the establishment of national management and
control systems and authorities;

Encourages local and regional authorities to make as much use as possible of the
innovative financial instruments, inter alia, revolving funds for energy efficiency
measures; requests that these financial instruments be simplified but also subjected to
greater democratic scrutiny;

Management of natural resources and sustainable development

Common agricultural policy

78.

79.

Affirms that the common agricultural policy (CAP) should also be geared towards
contributing to the achievement of the targets of the Europe 2020 strategy and that
both pillars of the CAP should make a valuable and distinctive contribution to it, in a
complementary way; emphasises that the CAP is firmly anchored in the Treaty of
Lisbon, which defines its objectives and tasks;

Stresses that while the primary role of the current and the reformed CAP is to
guarantee European Union food security as well as global food supply in times of
rising food prices and food shortages, it is at the same time delivering a variety of
public goods beyond agricultural markets, such as maintaining farm land in
production throughout Europe, shaping the diversity of landscapes, enhancing
biodiversity and animal welfare, mitigating climate change, preserving soils and
water, combating rural depopulation, poverty and segregation, providing for
employment and services of general interest in rural areas, contributing to a more
sustainable food production and supporting renewable sources of energy;
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80.

81.

82.

83.

Calls on the Commission to present proposals for a reformed CAP, which aim at a
more effective and efficient allocation and use of the CAP budget, inter alia, via a fair
distribution of direct payments between Member States, regions and farmers by
strengthening conditionality towards delivering the public goods expected by society
and by more targeted payments in order to ensure best return for public money;
emphasises the need for maintaining a two-pillar system of the CAP and for
simplifying the implementation mechanisms;

Supports food autonomy of developing countries; recalls the commitment made by
the WTO members during the 2005 Hong Kong Ministerial Conference to achieving
the elimination of all forms of export subsidies; considers that the new CAP must be
in line with the EU concept of policy coherence for development; underlines that the
Union must no longer use export subsidies for agricultural products and must
continue to coordinate efforts with the world’s major agriculture producers to cut
trade distortion subsidies;

Insists that, given the wide array of tasks and objectives that the CAP is called to
respond to, the amounts allocated to the CAP in the budget year 2013 should be at
least maintained during the next financial programming period;

Calls for an increased coordination of the European Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development (EAFRD), the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and
other cohesion and structural funds in order to strengthen a territorial approach; asks
the Commission to present specific proposals on how better synergies could be
achieved with regard to funding for non-agriculture related activities in the EAFRD
and other relevant instruments; expects that the expenses linked to economic
diversification in regions where agriculture is declining will increase over the period
of the next MFF;

Fisheries

84.

Stresses that fisheries resources constitute a public good vital for global food
security; points to the fact that the fisheries and aquaculture sector and related
activities are often the main source of livelihood and sustainable employment in
coastal, island and remote regions; considers that, in order to achieve its medium and
long-term goals (stable, sustainable and viable fisheries sector), recovery of its fish
stocks and tackling the social aspects linked to the reduction of fishing effort, the
reformed Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) will need adequate financial resources
post 2013; recognises the need for increased coordination with cohesion policy;
underlines that the European Fisheries Fund should be used to support sustainable
fishery practices, in accordance with the maximum sustainable yield principle, as
well as to conserve marine ecosystems while paying special attention to the small
scale fisheries sector;

Environment, climate change and resource efficiency

85.

Emphasises that the Union should lead the transformation towards a sustainable
economy and promote a transition to a sustainable society with a competitive
European industry and affordable energy prices in order to ensure a clean and healthy
living environment; stresses that this should be achieved, inter alia, through reduced
energy consumption in all sectors, for which a well-functioning internal energy
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86.

87.

88.

9.

90.

market and infrastructure is a prerequisite, the decentralisation of energy supply,
increased use of renewable energy, improved biodiversity protection and ensuring
ecosystem resilience;

Underlines that LIFE+ has been successfully implemented and has proven its
importance in safeguarding biodiversity and protecting the environment; emphasizes
the need for continuing well endowed programmes for nature and biodiversity in
order to meet EU environmental objectives, notably for LIFE+ and NATURA 2000;

Underlines the need for a horizontal approach, combining measures to combat
climate change and to reduce greenhouse gas emissions - in particular energy saving
measures - in all relevant policy areas, including external policies; is convinced that
well-placed incentives such as conditionality of EU expenditure and legislation are
the key elements in order to achieve the Europe 2020 targets in this field; considers,
consequently, that climate actions should be mainstreamed in all relevant sections of
expenditure including the external one, and climate impact assessments should be
conducted for new projects; considers that larger shares of the European emission
trading scheme revenues should be invested in mitigation and climate innovation;

Takes the view that tackling the challenge of sustainability, through introducing
environmental criteria and increasing resource and energy efficiency to combat
climate change, is one of the core objectives of the Europe 2020 strategy;

Supports, accordingly, the suggestion expressed in the Commission’s Budget Review
to include an obligation to identify in a transparent manner where sectoral
programmes have promoted the 20/20/20 climate and energy objectives specified in
the Europe 2020 strategy and contributed to meeting the ‘Resource Efficient Europe’
flagship initiative goals;

Underlines the global responsibility of the EU in tackling climate change; recalls that
pledges resulting from the Copenhagen and Cancun agreements aimed at helping
developing countries to address climate change must be ‘new and additional’ to the
existing development aid with an adequate level of coherence being maintained
between the two policies; suggests that a new programme be created for this purpose;
reiterates the position of the European Parliament on the need to maintain within the
EU budget the financing of all European policies; calls for the integration of the EU
international climate change pledges in the EU budget in order to achieve a
maximum leverage effect of community resources;

Energy

91.

92.

Is convinced that the energy’s share in the next MFF should increase; believes that
renewable energy technologies, energy efficiency and energy saving should be key
priorities and calls for a corresponding increase of EU funding in these areas; calls on
the Commission to develop concrete benchmarks and to ensure that agreed targets are
met and that they can be efficiently monitored within the framework of the European
semester of policy coordination and through specific plans such as the National
Energy Efficiency Plans;

Underlines the need to increase finance in research, technological development and
demonstration in the area of energy in order to develop sustainable energy available

25/186



for all; calls for the full implementation of the already adopted Strategic Energy
Technology Plan (SET-Plan), including appropriate funding, during the next MFF;

A connected Europe

93.

Given the huge financing needs in the areas of transport and energy infrastructure,
and given the positive externalities of these projects, stresses the need to develop an
incentive regulatory framework in order to promote public and private long term
investment in these fields; asks that innovative financial instruments be developed in
cooperation with long term investors;

Trans-European energy networks

94.

Points to the need to prioritise energy efficiency and renewable energies when
deciding on financing energy infrastructure; underlines the urgent need to modernise
and upgrade the European energy infrastructure, to develop smart grids and build
interconnections which are necessary for realising the internal energy market, for
diversifying sources and routes with third countries enhancing security of supply, for
increasing the share of renewable energy, and for meeting energy and climate targets;
takes note of estimates that substantial investments of approximately EUR 1000
billion by 2020 are needed in this field; particularly in order to ensure transmission
capacity, including new production capacity and investment in electricity grids; notes
that, at current world energy prices, the substantial investment required can primarily
originate from the private sector; emphasises the need to maximise the impact of
European funding and the opportunity offered by the structural funds and innovative
financial instruments to fund key national and cross-border European priority energy
infrastructure projects; stresses the need for a substantial allocation from the
European Union budget for innovative financial instruments in this field;

Transport and Trans-European transport networks

95.

96.

97.

Underlines that investing in effective transport infrastructure has a key role for
Europe to defend its competitiveness and pave the way for post crisis, long term
economic growth; believes that the Trans-European transport networks (TEN-T) are
vital in order to guarantee the proper functioning of the internal market and provide
important EAV as they contribute to improving accessibility and interoperability
between the various parts of the EU by guaranteeing cross-border links and
eliminating bottlenecks, improving the use of traffic management and information
systems, as well as assuring intermodality in cross-border infrastructure, which the
Member States alone would not invest in; considers that the TEN-T should provide a
genuine European core network rather than the aggregation of national projects and
that the financing of core projects should be assessed and reviewed in the light of
progress on the ground and EAV; strongly believes that TEN-T should, accordingly,
be a key priority in the next MFF;

Considers that conditionality should be enhanced by introducing the principle of
‘Use-it-or-lose-it’ (decommitment); when allocated funding has not been used the
unspent or decommitted resources of transport funds should remain in the EU budget
and not be returned to the Member States;

Recalls that a global investment of EUR 500 billion will be required for the period
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98.

2007-2020 for TEN-Ts; considers, therefore that an increase in TEN-T funds is
necessary in the next MFF, together with increased coordination between EU and
Member States, as well as the funds available for TEN-T and the funding for
transport projects within the framework of cohesion policy and territorial
cooperation, thus, using better the available sources of financing; stresses the role that
innovative financing instruments, including PPPs and project bonds, can also play in
the financing of those projects; considers that expenditure used from the cohesion
fund should be conditional upon the observation of general principles of European
transport policy; believes that TEN-T funding should actively integrate the objectives
of economic, social and territorial cohesion, as well as sustainable development
obligations to meet Europe 2020 targets and should as far as possible give priority to
low-carbon transportation;

Calls on the Commission to take into account, in particular, the need to shift freight
and passenger flows towards more sustainable and efficient transport flows while
providing efficient co-modality; considers that the upcoming revision of the TEN-T
guidelines needs to find solutions to the interoperability between national as well as
cross-border railway systems and introduce conditionality on EU expenditure in order
to achieve a genuine Single European Railway policy, and to ensure greater use of
inland waterway and short sea shipping;

Tourism

99.

Recalls that tourism is a new EU competence under the Lisbon Treaty, which should,
therefore, also be reflected in the next MFF; stresses the important contribution of
tourism to the European economy and believes that the European strategy for tourism
should aim at raising the competitiveness of the sector and be supported with
adequate funding for the next period;

Maritime Policy

100. Acknowledges that the seas and oceans will play an increasingly key role in global

economic growth in the future; considers that the Integrated Maritime Policy must be
pursued and geared towards tackling the challenges faced by coastal zones and
maritime basins, supporting blue growth and a sustainable maritime economy;
requests that the EU increases its effort to support an ambitious EU maritime policy
which will allow Europe to assert its international position in this strategic sector;
insists that the appropriate budgetary means be made available in favour of this
policy;

Citizenship, freedom, security and justice

Fostering European culture and diversity

101. Emphasises that promoting Union citizenship has a direct impact on the daily lives of

Europeans and that it contributes to a better understanding of the opportunities
provided by Union policies, as well as of their fundamental rights, enshrined in the
European Charter of Fundamental Rights and the Treaties; is convinced that adequate
funding in the area of citizenship must be guaranteed;

102. Points out that youth- and culture-related policies are essential and among the first
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103.

priorities to be recognised for their added value and reaching out to citizens; calls on
the EU and the Member States to acknowledge the increasing importance of cultural
and creative industries to the European economy, and their spill-over effect on other
economic sectors ; strongly emphasises that the full potential of these policies can
only be realised if they are provided with adequate levels of funding and calls for
their potential to be fully exploited within rural development and cohesion policy;

Recalls the importance of sport for health, economic growth and jobs, tourism and
social inclusion, and the fact that Article 165 TFEU gives the EU new competences
in this field; welcomes the Commission communication on ‘Developing the European
Dimension in Sport’ (COM(2011)0012) as a first step in assessing the added value of
sport, and in particular of everyday exercise, and focusing on the societal, economic
and organisational dimension of sport;

Y outh policy

104.

Stresses that youth should represent a strong priority for the Union and that the youth
dimension should be visible and reinforced in EU policies and programmes; believes
that youth should be perceived as an EU cross-cutting theme, developing synergies
between different policy areas relating to youth, education and mobility; welcomes
the “Youth on the Move’ flagship initiative as a cornerstone of the Europe 2020
Strategy; underlines in particular that youth-related programmes like Lifelong
Learning and Youth in Action, which bear low cost per beneficiary and therefore
have high efficiency, should be maintained as separate programmes in the next MFF
and that they deserve a much stronger investment;

An Area of Freedom, Security and Justice

105.

106.

107.

Emphasises that creating a robust culture of fundamental rights and equality as
enshrined in the Lisbon Treaty must remain a priority for Europe; stresses that while
these values must be budgetarily mainstreamed, adequate targeted funding must be
guaranteed;

Notes that economic, cultural and social growth of the Union can only thrive in a
stable, lawful and secure environment, respecting and enforcing fundamental rights
and safeguarding civil liberties; considers, accordingly, that efficient justice and
home affairs policies are a pre-requisite for economic recovery and an essential
element in a wider political and strategic context; underlines the importance of
mainstreaming the EU priorities in the field of ‘home affairs’ into the Union’s
external dimension, including European Neighbourhood policy, especially in view of
the impact that growing migration will have on the development of EU policies
towards third countries; stresses the need for the appropriate financing of the
immigration, asylum and security policies and also taking into account the priorities
of the EU while implementing them;

Stresses the need for an integrated approach towards pressing immigration, asylum
questions as well as towards the management of the external borders of the Union,
with sufficient funding and support tools to handle emergency situations made
available in a spirit of respect for human rights and solidarity amongst all Member
States, respecting national responsibilities and a clear definition of tasks; notes that,
in this regard, the increased challenges of FRONTEX, the European Asylum Support
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Office and the Funds on Solidarity and Management of Migration Flows need to be
duly taken into consideration;

108. Notes that the share of funding for the area of freedom, security and justice in the
Union budget is relatively small and stresses that in the future MFF these policies
must be allocated with appropriate and objectively justifiable funding to enable the
Union to carry out its activities, especially those related to new tasks, as identified in
the Stockholm Programme and the Treaty of Lisbon;

109. Emphasises the need of developing better synergies between different funds and
programs and points to the fact that the simplification of management of funds and
allowing cross-financing enable the allocation of more funds to common objectives;
welcomes the Commission’s intention to reduce the total number of budgetary
instruments in Home Affairs in a two pillar structure and where possible under shared
management; believes that this approach should contribute significantly to an
increased simplification, rationalisation, consolidation and transparency of the current
funds and programmes; stresses however the need to ensure that the different
objectives of home affairs policies will not be mixed up;

Global Europe

110. Reiterates its deep concern at the chronic underfinancing and particularly acute
flexibility problems in the implementation of the Union’s external activities, due to
the unpredictable nature of external events, and recurring international crises and
emergencies; stresses, accordingly, the need to close the gap between its ambitions
and resources in foreign policy, by ensuring adequate financial resources and
efficient flexibility mechanisms in order to enable the Union to respond to global
challenges and unforeseen events; reiterates its request that budgetary implications
deriving from any new commitments and tasks taken up by the Union must be
additional to programmed amounts, in order to avoid jeopardising existing priorities;

111. Points to the discrepancy between the level of the Union’s global financial assistance
and its often limited influence in related negotiations and stresses the need to enhance
the Union’s political role and leverage in international institutions and fora; believes
that the EU should ensure a political role which is proportional to the financial
support it provides;

European External Action Service (EEAS)

112. Notes that the EEAS is in its ‘building-up’ phase; highlights that according to the
Council’s decision of 26 July 2010, ‘the establishment of the EEAS should be guided
by the principle of cost-efficiency aiming towards budget neutrality’® ; stresses the
need for the new service to be provided with sufficient funds to allow the EU to fulfil
its goals and role as a global player; stresses accordingly, the need for the new service
to fully exploit efficiency gains deriving from the pooling of resources at Union level
as well as synergies with Member States, avoiding duplications, existing or potential
overlaps, inconsistencies and incoherencies and leading to cuts and savings in all
national budgets, demonstrating thus the true added value of the Union’s diplomacy;

Council Decision 2010/427/EU of 26 July 2010 establishing the organisation and functioning of the
European External Action Service (OJ L 201, 3.8.2010, p. 30).
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Poverty alleviation

113.

114.

115.

116.

117.

118.

Recalls that the 2015 deadline for meeting the Millennium Development Goals
(MDG), and the collective Official Development Aid (ODA) target of 0.7 % of gross
national income (GNI), fall within the next MFF period; stresses, accordingly, that an
appropriate overall level of development aid and funding is required for the Union
and its Member States to meet its international development commitments, including
the financial commitments made in the Copenhagen Accord as well as those of the
Cancun Agreement; stresses furthermore that also future spending pledges aimed at
helping developing countries to combat climate change or to adapt to its effects must
be additional, with coherence being maintained between the two policies; urges
Member States to take immediate action to meet their ODA targets and fulfil their
development pledges;

Stresses the need to strike the right balance between direct budget support on the one
hand and financing of sustainable projects on the other; underlines that development
aid should be spent in an inclusive manner, reaching the most marginalised and
excluded groups;

Calls once again for the budgetisation of the European Development Fund (EDF), as
it would increase consistency and transparency; insists, however, that incorporating
the EDF into the EU budget must lead to an overall increase in the EU budget by the
amount initially allocated to finance the EDF;

Believes that the European Commission/EEAS should systematically assess the
impact of the EU assistance, in order to improve the effectiveness of EU originating
development aid as well as improving synergies between EU and national
development aid, in line with the Paris Declaration;

Finds it important that the development aid being given by the EU promotes
sustainable development in the receiving countries; stresses that assessments need to
be made and criteria set up that respects this objective;

Notes that the highest percentage of the world’s poorest people lives in emerging
economies; insists however, in order to incite these governments to better engage in
poverty reduction within their own borders, that alternative schemes for development
cooperation with these countries, such as co-financing, should be gradually
introduced;

Projecting EU values and interests globally

119.

120.

Stresses that EU foreign policy should be based on Union’s founding principles and
values, namely democracy, respect for human rights, diversity, fundamental freedoms
and the rule of law; reiterates the need to equip the Union with more adequate and
targeted means to promote these values globally and to expand the sphere of peace
and stability in its neighbourhood; highlights the particular contribution made via the
EIDHR;

Considers the EU to have a special responsibility among the international community

for promoting security, democracy, and prosperity in Europe’s neighbouring
countries, where economic development and progress of stability are in the direct
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121.

122.

123.

interest of the EU; considers therefore that building close and effective relations with
neighbouring countries should remain a priority in the Union’s external agenda;
emphasises that stepped up financial commitments are needed for the Union to live
up to major challenges -support to democratic transition and consolidation, good
governance, human rights- and high expectations deriving from this moral
responsibility; believes at the same time that the more targeted use of funds is at least
as important as funding levels; calls therefore for the strengthening of conditionality
in EU aid programmes with the aim of improving democratic development and sound
budgetary management, reducing the level of corruption and the capability to use EU
support in a transparent, effective and accountable manner;

Notes that the EU is approaching a new round of enlargement, particularly in the
direction of the Western Balkans; calls for the next MFF to take the costs of future
enlargements into account, namely through adequate funding for the Instrument for
Pre-Accession; considers that the IPA instrument should give priority to support the
necessary improvements for candidate countries to comply with the acquis
communautaire and facilitate the use of EU funding, in particular for civil society,
social partners, minorities, NGOs, cultural heritage, as well as local and regional
authorities;

Underlines that the Union needs to quickly adapt its policy towards the emerging
countries and develop new strategic partnerships with them; asks the Commission to
propose in this regard a policy instrument targeting activities that are not ODA
related but fall into areas of mutual interest;

Is of the opinion that, considering growing global challenges as well as the Union’s
global responsibilities, especially in face of the current political developments in the
Arab world, a restructuring of the EU’s external financial instruments becomes
indispensible; advocates accordingly an overhaul and more strategic application of its
external instruments as well as the development of new forms of cooperation and
delivery mechanisms with partner countries in order to enhance the impact and
visibility of EU external action as well as to achieve the overall objective of greater
consistency and coherence of EU external action; stresses that the next MFF should
support policy coherence, i.e. by ensuring that EU policies and expenditure on
agriculture, fisheries, trade and energy are not directly at odds with development
policy objectives;

Responding to crisis situations

124.

125.

Reiterates that crisis prevention and management are major EU priorities; stresses,
accordingly, the need to ensure effective and adequately funded instruments in this
respect; takes the view that the current Instrument for Stability remains an important
means for immediate Union response to crises’ situations, but more emphasis should
be placed on longer term, preventive actions, including peace-building and conflict
prevention, namely via more responsive geographic programmes;

Believes that humanitarian aid plays a key role in EU external relations; notes that
natural disasters tend to become more frequent as well as more devastating in their
consequences, whereas conflicts will tend to spark more often due to the struggle for
resources such as energy, water and raw materials; underlines the need to ensure
appropriate budgetary allocations for the Humanitarian Aid Instrument and the
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Emergency Aid Reserve, so as to avoid the yearly ad hoc demands from the
European Commission for extra funding; this budget should remain independent in
order to guarantee the neutrality of humanitarian aid - dissociated from other (e.g.
geopolitical) considerations or interests;

Administration

126.

127.

128.

Believes that high quality public administrations, at both Union and national levels,
are an essential element for achieving the strategic goals set in the Europe 2020
strategy; calls on the Commission to present a clear analysis of administrative
expenditure post-2013, duly taking into account the public finances consolidation
efforts, the new tasks and competences attributed to the Union by the Treaty of
Lisbon, and the efficiency gains to be derived from an optimal use of human
resources in particular through redeployment and new technologies;

Points out that such analysis should investigate the scope for synergies and, notably,
savings, inter alia through restructuring, further interinstitutional cooperation, review
of each institution’s and body’s working methods and working places, better
separation of tasks of institutions and agencies, the medium and long-term financial
impact of building policy, pension systems and other areas of statutory provisions of
staff working for EU institutions; believes that this analysis can show that there is
scope for a reduction of the overall EU administrative budget without compromising
the high quality, performance and attractiveness of the EU public administration;

Points to the significant savings that could be made if the European Parliament were
to have a single seat;

Part 1V: Organisation and structure of the financial framework

A structure to reflect priorities

129.

130.

131.

Considers that the structure of the next MFF should facilitate both planning
continuity and flexibility within and between headings, and avoid the failures of the
current MFF, particularly with regard to shortfalls in subheading 1a ‘Competitiveness
for Growth and Employment’, subheading 3b ‘Citizenship’ and heading 4 ‘External
relations’; considers that the MFF structure should increase the visibility of EU
political and budgetary priorities for the European citizens; insists, in this respect, on
the need to avoid unjustified radical changes and to consolidate and improve the
current structure;

Reiterates that the Europe 2020 strategy should be the main policy reference for the
next MFF; considers, as a consequence, that the structure should reflect and give
political visibility to the Europe 2020 dimensions of smart, sustainable and inclusive
growth; proposes, accordingly, a new structure grouping under one single heading all
internal policies under the title ‘Europe 2020°;

Proposes to establish under the Europe 2020 heading four subheadings involving
linked policies which should also favour better coordination and implementation
synergies among them; proposes, thus, a subheading comprising knowledge related
policies; a second subheading devoted to cohesion policy reflecting its horizontal
nature and its contribution to all Europe 2020 objectives, as well as social policy; a
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132.

133.

134.

135.

136.

137.

138.

139.

140.

third subheading encompassing sustainability and resource-efficiency related
policies; and a fourth subheading on citizenship, which would combine the current
MFF subheadings 3a (citizenship) and 3b (freedom, security and justice ) into a
single subheading given the previous experienced difficulties which arise when a
number of small programmes are brought together within a small subheading;

Believes that the next MFF should allow for a ring-fencing of large-scale projects,
which are of strategic importance for the Union, within the heading ‘Europe 2020’;
believes that the EU budget should make a long-term contribution to these projects,
in order to ensure their planning continuity and organisation stability; considers that,
should additional financial resources be needed for these large-scale projects, those
should not be found at the expense of smaller successful projects that are financed by
the EU budget;

Considers that, in view of the integrated character of the Europe 2020 strategy, and in
order to ensure that budgetary means are appropriately aligned with the progressive
development of the strategy, it is essential that a higher degree of flexibility is
ensured among the four Europe 2020 subheadings;

Recalls the difficulties which arise when a number of rather small programmes are
brought together within a small subheading; proposes, accordingly, to combine the
2007-2013 MFF subheadings 3a (citizenship) and 3b (freedom, security and justice
policies) into a single subheading;

Calls for maintaining a heading for external policies;
Calls for maintaining a heading for administration;

Calls for the creation of a ‘global MFF margin’ serving all headings below the overall
MFF ceiling and above the separate available margins of each heading to be
mobilised in the framework of the annual budgetary procedure; believes that such
margin should also receive the unspent margins as well as the decommitted and
unspent appropriations (commitments and payments) of the previous budgetary year;

Considers, moreover, that in order to improve transparency and visibility an
additional ‘reserve margin’ below the own resources ceiling and above the MFF
ceiling should be used for including the risks of defaults linked to the loan guarantees
of the European Financial Stabilisation Mechanism and the Facility providing
medium-term financial assistance to non-Euro area Member States’ balances of
payments, as well as a possible intervention of the EU budget in the European
Stability Mechanism after 2013;

Urges the Commission to provide in an annex to the EU budget all EU related
expenditure that occurs —following an intergovernmental procedure- outside the EU
budget; believes that this information provided on an annual basis will give a
complete picture of all investments that Member States agree to undertake at the EU
level;

Suggests that the EU budget should clearly identify - possibly in an annex - all
investments that are made in each EU policy field, originating also from different
parts of the EU budget; believes, at the same time, that the Commission should also
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141.

provide an estimate of the investment needs that are foreseen for the whole duration
of the programming period;

Urges the Commission to include detailed information on the revenue side of the EU
budget in its Draft Budget, as transmitted to the EU budgetary authority; notes that a
joint presentation of the revenue and expenditure side of the budget is actually
standard practice for all national budgets; strongly believes that in this way a
permanent debate on the financing system of the Union will be maintained, while
fully acknowledging that the budgetary authority does not have at present any
competence to propose changes to this part of the budget;

142. Proposes, therefore, the following structure for the next MFF:

1. Europe 2020

la. Knowledge for growth

Including research and innovation, education and lifelong learning and
internal market policies.

1b. Cohesion for growth and employment

Including cohesion (economic, social and territorial) and social policies.
lc. Management of natural resources and sustainable development
Including agriculture, rural development, fisheries, environment, climate
change, energy, and transport policies.

1d. Citizenship, freedom, security and justice

Including culture, youth, communication and fundamental rights and
freedom, security and justice policies.

2. Global Europe
Including external action, neighbourhood and development policies.

3. Administration

ANNEX

Responding to changing circumstances: flexibility

143. Reiterates its position included in its resolution of 25 March 2009 on the Mid-term

Review of the 2007-2013 Financial Framework’, that more flexibility within and
across headings is an absolute necessity for the functioning capacities of the Union
not only to face the new challenges but also to facilitate the decision-making process
within the institutions;

Mid-term Review

144. Stresses the need, if the MFF period is longer than 5 years, for an obligatory Mid-

term Review allowing for a quantitative as well as qualitative analysis and stock-
taking on the functioning of the MFF; underlines that, in the future, the Mid-term
Review should become a legally binding obligation enshrined in the MFF regulation,

7

OJC117E, 6.5.2010, p. 95.
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with a specific procedure including a binding calendar, which ensures full
involvement of the Parliament in its role of legislative and budgetary authority;
stresses that, if the review should establish the inadequacy of the ceilings for the rest
of the period, a real possibility to revise them should be guaranteed;

Revising the ceilings

145.

Insists that the degree of flexibility actually provided by the revision mechanism is
dependent on the procedure for exercising it, and faces a general reluctance of the
Council to using it; considers it essential -if the adjustment of expenditure ceilings is
to remain a realistic option- that the future mechanisms for revision foresee a
simplified procedure for changes under an agreed threshold; calls, in addition, for the
possibility to increase the overall MFF ceiling to be maintained;

Ensuring sufficient margins and flexibility below the ceilings

146.

147.

148.

149.

150.

151.

Stresses the importance of ensuring sufficient reserves for each heading; notes with
interest the Commission’s proposal to establish a fixed percentage for margins;
considers, however, that this option could provide better flexibility only if the future
ceilings were set at a sufficiently high level, allowing for such additional room for
manoeuvre;

Points out that flexibility below the ceilings should be enhanced in all possible ways
and welcomes the Commission’s proposals put forward in the Budget Review;

Considers important to maintain the possibility to front or backload spending within a
heading’s multi-annual envelope, to allow for countercyclical action and a
meaningful response to major crises; considers, in this respect, that the current system
of flexibility for legislative acts has worked sufficiently well in the current MFF;
calls, therefore, for the flexibility threshold of 5% above or below the amounts fixed
under codecision to be maintained in the next MFF;

Is convinced that unused margins, de-committed and unused appropriations (both
commitments and payments) in one year’s budget should be carried over to the next
year and constitute a global MFF margin to be attributed to the different headings
according to their estimated needs; believes, therefore, that the money allocated to the
EU budget should only be spent in this context and not returned to the Member
States, as is currently the case;

Believes, in addition, that these proposals must be complemented by a reallocation
flexibility to transfer between headings in a given year and by increased flexibility
between sub-headings;

Reiterates that the decision-making process must be designed so as to allow for the
effective use of these instruments;

Flexibility mechanisms

152.

Considers it crucial to maintain special instruments (Flexibility Instrument, European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund, European Union Solidarity Fund, Emergency Aid
Reserve), which can be mobilised on an ad-hoc basis, by further simplifying their use
and providing them with sufficient envelopes, as well as by possibly creating new
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153.

154.

155.

instruments in the future; stresses that the mobilisation of such additional sources of
funding must abide by the Community method;

Considers that the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) has been
successful in providing EU solidarity and support to workers made redundant
because of the adverse effects of globalisation and the global financial and economic
crisis and should, therefore, be maintained under the new MFF; believes, however,
that the procedures for implementing the support from the EGF are too time
consuming and cumbersome; calls on the Commission to propose ways in which
these procedures can be simplified and shortened for the future;

Believes that the Flexibility Instrument, which has been the most fully implemented
of the flexibility mechanisms, has been essential in providing for additional
flexibility; proposes to significantly increase the initial amount for the Flexibility
Instrument, with a subsequent yearly increase over the period of the MFF, and to
keep the possibility to carryover the portion of the unused annual amount up to year
n+2;

Notes that in recent years the funds available to address urgent natural and
humanitarian disasters have been insufficient; calls, accordingly, for a substantial
increase of the envelope of the Emergency Aid Reserve as well as the possibility for a
multi-annual mobilisation of the instrument;

The duration of the MFF

156.

157.

158.

159.

Underlines that the choice of the duration of the next MFF should strike the right
balance between stability for programming cycles and implementation of individual
policies, and the duration of the institutions’ political cycles —in particular those in
the European Commission and the European Parliament-; recalls that a longer period
requires greater flexibility;

Believes that a 5-year cycle fully complies with the Parliament’s expressed will to
align, as much as possible, the MFF duration with the duration of the institutions’
political cycles, for reasons of democratic accountability and responsibility; is
concerned, however, that a 5-year cycle might be too short at this stage for policies
which need a longer term programming (i.e. cohesion, agriculture, TENs) and would
not fully comply with those policies’ programming and implementation life cycle
requirements;

Notes that the 10-year MFF, as proposed by the Commission in the Budget Review,
could provide substantial stability and predictability for the financial programming
period but, as the overall ceilings and the core legal instruments would be fixed for
ten years, it will increase the rigidity of the MFF and render the adjustments to new
situations extremely difficult; considers, however, that a 5+5 cycle could only be
envisaged if an agreement on a maximum level of flexibility, including an obligatory
mid-term review, was reached with the Council and enshrined in the MFF regulation;

Takes the view that for the next MFF a 7-year cycle, set until 2020, should be the
preferred transitional solution as it could provide for more stability by ensuring the
continuity of the programmes for a longer period, and also make a clear link with the
Europe 2020 strategy; stresses, however, that all options for the duration of the next
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MFF are subject to sufficient funding and an adequate and well-resourced flexibility
within and outside the framework to avoid the problems encountered during the
2007-2013 period;

160. Believes that a decision on a new 7-year MFF should not pre-empt the possibility of
opting for a 5 or 5+5 year period as of 2021; reiterates its conviction that a
synchronisation of the financial programming with the mandate of the Commission
and the European Parliament will increase democratic responsibility, accountability
and legitimacy;

Part V: Matching ambitions with resources: the link between expenditure and the reform
of EU financing

Sufficient budgetary resources

161. Is fully conscious of the difficult fiscal adjustments that many Member States are
making to their national budgets and reiterates that achieving EAV and ensuring
sound financial management -efficiency, effectiveness, economy- should be, more
than ever, guiding principles of the EU budget;

162. Emphasises that regardless of realisable savings, the EU budget, at its current overall
level of 1 % of GNI, is not capable of closing the financing gap deriving from
additional financing needs arising from the Treaty as well as from existing policy
priorities and commitments such as:

— the achievement of the Europe 2020 headline targets in the fields of employment,
R&D, climate and energy, education and poverty reduction;

— the increase of research and innovation spending from currently 1.9 % of GDP to 3
% of GDP, adding up to approximately EUR 130 billion of public and private
spending per year;

— the necessary investments in infrastructure; the essential fully-fledged and
transparently calculated financing of large-scale projects adopted by the Council
such as ITER and Galileo as well as the European space policy;

— the not yet quantifiable additional appropriations needed in the field of Common
Foreign and Security Policy, including the European External Action Service and
the European Neighbourhood Policy;

— the additional financing needs related to the future enlargement of the EU;

— the financing of the existing European Financial Stabilisation Mechanism and the
European Stability Mechanism after 2013 in order to provide the Eurozone and the
EU with the fiscal stability required in order to overcome the debt crisis;

— the financial effort related to the attainment of the Millennium Development Goals
(MDG) to spend 0.7 % of GNI on development aid, i.e. around EUR 35 billion
annually further to the current spending of 0.4 % of GNI;

— the pledges resulting from the Copenhagen and Cancun agreements aimed at
helping developing countries combat climate change and adapt to its effects which
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should be new and additional to the commitments made under the MDG and
amount by 2020 to 100 billion dollars annually around a third of which to be
shouldered by the EU;

163. Is therefore of the firm opinion that freezing the next MFF at the 2013 level, as
demanded by some Member States, is not a viable option; points out that even with
an increase of the level of resources for the next MFF of 5% compared to the 2013
level® only a limited contribution can be made to the achievement of the Union’s
agreed objectives and commitments and the principle of Union solidaritys; is,
therefore, convinced that at least a 5% increase of resources is needed for the next
MFF; challenges the Council, in case it does not share this approach, to clearly
identify which of its political priorities or projects could be dropped altogether,
despite their proven European added value;

164. Reiterates that without sufficient additional resources in the post-2013 MFF, the
Union will not be able to fulfil the existing policy priorities, namely linked to the
Europe 2020 strategy, the new tasks provided for by the Treaty of Lisbon, let alone
respond to unforeseen events;

165. Notes that the own resources ceiling has been unchanged since 1993; believes that
the own resources ceiling might require some progressive adjustment as Member
States confer more competences on, and fix more objectives for the Union; considers
that while the current ceiling of own resources set unanimously by the Council’
provides sufficient budgetary leeway to meet the most pressing Union challenges but
that it would still be insufficient for the EU Budget to become a real tool for
European economic governance or to contribute in a major way to investing in the
Europe 2020 strategy at EU level;

A more transparent, simpler and fairer financing system

166. Recalls that according to the Treaty of Lisbon ‘without prejudice to other revenue,
the budget shall be financed wholly from own resources’; stresses that the way the
system of own resources has evolved, gradually replacing genuine own resources by
the so-called ‘national contributions’, places disproportionate emphasis on net-
balances between Member States thus contradicting the principle of EU solidarity,
diluting the European common interest and largely ignoring European added value;
notes that, in practice, this state of affairs means that the size of the budget is affected
by the financial circumstances of individual Member States, as well as their attitude
towards the EU; strongly calls, therefore, for an in-depth reform of EU resources in
order to realign the financing of the EU budget with the spirit and requirements of the
Treaty;

§ 2013 level: 1,06 % of GNI; 2013 level + 5%: 1,11 % of GNI; both in commitment appropriations at
2013 constant prices. These figures are based on the assumption of a 7 year MFF using the following
estimates and forecasts by the Commission: - DG BUDG’s May 2011 forecast of 2012 GNI: EUR
13.130.916,3 million (2012 prices); - DG ECFIN’s January 2011 estimate of GNI nominal growth of
1,4% for 2011-2013 and 1,5% for 2014-2020. NB: Figures are subject to change in line with variations
of the Commission’s estimates and forecasts as well as with the reference year and type of prices used
(current or constant).

1.23 % of the total GNI of the Member States in payment appropriations and 1,29 % in commitment
appropriations
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167.

168.

169.

170.

171.

Considers that the main aim of the reform is to achieve an autonomous, fairer, more
transparent, simpler and equitable financing system, which can be better understood
by the citizens, and make clearer their contribution to the EU budget; calls, in this
context, for an ending of existing rebates, exceptions and correction mechanisms; is
convinced that the introduction of one or several genuine own resources for the
Union, in order to replace the GNI-based system, is indispensable if the Union is ever
to get the budget it needs to significantly contribute to financial stability and
economic recovery; recalls that any change on own resources should be implemented
in compliance with fiscal sovereignty of Member States; insists, in this context, that
the Union should be able to collect directly its own resources independently from the
national budgets;

Emphasises that the restructuring of the system of own resources as such does not
concern the size of the EU budget but finding a more effective mix of resources to
fund the agreed EU policies and objectives; points out that the introduction of a new
system would not increase the overall tax burden for citizens, but instead reduce the
burden on national treasuries;

Stresses that the European Parliament is the only parliament who has a say on the
expenditures side but not on the revenues side; therefore emphasises the crucial need
for a democratic reform of EU resources;

Takes note of the potential new own resources proposed by the Commission in its
Communication on the Budget Review (taxation of the financial sector, auctioning
under the greenhouse gas Emissions Trading System, EU charge related to air
transport, VAT, energy tax, corporate income tax); awaits the conclusions of the
impact analysis of these options, including a feasibility study on the various options
for an EU Financial Transaction Tax, that should also examine the relevant collection
mechanisms, in view of the presentation by the Commission of a legislative proposal
by 1 July 2011;

Considers that an FTT could constitute a substantial contribution, by the financial
sector, to the economic and social cost of the crisis, and to public finance
sustainability; is of the opinion that an FTT could also contribute partially to the
financing of the EU budget, as well as to lowering Member States' GNI contributions
and that the Union should also act as an exemplar in relation to the movement of
funds towards fiscal havens;

Part VI: Towards a smooth and efficient interinstitutional negotiation process

172.

173.

Recalls that, pursuant to the Treaty of Lisbon, the consent of the Parliament, given by
a majority of its component members, is compulsory for the adoption of the MFF by
the Council, acting unanimously;

Underlines the stringent majority requirements for both the Parliament and the
Council and points to the importance of exploiting to the full the Treaty provision
under Article 312(5) of the TFEU which requires the Parliament, the Council and the
Commission, throughout the procedure leading to the MFF adoption, to take any
measure necessary to this end; notes that this explicitly imposes upon the institutions
the duty to carry out negotiations in order to find agreement on a text to which
Parliament can give its consent; points out further that if no MFF has been adopted
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174.

175.

176.

177.

by the end of 2013, the ceilings and other provisions corresponding to the year 2013
shall be extended until such time as a new MFF is adopted;

Welcomes the commitment of the Council Presidencies'® to ensure an open and
constructive dialogue and collaboration with the Parliament during the whole
procedure for the adoption of the future MFF and reaffirms its willingness to work in
close cooperation with the Council and the Commission in full accordance with the
provisions of the Treaty of Lisbon during the negotiating process;

Urges, consequently, the Council and the Commission to comply with the Treaty and
to make every effort necessary to swiftly reach an agreement with the Parliament on a
practical working method for the MFF negotiating process; reiterates the link
between a reform of revenue and a reform of expenditure and demands, accordingly,
a firm commitment by the Council to discuss in the context of the MFF negotiation
the proposals on new own resources;

Demands that a wide-ranging public debate on the purpose, scope and direction of the
Union’s MFF and the reform of its revenue system be opened at EU level; proposes,
in particular, that a Convention-type conference on the future financing of the Union
be convened, which must include Members of the European Parliament as well as of
national parliaments;

0 (0]

Instructs its President to forward this resolution to the Council, the Commission and
the other institutions and bodies concerned, as well as to the national governments
and parliaments of the Member States.

10

Letter of Prime Minister Yves Leterme to President Buzek, 8 December 2010.
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EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT 2009 - 2014

P7_TA-PROV(2010)0225

Proposal for a decision on the setting up and numerical strength of the special committee on the policy challenges
and budgetary resources for a sustainable European Union after 2013

European Parliament decision of 16 June 2010 on setting up a special committee on the policy challenges and
budgetary resources for a sustainable European Union after 2013, its powers, numerical composition and term of
office

The European Parliament,

—  having regard to the decisions taken by the Conference of Presidents on 22 April and 12 and 20 May 2010 proposing
the setting up of a special committee on the political challenges and the budgetary means available to the Union after
2013,

—  having regard to Art. 312(5) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, which stipulates that
throughout the procedure leading to the adoption of the financial framework, Parliament, the Council and the
Commission shall take any measure necessary to facilitate its adoption,

—  having regard to the need to gather and coordinate the opinions of the various committees concerned and to establish
a mandate for the Committee on Budgets for its negotiations with the Council aiming to adopt a regulation
containing the future multi-annual financial framework (MFF), and possibly, the definition of supporting measures to
be defined in an interinstitutional agreement,

—  having regard to the work undertaken by Parliament’s special committee on the financial, economic and social crisis
and the need for a follow-up of the work of that committee, especially with regard to support for sustainable and
qualitative growth and long-term investments, in order to tackle the long-term effects of the crisis,

—  having regard to Rule 184 of its Rules of Procedure,
1. Decides to set up a special committee with the following remit:
(a) to define Parliament’s political priorities for the post-2013 MFF, both in legislative terms and budgetary terms;

(b) to estimate the financial resources necessary for the Union to attain its objectives and carry out its policies for
the period starting 1 January 2014;

(c) to define the duration of the next MFF;

(d) to propose, in accordance with those priorities and objectives, a structure for the future MFF, indicating the
main areas of Union activity;

(e) to submit guidelines for an indicative allocation of resources between and within the different headings of
expenditure of the MFF in line with the priorities and proposed structure;

(f) to specify the link between a reform of the financing system of the EU budget and a review of expenditure to
provide the Committee on Budgets with a sound basis for negotiations on the new MFF;

2. Decides to establish the special committee for a term of 12 months from 1 July 2010 in order to submit a report to
Parliament before the Commission presents its proposal with figures for the next MFF, planned for July 2011;

3. Recalls that the specific budgetary and legislative proposals will be dealt with by the relevant committees in
accordance with Annex VII of its Rules of Procedure;

4. Decides that the special committee shall have 50 members.
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GENERAL FRAMEWORK

The Special Committee on the policy challenges and budgetary resources for a sustainable
European Union after 2013 has been created, in the continuation of a now well-established
practice, to prepare European Parliament's input into the discussions on the post-2013
Multiannual Financial Framework. As laid down in its mandate, SURE shall "submit a
report to Parliament before the Commission presents its proposal with figures for the next
MFF, planned for July 2011". Whereas it has been brought to the European Parliament’s
attention that the Commission might present its proposal considerably earlier than foreseen,
clarification of this important matter is an essential prerequisite for defining SURE's
timeline of proceedings.

At the same time, submitting the Parliament’s initial recommendation ahead of the
Commission's proposal for the MFF in order to have maximum political impact is for the
European Parliament a novelty and a challenge. Close involvement of the specialised
committees and drawing on their relevant work will be crucial for SURE, and ultimately the
Parliament, in order to deliver a clear, coherent and sound consensual contribution to the
next MFF.

The aim of this introductory paper is to draw attention to the main questions relating to the
organisation of the work of SURE and to provide a basis for discussion on the possible

solutions.

CLARIFYING THE SURE TIMEFRAME - The overall context for our work

As specified in its mandate, SURE's shall submit a report before the Commission presents
its proposal with figures for the next MFF: the actual calendar for the report will be
influenced by the timeframe of the Commission.

As uncertainties still loom over the exact timing of the release of the Commission’s
proposal, urgent clarification is needed from their side. In this respect, a letter signed by
SURE’s Chair and the Rapporteur was already addressed to Commission President Barroso.

Only definite and reliable clarity as to when the Commission will publish the new MFF will
allow SURE to decide on its own timetable and thus the content of the final report. Should
the Commission intend to adopt the new MFF by May or even April 2011, SURE would
only be in a position to present a report covering horizontal questions thus making rather
general political statements which the plenary could vote in March (or even February).
Should, however, the Commission agree to our demand to adopt the new MFF as late as
possible, thus only in June this would put SURE in a position to go into more detail on
vertical issues.

The work on the next MFF will be affected by two new characteristics: the new
responsibilities set out by the Lisbon Treaty for the EU and their budgetary implications, as
well as the current difficult economic and financial situation and the resulting pressure on
public budgets. These are likely to make negotiations on the next MFF even more
challenging.

It seems therefore essential, before entering into discussions on any specific issues and
establishing priorities, to reflect upon and define a common position on the broader
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political orientation of Europe after 2013 and on the basic principles and guidelines for the
new financial framework.

REFLECTION PHASE
The committee's work should be opened by a first reflection phase on horizontal issues that
could be structured along the following axes:

e The concept of European added value in the framework of EU 2020
- The concept of European added value

It is a well established EP position, that in a context of great pressure on public budgets
EU spending should concentrate on policies with clear European added value, fully in
line with the principles of subsidiarity, proportionality and solidarity. Reflecting on
these principles and on how to best define and measure European added value,
examining the links between the EU and the national budgets (their synergies and
complementarities as well as the overlaps) shall be the starting point of the committee's
work.

- Implications of the EU 2020 strategy in the next MFF
Endorsed by the European Council in February and addressed by the EP in its
resolutions of 10 March'', 20 May12 and 16 June 2010, EU 2020 could constitute an
ambitious policy reference for the next MFF. The committee shall concentrate on EP’s
priorities within EU 2020, on the mainstreaming of EU 2020 into the MFF as well as on
ways to translate the concept of European added value in the framework of EU 2020.

e "Technical" issues and guidelines for the next MFF
- The duration of the MFF

While the financial provisions of the Treaty of Lisbon provide that the MFF will have a
duration of "at least 5 years", discussions on democratic legitimacy and the influence of
newly elected Institutions on the political agenda reflected in the MFF would speak in
favour of matching the duration of the next MFF with the Commission's and EP's
mandates. The committee will have to examine the feasibility and implications of such
a solution.

- Flexibility
The several required revisions of the current MFF have in previous years confirmed the
need for more flexibility. It should be our ambition to propose solutions that would
render the EU budget capable to responding rapidly to new challenges deriving from an
ever changing global environment.

- Structure
The committee shall propose a structure for the new MFF, on the basis of the new
political agenda and in line with its mandate, work on the establishment of guidelines
for an indicative allocation of resources between and within the various headings.

- Financial management and implementation of policies

" EU2020, Follow-up of the informal European Council of 11 February 2010, 10 March, P7 TA-
PROV(2010)0053

"2 Contribution of the cohesion policy to the achievement of Lisbon and the EU 2020 objectives, 20 May
2010, P7_TA-PROV(2010)0191

" EU2020, 16June2010, P7_TA-PROV(2010)0223
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Sound financial management, (improved management by the Member States and the
Commission) should remain a priority. The committee shall examine the lessons drawn
from the implementation rates of the current MFF, and ways to guarantee transparency,
sound management, and simplification of rules and regulations)

ASSESSMENT PHASE

In the second phase of its work, SURE should concentrate on identifying the EP political
priorities and also tackle vertical issues in more detail. As already stressed, the timing of the
Commission proposal will determine in how far this area can be covered in the report.

e Sectoral issues

The core work of SURE will consist on defining the EP political priorities for the new
MFF, taking into account the analysis of the functioning of the current specific policies.
The committee shall establish an estimation of the financial resources necessary for the
EU to implement these priorities.

Finally, the mandate of SURE provides that the committee shall specify the link between a
reform of the financing system of the EU budget and a review of expenditure. Whereas it
does not seem appropriate to deal with this issue in the first phase, before a global
estimation of the necessary financial resources, the exact timing and modalities for the
consideration of this question shall be determined at a later stage.

WORKING METHOD

Transparency, openness, inclusiveness and effectiveness should be key principles of the
SURE committee, if it is to live up to its ambition of delivering high quality deliberations
and ultimately producing a strong political contribution.

IN SURE

To this end, the following approach is proposed for the adoption of SURE committee's
working documents.

As a first preparatory step in order to structure the discussion on a certain issue, the
Rapporteur could present an open reflection paper drafted by the Secretariat on the basis of
factual information available. This paper would simply describe the main questions and
issues to tackle in connection with a certain topic and could possibly include some
background documents in annex. Political groups / Coordinators could contribute to this
open list, which would then, in turn, be used as the basis for discussion in the committee
proper. The Rapporteur could conclude the discussion process by drafting a Working
document under his responsibility which would take into account the results of the previous
open discussions.

WITH OTHER COMMITTEES

Identifying key challenges and priorities of each committee in their respective areas of
competence will be crucial, especially in the second phase of SURE's work. In this respect,
the work of EP committees on mid-term evaluations of their multiannual programmes could
constitute essential input for SURE, representing analytical work important to understand
how the multiannual programmes have been developing during the current MFF. It seems
however that in many cases these reports will be available too late for SURE to take them
properly into account. Indeed, by the end of 2010, the interim evaluation reports on less
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than half of the current multiannual programmes could be expected to be adopted by the
Commission. More time would be required to get the EP’s specialised committee's reports.
SURE will therefore take into account all available documents relevant to its work on the
future MFF. A note, together with a table, identifying the latter as well as a draft timeline
aiming at summarising the key EP and Commission dates are annexed to the present
introduction and will serve as a basis to draw-up a working programme. Moreover,
specialised committees could be invited to indicate the EP reports and resolutions setting
out guidelines for the new policy initiatives that could be useful to the work of SURE.

The Conference of Committee Chairs shall be considered as a platform of exchange
between committees and a useful forum to publicise and explain the work of SURE at its
different stages.

WITH THE COMMISSION

Pursuant to Article 312 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, the
European Parliament, the Council and the Commission shall take any measure necessary to
facilitate an agreement on the financial framework throughout the entire procedure leading
to its adoption.

To that end, a continuous flow of information between the EP and the Commission on their
parallel work is essential. A high level representation of the Commission should therefore
be ensured in all SURE meetings. A letter in this sense has been addressed by the Chair and
the Rapporteur to Commission President Barroso and an answer is awaited.

WITH NATIONAL PARLIAMENTS

The involvement of National Parliaments in the committee's general reflection on the future
financial perspectives is certainly worth to be considered if we want to guarantee maximum
transparency and efficiency (in view of the future negotiations) of the EP's contribution.
SURE will have to define the best timing and modalities for this involvement, on the basis
of previous experience and possibly exploiting already existing structures and fora.

Annexes
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1. Introduction

Europe offers its 500 million citizens the chance to meet the challenges of the 21st century.
However, against the background of scarce resources, European expenditure has to be
Jjustified as an investment into the future. In this context, the concept of European added
value can offer a useful set of criteria.

It seems worth reminding that EU expenditure, by creating European added value, is
supposed to contribute to achieving agreed policy targets more effectively, which could
also reduce the need for parallel national expenditure.

The purpose of this working document is to examine the concept of European added value
with regard to its current use, its operability in European decision making processes and its

political semantics in a moment when Europe moves from the Lisbon Agenda to EU2020).

2. European added value, the little sister of the principle of subsidiarity

In his working document of 6 May 2010, the Chairman of the Committee on Budgets
explores the idea of a "European dividend", which is created by "applying the principle of
subsidiarity in financial matters." The European dimension can "maximise the efficiency of
[Member States'] finances" and help to "reduce total expenditure. This is exactly what large
industrial groups do: they pool common services to benefit from the economies of scale.""*

In fact, the European Added Value can be considered the "corollary of the established
principle of subsidiarity"'® as defined in Article 5 TEU:

3. Under the principle of subsidiarity, in areas which do not fall within its exclusive
competence, the Union shall act only if and in so far as the objectives of the proposed
action cannot be sufficiently achieved by the Member States, either at central level or at
regional and local level, but can rather, by reason of the scale or effects of the proposed
action, be better achieved at Union level.

As a consequence, the EU budget should be used to finance actions that Member States and
regions cannot finance themselves with better results.

In other words, expenditure at EU level should be able to make proof of its European added
value, following the "subsidiarity check".

However, it is worth recalling the conclusions of the European Convention’s Working
Group 1 on the principle of subsidiarity):

The Group considered that as the principle of subsidiarity was a principle of an essentially
political nature, implementation of which involved a considerable margin of discretion for
the institutions (considering whether shared objectives could "better" be achieved at
European level or at another level), monitoring of compliance with that principle should be
of an essentially political nature and take place before the entry into force of the act in
question

'* A. Lamassoure: Working document DT\815212 on financing the 2020 Agenda despite the budgetary crisis
"> D. Tarschys: The Enigma of European Added Value (SIEPS 2005).
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With the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty, this subsidiarity-check has been anchored in
the TEU (Article 5 as well as Protocol No. 1 on the role of National Parliaments in the
European Union).

It could be argued that the assessment of European added value is of political nature as
well, and that the need for “a considerable margin of discretion for the institutions” is

obvious also in this context.

3. The concept of European added value in relation to the current MFF

During the preparation of the current MFF 2007-2013, the concept of added value played a
prominent role.

In its Communication "Building our common Future", the European Commission insisted
that it "is not about redistributing resources between Member States. It is about how to
maximise the impact of our common policies so that we further enhance the added value
of every euro spent at European level"’.

In its meeting of 16/17 December 2004, the European Council confirmed that "(...) policies
agreed in accordance with the Treaty shall be consistent with the principles of subsidiarity,
proportionality and solidarity. They should also provide added value (....)"."”

In its resolution on Policy Challenges and Budgetary Means of the enlarged Union 2007-
2013, also the European Parliament underlined that "the Financial Perspective can allow
for balanced development of the financial resources allocated to the Union provided that
they are used for actions with real European added value, clearly defined priorities and
visibility for citizens (...)."*"

1% The choices to be made on the next financial perspectives are not just about money. It is a question of
political direction, to be made on the basis of a clear vision of what we want to do. These choices will
determine whether the European Union and its Member States are able to achieve in practice what European
people expect.

This means a new phase for the Union’s budget. It is not about redistributing resources between Member
States. It is about how to maximise the impact of our common policies so that we further enhance the added
value of every euro spent at European level (COM(2004) 101 final).

7 The European Council confirmed that the new Financial Framework, to be agreed in comprehensive
negotiations, should provide the financial means necessary to address effectively and equitably future
challenges, including those resulting from disparities in the levels of development in the enlarged Union.
Policies agreed in accordance with the Treaty shall be consistent with the principles of subsidiarity,
proportionality and solidarity. They should also provide added value. Expenditure for individual policy areas
must be seen in the context of the overall expenditure level, and such expenditure must be seen in the context
of the overall negotiation including the question of own resources. European Council, Presidency Conclusions
— Brussels, 16/17 December 2004

18 7 Is convinced that the Financial Perspective can allow for balanced development of the financial
resources allocated to the Union provided that:

- they are used for actions with real European added value, clearly defined priorities and
visibility for citizens,

- they optimise concentration and complementarity with actions run at national, regional and
local level to limit as much as possible the burden on taxpayers,

- they are spent under rules of sound financial management, focusing on efficiency and
effectiveness; notes that expenditure effected at European level may give rise to savings at
national level, in particular because such expenditure makes for economies of scale or may
generate revenue at national level;
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More recently, the European Parliament declares being "convinced that EU spending
should concentrate on policies with a clear European added value, fully in line with the
principles of subsidiarity, proportionality and solidarity; recalls that in a time of crisis this
added value is measured largely in terms of the fundamental principle of solidarity between
European peoples""’

According to Commission President Barroso, "Europe offers real added value", but "we
need to spend our money where we get the most value for it."*’ The Commission proposes
that EU spending should "meet the added value test" when it fulfils three conditions:

- policy relevance (the spending addresses the Union's key objectives)
- subsidiarity (transnational or cross-border actions, economies of scale)

- proportionality (assessment of effectiveness and efficiency of delivery)

Passing the Added Value Test

EUROPEAN
COMMISSION

Policy priorities
What do we want?

Subsidiarity Effectiveness
Proportionality Quality of spending
Who should do it? How do we want it?

EU action should provide clear additional benefits compared to actions
by individual Member States:

= achieve EU policy objectives,

= show solidarity, etc.

Source: European Commission

European Parliament resolution of 8 June 2005 on Policy Challenges and Budgetary Means of the
enlarged Union 2007-2013

19 European Parliament resolution of 25 March 2009 on the Mid-Term Review of the 2007-2013 Financial
Framework (2008/2055(INT))

20 José Manuel Barroso: Debate on the State of the Union. European Parliament, 07.09.2010
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In addition, it should be highlighted that European added value can be generated not only
by spending European funds, but also by coordination of national policies and by European
legislation (which is demonstrated e.g. by the internal market regulations or the common
rules governing the Euro).

Subsidiarity and proportionality in
practice

EUROPEAN
COMMISSION

Principle of proportionality Principle of subsidiarity

Transnational dimension
Expenditure

Economies of scale

Critical mass requirements

Legislation Coordination
- Common preferences

Low coordination costs

Not all EU policies require EU spending

Source: European Commission

4. The Commission's Budget review communication on European added value

In line with the principles outlined above, the Commission's Communication on the EU
Budget Review stresses that European added value "cannot be reduced to a balance sheet",
but constitutes a "key fest"” to find out "whether spending at EU level means a better deal
for citizens than spending at national level." By pooling resources, offering economies of
scale, the EU can finance "actions that Member States and regions cannot finance
themselves, or where it can secure better results."”

With some 1% of EU GDP, the EU budget is "relatively small (compared to overall public
spending, averaging between 45 and 50% across EU)". However, it can "plug gaps left by
the dynamics of national policy making" and "open the door to leveraging a much wider
range of public and private resources than available at the national level alone."”

Hence, "in times of severe and long-term budgetary constraints, coordination between the

EU and national budgets should be seen as crucial for the sake of improving economic
governance, transparency and efficiency of public spending."

DT\851772EN.doc 67/186 PE454.599v01-00


http://ec.europa.eu/budget/reform/library/communication/com_2010_700_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/reform/library/communication/com_2010_700_en.pdf

5. European added value as operational tool in management and implementation

The Financial regulation requires Commission services to assess "the added value of

Community involvement" in the framework of an ex-ante evaluation in the preparation of
. . 21

proposals for new or renewed Community actions. ~ .

In the process of Impact Assessments, the Commission services evaluate the economic
efficiency of a planned action, inter alia by examining whether the action

e tackles externalities which go beyond national borders

e can be achieved at lower cost by Community action

e is characterised by common preferences and low coordination costs

e has impacts on other policy areas (cross-policy interdependencies).*”

In addition, in the yearly "Activity statements of operational expenditure", issued as
working document along with the DB, the Commission describes the "EU added value of
the activity" for each chapter of the Commission's expenditure. At first sight, the
methodology for assessing European added value seems to vary significantly between the
policy areas.

For instance, the added value of European Energy policy is described by contributing to the
aims of increasing the "security of energy supply", gradually "establishing the energy
internal market", "contributing to sustainable development by rational use of energy
resources and the development and connection of renewable energy sources", increasing the
interconnection of energy networks and harmonising the management of the European
electricity grid, .... In the context of "TEN-Energy, the European Community plays a role of
catalyst of the efforts made by the member states and the electric and gas companies".

Beyond the general requirements of ex-ante evaluation, several EU policies require proof of
European added value in the context of the selection of projects:

Research: Since FP5, the concept of European added value is part of the legislative
Framework programme for research. It constitutes a binding criterion for the selection of
projects (and, to a lesser extent, for the formulation of research programmes). In general it
is agreed that EU funded research has a "high added value by encouraging researchers to
cooperate across national boundaries and to share complementary skills and knowledge",
that it "promotes competition in research, leading to higher quality and excellence" and that
it "may make possible projects that, because of their complexity and scale, go beyond what
is possible at national level"”.

However, when it comes to monitoring and evaluating European added value in a
quantitative way for specific programmes and projects, experts speak about a "mission
impossible"**.

Culture/Communication: European added value shall be described by the applicants to
programmes such as "Europe for Citizens". While there is a broad consensus that cultural
and educational exchange programmes like Lifelong Learning have a strong added value by

*! Implementing rules of the Financial regulation (Commission Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 2342/2002),
Article 21; DG BUDG (2004): Evaluating EU activities. A practical guide for the Commission services;

*? Presentation of GJ Koopman at the SURE committee meeting on 23 September 2010

> G. Cipriani: Rethinking the EU budget. CEPS (2007)

** Yellow Window Management Consultants (2000): Identifying the constituent elements of the European
Added Value (EAV) of the EU RTD programmes: conceptual analysis based on practical experience. Study
commission by DG Research, European Commission
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increasing citizens’ mobility and by contributing to a "European identity", it seems that a
quantitative assessment of European added value is rather problematic.

6. Europe is not a zero-sum game

European added value is hard to define and rarely quantifiable. However, there is a
consensus that European action has added value: European integration is not a zero-sum

25
game.

Maintaining peace on our continent and other obvious advantages of European integration
are difficult to assess in monetary terms. Nevertheless they can be considered undisputable
elements of European added value.

Some studies have tried to calculate the benefits of European integration. For instance, an
analysis of the economic benefits of the internal market comes to the conclusion that “the
enlarged Internal Market (including liberalisation of network industries) is an important
source of growth and jobs. As a result of the progress made over the period 1992-2006 in
achieving an enlarged Internal Market of 25 Member States, GDP and employment levels
have increased significantly. The estimated "gains" from the Internal Market in 2006
amount to 2.2% of EU GDP (or 223 billion euro) and 1.4% of total employment (or 2.75
million jobs).”°

Another study, commissioned by the European Parliament, examines the economic effects
of cohesion policy, as well on the net recipient countries as on the net donor countries®’.
For the net recipient states, the authors conclude that the cumulated increase in the GDP,
which can be attributed to the cohesion expenditure and its spill-over benefits, will add up
to an average of 275 % of the original investment (ranging from 190-400 % according to
the different member states). Even for the donor states, a positive economic impact through
increased import demand can be found when subsequent multiannual programmes are
analysed together. **

The recent undertaking to install a European External Action Service, in addition to giving
European external policies more political and economic weight, could and should also

* In the context of the negotiations on the annual budget 2011, the Commission has announced "the

preparation of a comprehensive report on the "Cost of non Europe for the Member States and the national
budgets including, whenever possible, an evaluation by sector” as well as a "pilot project on the European
added value and the synergies between the EU and national budgets in areas such as external action,
research and development policy."

%% Commission staff paper, DG ECFIN (2007): Steps towards a deeper economic integration: The internal
market in the 21st century. A contribution to the Single Market Review.

*" The Economic Return of Cohesion Expenditure for Member States (Policy Department B, 2009)

28 Similarly the European Commission recently concluded that "the positive effect on countries that were net
recipients of financial aid from Structural Funds outweighed the adverse effect on the countries mainly
responsible for raising the finance. (...) Moreover, the net beneficial effect on GDP tends to increase over
time as the lagged effects on raising productive potential in recipient countries come through. By 2015, GDP
in the EU25 is estimated to be 2.4% higher as a consequence of the support provided for the 2000-2006
period and in 2020 4% higher. The implication is, therefore, that, according to the QUEST model, the
cohesion policy conducted over the 2000-2006 programming period is likely to add 0.2% a year to the EU25
average GDP growth between 2000 and 2020 (i.e. effectively increasing the average growth rate of around
2% a year by 10%)." European Commission (2010): The Budget Review. Technical Annex
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create tangible savings, because many of the current diplomatic services representing the 27
Member States will be replaced.”

It could be argued that EAV is not the only tool to make political choices. When deciding
between different policies competing for scarce resources, focussing solely on EAV can
lead to comparing apples with pears.

However, even if quantitative assessments remain problematic, the concept of EAV is
valuable for justifying the choices made. In addition, it can be used, at least on a qualitative
basis, when it comes to defining the best instruments for a given aim, once the basic
political choice has been taken, or as a management tool used for comparing alternatives
within a given policy.

On the other hand, it is also obvious that the interpretation of European added value is a
genuine political process. Just as setting European goals and targets falls under the primate
of policy, the assessment of European added value can come to different political
conclusions, although using the same set of instruments.

7. Conclusion

The concept of European added value can be considered a valuable tool for justifying
political choices, for assessing given policy fields and for evaluating projects within these
policy fields.

In order to achieve this, both an economical and a political assessment will be needed:
The economists will aim at calculating economies of scale, analyse cost reduction
compared to action at MS level, examine whether cross-border externalities are tackled or
critical mass requirements are met and assess the potential catalyst action for additional
investments from third parties.

At the same time, political evaluation will need to examine whether the planned action or
policy will contribute to common European objectives and strengthen European integration
and cooperation, whether it will create EU public goods or make the EU more tangible to
its citizens by touching essential elements of their life, whether it provides for a good
involvement of actors across Europe or delivers institutional capacity-building, whether it
contributes to economic, territorial or social cohesion and stimulates further innovative
initiatives.

The concept of European added value is an argument addressed towards Member States
that European spending is not about re-distributing money, but about investing it in a strong
and competitive Europe. In areas where the European added value leads to a shift of
responsibilities from the national to the EU level, Member States are in turn in a position to
save costs.

All three institutions should therefore pay high regard to this useful concept in the
negotiation of the new MFF as well as of the new multi-annual programmes. This would -
even if only to a limited extent - allow shifting the discussion away from a mere argument

** The same is possibly true for some of the European agencies, at least in cases where they actually replace
similar bodies on national level (e.g. the Office for Harmonisation in the internal market, which is responsible
for European Trademarks) (see European Commission (2009b)).
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about increasing or lowering the overall budget towards a more practical and content-based
exchange of views on how the European budget is best invested.
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Europe needs a
strategy to come
out stronger from
the crisis and face
long-term
challenges.

What does the
Commission
propose?

Parliament
welcomes general
objectives but is
critical about main
elements.

The crisis has made the task of securing future economic
growth much more difficult. Our growth potential has been
halved during the crisis. Many investment plans, talents and
ideas risk going to waste because of uncertainties, sluggish
demand and lack of funding. Europe is left with clear yet
challenging choices. Europe must face up together to the
immediate challenge of the recovery and to long-term
challenges, regain competitiveness, boost productivity and put
the EU on an upward path of prosperity. What is needed is a
strategy to turn the EU into a smart, sustainable and inclusive
economy delivering high levels of employment, productivity
and social cohesion. This should be the Europe 2020 strategy.

Following an evaluation of the Lisbon strategy, the European
Commission adopted on 3 March 2010 its proposal' on Europe
2020. The Commission puts forward three mutually reinforcing
priorities: smart, sustainable, and inclusive growth; and seven
flagship initiatives® to catalyse progress under each priority
theme. The Commission also proposes five headline targets’ to
define where the EU wants to be by 2020 and to track progress.
To ensure that each Member State tailors the Europe 2020
strategy to its particular situation, these EU targets should be
translated into national targets and trajectories. The strategy
will require a strong governance framework and a more focused
country surveillance to ensure timely and effective
implementation.

The European Parliament has welcomed® the Commission's
proposal for the EU 2020 strategy as it addresses many of the
weaknesses of the previous Lisbon Strategy. However, it has
also expressed its disappointment at the main elements of the
strategy agreed by the European Council on 26 March 2010;
has urged the European Council to draw lessons from the
current crisis and to define a truly far-sighted, ambitious and
coherent strategy’. In particular, Parliament has warned against
the very general nature of the content of the EU 2020 strategy,
such as the headline targets, flagship proposals - which are no
more than action plans -, bottlenecks and indicators. The
rapporteur fully agrees with these criticisms. The Commission's

' COM(2010)2020

* "Innovation Union"; "Youth on the move"; "A digital agenda for Europe"; "Resource efficient Europe"; "An
industrial policy for the globalisation era"; "An agenda for new skills and jobs"; and "European platform against

poverty"

> 75 % of the population aged 20-64 should be employed; 3% of the EU's GDP should be invested in R&D; the
"20/20/20" climate/energy targets should be met (including an increase to 30% of emissions reduction if the
conditions are right); the share of early school leavers should be under 10% and at least 40% of the younger

generation should have a tertiary degree; 20 million less people should be at risk of poverty.
* European Parliament resolution of 10 March 2010 on EU 2020 (P7_TA(2010)0053)
> European Parliament resolution of 16 June 2010 on EU 2020 (P7_TA(2010)0223)
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Budget Review paper does not provide details on how the
different policies would be allocated to the different EU 2020
objectives or even if horizontal policies (e.g. CAP, cohesion)
would be split between objectives. This is of utmost importance
in order to devise the structure of the next MFF and its internal

flexibility.
Delivering EU2020 is not only, not even mainly, about spending. We need
EU2020: it is not to mobilise all EU-level instruments, notably the single market,
only about to tackle bottlenecks and deliver the Europe 2020 goals. In each
spending; the instance it should be assessed which is the best policy-mix to

optimal policy-mix. attain the objectives: legislation, coordination, expenditure or a
combination of these. Should the recourse to funding be
justified, we should respect the principles of subsidiarity (who
can best do it) and proportionality (design of the spending
programme to attain in the optimal way the expected results).

An imperative: The EU2020 strategy commits both the EU and, primarily, the
achieving synergy ~ Member States. In order to achieve results, tasks, resources and
between EU and responsibilities must be clearly defined in a well orchestrated
national budgets. way between EU, national, regional and local levels of

governance. The EU budget amounts to only 2% of the total
European public spending. Therefore, it is indispensable that
the bulk of the investment comes from the national budgets
and, through adequate incentives and favourable framework
conditions, from the private sector. It is equally indispensable
to achieve a better synergy between EU and national level
spending. Although the EU and the Member States coordinate
their policies through a wide range of formal (e.g. BEPG,
OMC) and implicit mechanisms, budget synergies are rarely
put into practice'. The new economic and budgetary policy
coordination mechanism (so-called "European semester")
should offer an adequate framework to achieve the desired
budgetary synergies. Under this new six-month cycle, Member
States will review in April their medium-term budgetary
strategies and at the same time draw up national reform
programmes. In June and July, the European Council and the
Council will provide policy advice before the member states
finalise their budgets for the following year. Member States
should provide details in their medium term budgetary
strategies on the contribution to the different objectives and
targets of EU 2020. They should also provide information on
how they have used national and EU funds to achieve the
various EU 2020 objectives®. The Commission should exploit
this valuable information to better target its financial
programming instruments and to promote exchange of best

' According to a study procured by Parliament, national budgets, apart from some exceptions — mainly found in
regional policy — seldom refer to their contribution to achieving the objectives of the Lisbon or other EU
strategies.

> P7_TA(2010)0223
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practices and policy learning among Member States.

EU Budget: small Whilst many of the EU's objectives can be reached through law

compared to or policy coordination, Parliament has underlined' that, while

national  budgets the bulk of the budgetary resources should come from the

but  considerable Member States, the EU budget, thanks to its mobilising and

leverage effect. coordinating capacity, must play a central role in delivering this
strategy, and that it should be the touchstone for a new
generation of spending programmes.

Current budget Parliament has already pointed out” that the current budget does

doesn't sufficiently not sufficiently reflect the financial needs associated with

reflect the EU2020 tackling 2lst-century challenges. According to the

strategy. Commission's identification of the programmes that support the
different flagships of the EU 2020 strategy’ in the initial 2011
Draft Budget only 43% of the budget (excluding administrative
expenditure) support EU 2020 objectives. From the analysis of
the data provided by the Commission, the following results:

- Only Headings 1a (internal policies, 86%) and 1b (cohesion
policy, 67%) are regarded as EU2020 intensive.

- In Heading 2 (natural resources), market related expenditure
and direct aids (73,5% of this Heading) are not considered
by the Commission to contribute to the EU2020 strategy.

- Heading 1b (cohesion policy) is notably the largest
contributor (60% of all EU2020 related expenditure) to the
three objectives of the EU2020 strategy. Cohesion policy is
considered, therefore, the main delivery instrument of EU
2020.

- Headings 3a (Freedom, security and justice), 3b
(Citizenship) and 4 (External relations) are considered to
contribute both in absolute and relative terms only
marginally to the EU2020 strategy.

The rapporteur expresses certain scepticism on the results of the
identification done by the Commission and calls the
Commission to clarify the criteria used to consider whether
expenditure programmes support the EU 2020 strategy.

'P7 TA(2010)0191

> P7_TA(2010)0053

? Letter of Mr Lewandowski to Ms Jedrzejewska of 20 August on the financing of the EU 2020 strategy in the
EU 2011 Budget
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EU2020 should be The rapporteur concludes from the discussions held in the

the main but not Committee that the Europe 2020 strategy should be the policy

the exclusive policy reference for the post-2013 MFF. At the same time he believes

reference for the that Europe 2020 should not be regarded as an all-inclusive

next MFF. strategy covering all EU policy fields. This will dilute its focus
on growth and jobs and render it impossible to manage in a
coherent manner. The rapporteur is of the opinion that policy
areas such as citizenship, justice, freedom and security and
external relations pursue other objectives and should be
regarded separately from the EU2020 strategy.

Reformed CAP The rapporteur agrees with the European Council's conclusion’
and cohesion that "all common policies, including the common agricultural
should be within policy and cohesion policy, will need to support the strategy."
the framework of

Agricultural and cohesion policy might be the most difficult
policies to integrate in the framework of the 2020 strategy but
their contribution is essential for its success. In this regard, he
wishes to recall the recent positions adopted by Parliament on
the integration of CAP? and cohesion’ polices within the 2020
framework.

the 2020 strategy.

Cohesion policy As evidenced by the analysis of the 2011 Draft Budget,

key for achieving cohesion policy and its structural funds are key delivery

EU2020 goals mechanisms to achieve the priorities of smart, sustainable and
inclusive growth in Member States and regions. That is why it
is so important to maximise the added value of cohesion
funding favouring its concentration on the objectives of Europe
2020, and a rigorous concentration on results.

Implications on There is an obvious benefit in a budget which in structure, as
Sstructure well as balance, reflects the EU's political priorities. Hence, a
straightforward answer would be to organise the budget around
the Europe 2020 strategy. The Commission has proposed a
structure which comprises a subheading for each of the three
EU2020 objectives. This organisation would provide a better
reflection of the political priorities while allowing for a better

' European Council Conclusions 25/26 March 2010

2 P7 TA(2010)0223 "63. Points out that CAP reform by 2013 and a sustainable forestry strategy should be
considered within the framework of the EU 2020 strategy; is convinced that, with the right policy framework and
adequate budgetary resources, agriculture and forestry can play an important role in an overall European strategy
to secure economic recovery, while at the same time contributing to EU and global food security, preserving the
rural landscape, which accounts for 90% of the EU's territory, ensuring the protection of jobs in rural areas,
securing environmental benefits and making an important contribution to the search for alternative resources;"

3 P7 TA(2010)0223 "61. Considers that a strong and well-financed cohesion policy, embracing all European
regions, should be fully in line with the EU 2020 strategy and that such a policy, with its horizontal approach, is
a pre-condition for successful attainment of the EU 2020 goals, as well as for achieving social, economic and
territorial cohesion; urges, therefore, that the rules for implementing cohesion policy should be further simplified
in the interests of user-friendliness, accountability and a more responsive approach to future challenges and to
the risk of economic crises;"
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Flexibility is a
must

DT\851772EN.doc

coordination of the policies contributing to the same objectives
and for increased flexibility within the subheadings. This
structure, however, could entail complex programming and
management if certain policies (e.g. agriculture and cohesion)
would be spread over several objectives/subheadings. In the
Working Document on Structure the rapporteur will address
this issue in detail.

If there is a requirement for a strategy until 2020 it is flexibility.
While we could dare to say that smart, sustainable and inclusive
growth would remain relevant as objectives until 2020, the
same is not true for the priorities and activities under those
objectives. As the physicist Niels Bohr once said:” predictions
are always difficult; especially about the future". The alignment
of the EU budget with the Europe 2020 strategy will be a
progressive task: not only because of the need to redesign our
main policies to the new objectives but also because the content
of these objectives will most probably change. How would we
be able to reflect in the post-3013 MFF the lessons of the mid-
term review of the EU2020 strategy in 2015/16? Only through
adequate flexibility arrangements.
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ANNEX

SELECTED DOCUMENTS FROM EU INSTITUTIONS AND BODIES REGARDING THE

EU 2020 STRATEGY

As background to the Working Document, this Annex provides excerpts from recent
resolutions of the European Parliament, conclusions from the European Council and opinions
of the Committee of the Regions and the Economic and Social Committee related to the
implications of the EU2020 strategy on the post-2013 MFF. They are grouped around the four

horizontal issues identified. The following documents have been examined:

Communication from the Commission on The EU Budget 19 October 2010
(COM(2010)700) (COM3)

http://ec.europa.eu/regional policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/comm en.htm

Communication from the Commission on Regional policy contributing to 6 October 2010
smart growth in Europe 2020 (COM(2010)553) (COM2)

! http://ec.europa.eu/budget/reform/library/communication/com 2010 700 en.pdf

European Council conclusions (EC2) 17 June 2010
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms Data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/115346.pdf

European Parliament resolution on EU 2020 (EPS5) 16 June 2010

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P7-TA-2010-
0223+0+DOC+XML+VO0/EN

European Parliament resolution on Community innovation policy in a

changing world EU 2020 (EP4)
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+REPORT+A7-
2010-0143+0+DOC+XML+VO0//EN

15 June 2010

Resolution of the Committee of the Regions on the stronger involvement of

Local and Regional Authorities in the Europe 2020 strategy (COR)
http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/news/Documents/CdR 199-2010 fin EN.doc

10 June 2010

European Parliament resolution on a Digital Agenda for Europe: 2015.eu
(EP3)
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+REPORT+A7-
2010-0066+0+DOC+XML+VO//EN

25 May 2010

European Parliament resolution on the contribution of the Cohesion policy
to the achievement of Lisbon and the EU2020 objectives (EP2)

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/eetDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P7-TA-2010-
0191+0+DOC+XML+VO0/EN

20 May 2010

European Council conclusions (EC1)
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms Data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/113591.pdf

25/6 March 2010

European Parliament resolution on EU 2020 (EP1)
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P7-TA-2010-
0223+0+DOC+XML+VO0/EN

10 March 2010

Communication from the Commission EUROPE 2020 A strategy for smart,
sustainable and inclusive growth (COM(2010)2020) (COM1)

http://ec.europa.ecu/eu2020/pdf/ COMPLET%20EN%20BARROS0%20%20%20007%20-
%20Europe%202020%20-%20EN%20version.pdf

3 March 2010

Opinion of the European Economic and Social Committee on the post-2010
Lisbon Strategy (EESC)

http://www.eesc.europa.eu/?i=portal.en.news.10090

4 November 2009
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http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/115346.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P7-TA-2010-0223+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P7-TA-2010-0223+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+REPORT+A7-2010-0143+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+REPORT+A7-2010-0143+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN
http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/news/Documents/CdR%20199-2010%20fin%20EN.doc
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+REPORT+A7-2010-0066+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+REPORT+A7-2010-0066+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P7-TA-2010-0191+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P7-TA-2010-0191+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/113591.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P7-TA-2010-0223+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P7-TA-2010-0223+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN
http://ec.europa.eu/eu2020/pdf/COMPLET%20EN%20BARROSO%20%20%20007%20-%20Europe%202020%20-%20EN%20version.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/eu2020/pdf/COMPLET%20EN%20BARROSO%20%20%20007%20-%20Europe%202020%20-%20EN%20version.pdf
http://www.eesc.europa.eu/?i=portal.en.news.10090

ALIGNMENT OF THE POST-2013 MFF wiTH EU2020

General aspects

"The Commission will propose action to develop innovative financing solutions to support
Europe 2020's objectives by fully exploiting possibilities to improve the effectiveness and
efficiency of the existing EU budget through stronger prioritisation and better alignment of
EU expenditure with the goals of the Europe 2020 to address the present fragmentation of EU
funding instruments (e.g. R&D and innovation, key infrastructure investments in cross-border
energy and transport networks, and low-carbon technology)...;" (COM1)

"Today we adopt "Europe 2020", our new strategy for jobs and smart, sustainable and
inclusive growth. It constitutes a coherent framework for the Union to mobilise all of its
instruments and policies and for the Member States to take enhanced coordinated action. It
will promote the delivery of structural reforms. The emphasis must now be on
implementation, and we will guide and monitor this process. We will discuss further, over the
coming months, how specific policies can be mobilised to unlock the EU's growth potential,
starting with innovation and energy policies;" (EC2)

"5. g) All common policies, including the common agricultural policy and cohesion policy,
will need to support the strategy. A sustainable, productive and competitive agricultural
sector will make an important contribution to the new strategy, considering the growth and
employment potential of rural areas while ensuring fair competition. The European Council
stresses the importance of promoting economic, social and territorial cohesion as well as
developing infrastructure in order to contribute to the success of the new strategy." (ECI)

"25. Recognises that the EU Budget must play a central role in achieving the EU 2020
targets,..." (EP2)

"33. Takes the view that the current budget does not sufficiently reflect the financial needs
associated with tackling 2 1st-century challenges; urges the Commission to put forward an
ambitious proposal to make the EU 2020 strategy a success," (EP1)

"3.9.1. Reform the EU budget in accordance with Lisbon: Generally speaking, the budgets of
individual policies need to be re-evaluated in line with Lisbon and geared towards research
and competitiveness, environment and climate, investment in sustainable energy use;
constructive public spending in the business location, active labour market policy,
work/family life balance, social cohesion, poverty prevention and creating new, high-quality
jobs. In connection with this, a reform-based discussion on the EU budget relating to Lisbon
should also be given consideration in the forthcoming 2014-2020 financial framework. An
effective implementation of European targets will also require that the consolidation of the
regional dimension is included as a key topic in the discussion on the funding of structural
and cohesion policy after 2013." (EESC)

Common Agricultural Policy

"9. Is disappointed that no mention was made of the agricultural sector in the original
proposals for the EU 2020 strategy, despite agriculture's potential to make an active
contribution to meeting the main challenges ahead; is convinced that, with the right policy
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framework and adequate budgetary resources, agriculture and forestry can play an important
role in the overall European strategy designed to secure economic recovery and achieve
climate targets, while at the same time contributing to EU and global food security, growth
and job creation;” (EP1)

"63. Points out that CAP reform by 2013 and a sustainable forestry strategy should be
considered within the framework of the EU 2020 strategy, is convinced that, with the right
policy framework and adequate budgetary resources, agriculture and forestry can play an
important role in an overall European strategy to secure economic recovery, while at the
same time contributing to EU and global food security, preserving the rural landscape, which
accounts for 90% of the EU's territory, ensuring the protection of jobs in rural areas,
securing environmental benefits and making an important contribution to the search for
alternative resources," (EP5)

Cohesion Policy

"Economic, social and territorial cohesion will remain _at the heart of the Europe 2020
strategy to ensure that all energies and capacities are mobilised and focused on the pursuit of
the strategy's priorities. Cohesion policy and its structural funds, while important in their own
right, are key delivery mechanisms to achieve the priorities of smart, sustainable and
inclusive growth in Member States and regions.” (COM1)

"25. ...considers that cohesion policy due to its strategic focus, strong and binding
conditionality, tailor-made interventions, and monitoring and technical assistance, is an
efficient and effective mechanism for EU2020 strategy delivery;" (EP2)

"28. Emphasises that a strong and well-financed cohesion policy, embracing all European
regions, must be a key element of the EU2020 Strategy; believes that this policy, with its
horizontal approach, is a pre-condition for the successful delivery of the EU2020 goals, as
well as for achieving social, economic and territorial cohesion in the EU; rejects all attempts
to renationalise the cohesion policy and asks for the regional dimension to be fully supported
in the review of the EU budget;" (EP2)

"30.Stresses that the cohesion policy is not subordinated to the EU2020 Strategy, highlights
that whilst the cohesion policy's priorities should be aligned with the EU2020 objectives,
sufficient flexibility should be allowed to accommodate regional specificities and support the
weaker and neediest regions to overcome their socio-economic difficulties, natural handicaps
and reduce disparities;" (EP2)

"37. Believes, however, that the Union should continue to use, as its main financing
mechanisms, the Cohesion Fund and structural funds, which have well-established and
operational delivery methods, considers it unnecessary to create new separate thematic funds
to address the EU2020 goals and instead deems that they should be included in cohesion and
rural development policies," (EP2)

"2. emphasises that Cohesion policy, with its devolved approach and system of multilevel
governance, is the only European Union policy to link the goals of the Europe 2020 strategy
and the new challenges with local and regional authorities, but it does need sufficient
funding. It is therefore essential that cohesion policy continue to be geared towards the goals
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of sustainable economic growth, social inclusion, employment, fight against climate change
and the quality and efficiency of public service provision;" (COR)

External dimension

"5. h) The strategy will include a strong external dimension, to ensure that EU instruments
and policies are deployed to promote our interests and positions on the global scene through
participation in open and fair markets worldwide." (EC2)

"64. Stresses that more attention should be paid to the external dimension of the EU 2020
strategy; urges the Commission to take a broader and more comprehensive approach in its
external action, in line with the EU concept of policy coherence for development, calls on the
Commission to use its trade strategy for EU 2020 to promote the Union's core values, such as
the promotion of human rights, democracy, the rule of law and fundamental freedoms and the
defence of the environment;" (EPS5)

SETTING OF PRIORITIES

"41. Believes that the EU should embark on major economic projects, such as a truly
European energy grid, completion of the Galileo project and the widespread application of
green technology, including systematic renovation of the EU's building stock, e-health and
efforts to improve and update ICT infrastructure;” (EP1)

"21. Calls for a strengthened European approach to financing innovation and to prevent the
current fragmentation and short-termism, considers that the provision of adequate financial
resources is vital to the development of innovation and that the EU budget for innovation
should therefore be substantially increased; calls for this to be reflected in the upcoming

revision of the current financial framework and in the planning process in connection with the
2014-2020 Financial Perspective;..."(EP4)

"26. Emphasises that Europe should be at the cutting edge in the development of internet
technologies and ICT low-carbon applications, proposes that the EU ICT research budget be
doubled in the next Financial Perspective;" (EP4)

"50....proposes that the EU ICT research budget be doubled and that the budget for ICT take-
up be multiplied by four in the next Financial Perspective;" (EP3)

"19. Emphasises that major R&D projects, key energy infrastructure investments and the new
EU competence on space policy, as well as EU innovation policy, require solid, credible and
sustainable EU financial support if the Union's key 2020 objectives are to be met;" (EP5)

"29. ...calls on the Commission to increase the total financial envelope earmarked for
research and innovation in the Community budget;"(EPS5)

"50. Notes that, to tackle the climate challenge, substantial investments in energy
infrastructure will be needed before 2020 and beyond, including investment in the upgrading
of Europe's energy networks, a truly European, smart energy super-grid, green corridors,
interconnections, completing the Galileo project, green technology, e-health, the Trans-
FEuropean Transport Network (TEN-T) programme and free and equitable access to ICT and
broadband;" (EPS)
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"55. Reiterates its request that adequate financing be secured to support clean, sustainable
and_efficient low-carbon energy technologies, amounting to total spending from the EU
budget of at least EUR 2 billion annually, in addition to FP7 and CIP, from 2010 onwards;..."
(EP5)

"49. ...calls, therefore, on the Commission and the Member States to put energy efficiency at
the top of the EU agenda, including in budgetary terms;" (EPS)

"51. Points out that the Union needs to invest more efficiently in existing transport
infrastructures, such as TEN-T, to boost job creation, improve social and territorial cohesion
and create a sustainable and interoperable transport system, calls for an interplay between
transport modes and the smart use of logistics, since de-carbonising the transport sector and

making it sustainable will require innovation, new technologies and financial resources,"
(EP5)

"34.Emphasises that Parliament has also identified youth as a key priority for the 2011
budget and has clearly expressed its intention to afford further financial support to all major
programmes in that field;" (EP5)

COMPLEMENTARITY WITH NATIONAL BUDGETS

"19. Believes that the Member States should indicate how they used EU funds to achieve the
various EU 2020 objectives...;" (EP1)

"55. ...calls, in this context, for the Commission and the Member States to establish a
timetable for their funding commitments, as a matter of urgency, to ensure that funds start
flowing from 2010 for the various initiatives of the SET plan, as well as complementary
initiatives," (EP5)

QUALITY OF EXPENDITURE

"The EU multi-annual financial framework will also need to reflect the long-term growth
priorities. The Commission intends to take the priorities, once agreed, up in its proposals for
the next multi-annual financial framework, due for next year. The discussion should not only
be about levels of funding, but also about how different funding instruments such as structural
funds, agricultural and rural development funds, the research framework programme, and the
competitiveness and innovation framework programme (CIP) need to be devised to achieve
the Europe 2020 goals so as to maximise impact, ensure efficiency and EU value added. It
will be important to find ways of increasing the impact of the EU budget — while small it can
have an important catalytic effect when carefully targeted.” (COM1)

"19. Believes that...-EU funding should be conditional on results and compatibility with the
objectives of the EU 2020 strategy;" (EP1)

"6. Criticises the lack of an overall assessment of the impact of cohesion expenditure on
regional development; calls upon the Commission to assess the territorial impact of
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earmarking Structural Funds to the Lisbon Strategy and to evaluate whether this system is
actually contributing to balanced and coherent regional development;" (EP2)

"32. Considers that explicit targets should be set for SME-compatible funding tools, to
guarantee digital interoperability and accessibility, and that they should clearly include EU
targets for eco-innovation,;" (EP5)

"40. Stresses the importance of providing for a minimum allocation of funds for SMEs in the
open_calls published under the Research and Innovation initiatives, following the same
commitment adopted for the FP7 (15% of the resources in the Cooperation programme),"”
(EP4)

"46. Believes that the rules for distribution of the EU structural funds should be adjusted to
take account of the need to promote innovation that reduces costs and improves resource
use;" (EPS)

"30. Underlines the importance of simplifying research and development funding and cutting
red tape, so that knowledge-driven businesses can maximise their effectiveness and new
employment opportunities can be encouraged," (EP5)

"44. Considers that enhanced support for innovation must always be accompanied by a
reduction in the red tape confronting applicants; calls on the Commission to eliminate red

tape by re-engineering Framework Programme processes and by creating a users' board;"
(EP4)
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INTRODUCTION

Given the strong links between the structure, the flexibility and the duration of the future
MFF, the rapporteur decided to regroup these three so-called "technical issues" in one
working document.

The establishment of the multiannual financial frameworks provided stability and
predictability for the EU expenditure and put an end to the annual budgetary quarrels'.
However, the last years have flagrantly illustrated the limits to the capacity of the financial
framework to accommodate new developments and priorities without jeopardising the
existing ones

In the context of scarce resources and emerging financial, economic and social challenges, it
is of utmost importance that the MFF after 2013 ensures the right balance between stability,

medium-term predictability and flexibility.

PART 1: STRUCTURE OF THE MFF POST 2013

Each adoption of a multi-annual financial framework since 1992 has been combined with a
modification of the structure of the MFF.*

The most radical reshuftfling of the MFF structure took place in 2006: In order to follow a
thematic approach reflecting the Union’s priorities defined by the Lisbon Strategy, the former
Heading 1 (Agriculture) was merged into Heading 2 (Preservation and Management of
Natural resources) and the former Heading 2 (Structural operations) was mainly transformed
into the Heading “Sustainable Growth”. In addition, the former Heading 6 (Reserves) was
abolished and partly integrated in Heading 4 (EU as global player). The “Pre-Accession”
Heading created in 1999 was merged into Heading 4 as well.

These structural changes were undertaken in order to increase the transparency of the Union’s
budgetary system and, above all, to ensure increased visibility of the political priorities
defined by the Union in the context of the Lisbon strategy.

Options for the Structure of the MFF post 2013:

Against this historical context, it is not surprising that the Commission’s recent reflections
about the possible structure of the MFF post 2013 are based on the broad objectives of the EU
2020 strategy.

In its Budget Review document’, the Commission states: "The structure of the budget is itself
an important tool for communicating and delivering on the purpose of the spending and the
objectives to be reached. There is an obvious benefit in a budget which in structure, as well as
balance, reflects the EU's political priorities. The current structure made some progress in

"In the period preceding the MFF (1975-1988) the adoption of the EU budget was delayed in 6 years out of 13
and the EU institutions complained to the Court of Justice on three occasions.

* An overview about the former multi-annual financial frameworks is given in Annex 2 of the Reflection paper
discussed in the SURE meeting of 22 November 2010.

> COM (2010) 700
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that direction, but a further step would be to either reduce the number of headings to the
minimum or organise the budget around the Europe 2020 strategy".

The Commission proposes two alternative structures:

Option 1 would provide only three Headings: (1) Internal expenditure, (2) External
expenditure and (3) Administrative expenditure.

Option 2 would use the same three Headings but 4 subheadings under Heading 1 Internal
policies':
la. Smart growth "covering policies where the

centre of gravity falls under

1b. Sustainable growth
the three strands of EU 2020"

lc. Inclusive growth

1d. Citizenship
At the SURE committee meeting on 22 November, also a third option was discussed: A
consolidated status quo which would maintain in broad terms the current structure of

the MFF for the period post 2013, while adapting the nomenclature to the objectives of EU
2020.

The arguments brought forward in favour or against the various options could be summarised
as follows:

Option 1:

1. INTERNAL EXPENDITURE

2. External expenditure

3. Administrative expenditure

- PROS - CONS

! The reflections presented in this paper are based on the assumption that "Headings" and "subheadings" are
categories of expenditure which are similar in substance, as, in both cases, a modification requires a revision of
the IIA. On the other hand, the current provisions of the IIA (Paragraph 23) make reallocations between
subheadings (within the same heading) easier than reallocations between headings. Which conditions for
revision should apply in the future MFF, is discussed in a separate Reflection Paper on Flexibility.
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Broad degree of flexibility for internal [ ¢ No visibility of political priorities.
policies (around 89% of current MFF).
e Reduced transparency.
Potential for better thematic coordination
of policies. e Low degree of predictability for
multiannual policies and programmes
Full freedom to Budgetary Authority to (CAP, Cohesion, FP).

establish annual budget (no unanimity in
Council). e No link to the Europe 2020 strategy.

The rapporteur concludes that the magnitude of policies under one heading for internal
expenditure would increase the competition among those policies for a single margin,
thus reducing the apparent flexibility. In theory one big heading would allow for large
reallocation flexibility;, however, in practice it would be very difficult to transfer funds
among programmes as the maximum amounts are fixed in the respective legislative acts.

Option 2:

1. INTERNAL EXPENDITURE
1a. Smart growth
1b. Sustainable growth
1c. Inclusive growth
1d. Citizenship

2. External policies

3. Administration

PROS - CONS

Alignment with Europe 2020 strategy. e Agriculture and cohesion policy at risk
to be spread across subheadings, as

Considerable degree of flexibility within these policies contribute to the
subheadings. accomplishment of more than one

Europe 2020 objectives; complex
Better thematic coordination of policies programming and management.

contributing to same objectives.

In view of the opposition from many Members to a split of existing funds between different
headings or subheadings, the rapporteur concludes that any splitting of funds in the next
MFF is not an option. This would imply that if the MFF is restructured in line with option
2, all cohesion policy should fall under "inclusive growth" and all CAP expenditure
should belong under "sustainable growth".

However, the rapporteur also notes the opposition of many Members to placing cohesion
policy under "inclusive growth", especially since the bulk of cohesion resources is
allocated in fields covered by "smart" and "sustainable" growth. The rapporteur
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considers this argument to be valid and will take it on board in his proposal on the MFF
Structure.

Rapporteur's concluding remarks and proposal for the MFF structure

Following the assessment above and the discussions in Committee, the rapporteur has come to
the conclusion that none of the two alternatives proposed by the Commission are suitable. The
rapporteur believes that a new proposal should be discussed that consolidates and improves
the current MFF structure, facilitates planning continuity, but also reflects the priorities of the
Europe 2020 strategy.

In addition, shortly after the discussion in Committee, the European Summit has taken a
decision on the future European Stability Mechanism, which shall enter into force after 2013.
The rapporteur is convinced that a mere inter-governmental action for financial stabilisation is
not sufficient and would undermine the principle of collective solidarity. He considers
therefore that a new heading on Financial Governance should be included in the next MFF in
order to establish a link for a possible intervention of the EU budget in the European Stability
Mechanism.

The rapporteur wishes to propose the following structure:

1. SMART, SUSTAINABLE AND INCLUSIVE GROWTH (EUROPE 2020)

1a. Knowledge for growth and employment
Including research and innovation, education and lifelong learning, internal
market and social policies.

1b. Sustainable development
Including agriculture, fisheries, environment, climate change, energy, and
transport policies.

1c. Cohesion for growth and employment
Including structural and cohesion funds.

2. Citizenship
Including culture, youth, communication and freedom, security and justice
policies.

3. Global Europe
Including external action, neighbourhood and development policies.

4. Financial Governance
Including a link to the European Stability Mechanism.

5. Administration

The main advantages of this approach can be summarised as follows:
- it reflects the Europe 2020 strategy as policy reference for the next MFF; it increases

visibility and coordination by grouping under a single heading the three dimensions of
Europe 2020 related policies;
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- it reaffirms the horizontal nature of cohesion policy, which underpins at the same time
all three dimensions of Europe 2020 strategy, namely smart, sustainable and inclusive
growth; it avoids, therefore, the shortcomings of associating cohesion policy mainly
with "inclusive growth", as suggested in the Commission's Budget Review;

- it combines the current subheadings 3a (citizenship) and 3b (freedom, security and
justice policies) into a single heading in order to reduce the difficulties encountered

when a number of small programmes are brought together within a small subheading;

- it includes a new heading on Financial Governance, facilitating a possible intervention
of the EU budget in the European Stability Mechanism,;

- it combines the policies linked to sustainable development (food, environment, energy
and transport), thus increasing the thematic coordination of linked policies.
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PART 2: DURATION OF THE MFF POST 2013

State of play

The European Parliament has repeatedly pointed out that the MFF should as much as possible
match the mandate of Parliament and Commission for reasons of democratic responsibility
and accountability, so that the elected representatives of the citizens should be responsible for
the main financial decisions taken during their mandate.

Despite the expressed will to align the MFF to the institutions' five years political term', the
EP finally agreed, for practical reasons, on the seven year duration of the MFF, arguing that:

“... a shorter framework would be technically and politically impractical, (...) a longer
financial perspective will contribute to the stability of the system and facilitate the
programming of the cohesion policy and of the financial instruments of the common budget”.

In this respect, the last three financial frameworks were concluded for a period of seven years,
acknowledging the need to provide stability for the multiannual programmes and, partly,
reflecting the agreements pre-determining the evolution of certain categories of expenditure.

The Commission always agreed with the principle that the MFF period should become more
consistent with the institutions' mandates and stressed that the MFF duration should be long
enough to provide coherent coverage for its programmes and instruments. Thus, in its
communication of 10 February 2004* the Commission justifies its decision in favour of a seven-
year period (2007-2013) as follows:

"The period covered by the financial framework must be long enough to provide a
coherent coverage within reasonable budget limits, for the complete phasing in of
reformed Community policies and for the successful integration of twelve new Member
States. The Commission as well as the European Parliament have a five-year term.
Future financial frameworks should become more consistent with this institutional
rhythm. [...] However, the Commission proposes transitionally a seven-year period
extending from 2007 to 2013 before moving to a normal five-year cycle. This would be
necessary since the evolution of market-related expenditure and direct payments in
agriculture (EU 25) has been set until 2013 and the current implementation of
structural funds as well as some adjustments on the side of all institutions will take
time to implement."”

First debate on the duration of the MFF post-2013

The first discussion on the duration of the next MFF took place on the basis of a Rapporteur's
Reflection Paper’. Four different options were presented by the rapporteur in order to assess
whether the MFF length could, politically and practically, be aligned to the duration of the

1
2
3

P6_TA(2005)0224 of 8 June 2005

COM (2004) 101 of 10 February 2004

Reflection Paper on the duration of the MFF post-2013:
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009 2014/documents/sure/dv/sure 20101206 3rpmff /sure 2010120
6_3rpmff en.pdf
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European Parliament's and the Commission's terms. The 7-year MFF cycle, being the status
quo option, was not presented separately by the rapporteur.
In the Reflection Paper, the following four options have been proposed for consideration:

Option 1:
a 5-year MFF cycle, starting in 2014, immediately after the current MFF expires

Option 2:

a 5-year MFF cycle, starting in 2021, being phased in after one 7-year “transition”
MFF 2014-2020, to allow for a staggered synchronisation with the EP / COM
legislature

Option 3:
a 5-year MFF cycle, starting in 2016, after a prolongation of the current MFF, to
allow for a staggered synchronisation with the EP / COM legislature

Option 4:
a 10-year MFF cycle with a strong mid-term review, Commission's 5+5 proposal

Each option has been assessed in the light of the following general evaluation criteria:
flexibility, democratic accountability, stability and predictability for the implementation of the
multiannual programmes.

While the 5-year MFF gained, in principle, wide support, given its assumed democratic
legitimacy and higher flexibility, it has been clearly stressed that it would impact on the
multiannual programmes' life cycle and hinder the full development of more long-term
policies, such as, cohesion, agriculture and TENSs.

In this respect, a 7-year or even 10-year period could provide more stability for the
multiannual programmes and comply with their strategic planning requirements. It has been
stressed that a longer than 5 years MFF should be accompanied by a strong review clause in
order to ensure the necessary flexibility.

Rapporteur's concluding remarks and proposal for the MFF duration

- The European Parliament's position is to align, as much as possible, the MFF duration with
the duration of the institutions' political cycles, for reasons of democratic accountability and
responsibility;

- While at first glance, the 5-year duration seams to be the most appropriate, given its
assumed democratic legitimacy and flexibility, in terms of its ability to reflect new needs and
adjust to changing priorities, it might be too short for the policies which need a longer term
programming (i.e. cohesion, agriculture, TENs) and would not fully comply with those
policies' programming and implementation life cycles requirements;

- The choice of the duration of the next MFF should duly take into account, on the one hand,
its consequences for programming cycles and implementation of the individual policies, and

DT\859293EN.doc 94/186 PE454.604v02-00

EN



on the other hand, the adequacy of the flexibility and revision mechanisms, so as to strike a
right balance between stability, medium-term predictability and flexibility of the financial
programming period;

- Although a direct transition to a 5-year MFF could most quickly fulfil Parliament’s requests
and create a full parallelism between the duration of the MFF and the mandates of the
European Parliament and the Commission, it could also lead to a process of permanent
budgetary negotiations, potentially damaging;

- The 10-year MFF, as proposed by the Commission in the Budget Review', could provide
substantial stability and predictability for the financial programming period but, as the overall
ceilings and the core legal instruments would be fixed for ten years, it will increase the
rigidity of the MFF. This option could only be envisaged if an agreement on maximum level
of flexibility, linked to a longer period, would be reached with the Council;

- Any MFF, established for a period of more than 5 years, would need to be accompanied by a
strong mid-term review and revision proposal, covering all aspects of expenditure and
revenue. The new MFF Regulation should explicitly foresee a mid-term review clause, as well
as a clearly defined specific procedure for this review and a resulting revision, fully involving
the European Parliament, in its role of legislative and budgetary authority;

- In this respect, a new 7-year MFF, set until 2020, could provide for more stability by
ensuring the continuity of the programmes for a longer period, but also make a clear link with
the EU 2020 strategy. This option is subject to sufficient overall ceilings and an adequate and
well-resourced flexibility within and outside the framework, to avoid the problems
encountered during the 2007-2013 period. If these conditions are met, this could be the
rapporteur's preferred option for the next MFF.

' COM(2010)700 of 19 October 2010
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PART 3: FLEXIBILITY IN THE MFF POST 2013

The first four years of the current 2007-2013 MFF have flagrantly illustrated the limits to the
capacity of the financial framework to accommodate new developments and priorities without
jeopardising the existing ones: the financial framework was incapable to respond to new
commitments such as Galileo, ITER, the Food Facility or the European Economic Recovery
Plan. The need to cater for these projects led to an extensive use of the flexibility mechanisms
and several revisions, which have been possible thanks to the use of margins in other
headings, a possibility which has been almost fully exhausted for the remaining period of the
current MFF. The situation is aggravated by the absence of a proper review of the framework,
foreseen by Declaration 3 of the IIA, allowing for a mid-term adaptation.

In its resolution on the Mid-term Review of the 2007-2013 Financial Frameworkl, the
European Parliament stated the following:

"more flexibility within and across headings is an absolute necessity for the functioning
capacities of the Union not only to face the new challenges of the EU but also to facilitate the
decision-making process within the Institutions"

Flexibility is closely linked to the planning period: the shorter the period - the less need for
flexibility. In the previous section, the rapporteur has expressed his relative preference for 7-
year duration for the post-2013 MFF, subject to several conditions. This position is the basis
for the following observations and proposals.

Mid-term Review

Flexibility is needed in the medium term, to allow for an adaptation of the framework to new
developments. In this respect, as experience has shown, with a 7-year planning period, the
formal analysis and stock-taking of the functioning of the MFF, is essential. This so-called
"mid-term review" could indeed wind-up the first half of the MFF's entire period or occur at
another appropriate stage of advancement of the MFF, allowing to draw conclusions from the
"first phase" as well as to make relevant changes for the remaining period.

In the current IIA, the prospect of such a wide-ranging review is referred to in Declaration 3.
The rapporteur believes that in the future, the review should be a legally binding obligation
enshrined in the future MFF regulation.

The review should evaluate the capability of the MFF to cater for priorities of the remaining
period. Should the review establish the inadequacy of the ceilings in this respect- a real
possibility to adjust and revise them should exist.

Revisions

According to the current I1A, the revision procedure aims to adapt the ceilings of the MFF in
order to allow the Union to deal with unforeseen circumstances, within the limit of the own-
resources ceiling. Revisions are the main instrument to adjust expenditure ceilings when
substantial and lasting changes in political priorities occur.

" EP resolution on (25 march 2009)
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The degree of flexibility actually provided by this instrument is dependent on the procedure
for revision, and on the general attitude, mainly of the Council, towards using it.

According to the current IIA, which at present is under revision, the decision to proceed with
a revision of the MFF is taken jointly by the two arms of the budgetary authority, with the
European Parliament acting by a majority of its members and three fifths of the votes cast,
and the Council acting by qualified majority up to 0.03% of EU GNI' and by unanimity if the
revision is above this threshold. Any revision requires prior examination of the scope for
reallocation of expenditure within the heading and for offsetting the raising of the ceiling for
one heading by the lowering of the ceiling for another.

Revisions have proven difficult in the current 2007-2013 MFF. Agreements for revisions were
subject to protracted and complex negotiations. Achieving a qualified majority vote in the
Council (i.e. under the 0.03% threshold) was crucial in terms of reaching an agreement.
Moreover, whereas the current IIA provides that revisions may increase the MFF ceiling up
until the limit of the own-resources ceiling, the Council only accepted the principle of a
revision to the extent that it does not increase the overall 2007-2013 MFF ceiling and the
adjustments carried out so far have been possible thanks to the use of available margins.

Recourse to revisions will probably be difficult also in the future. This was revealed by the
temporary blockage of the 2011 budget conciliation, where flexibility was one of the main
issues following the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty and the different interpretations
regarding the legal provisions in force. The disagreement between the two branches of the
budgetary authority was mainly related to the extent of and the procedure for revision.
Whereas the deadlock on the 2011 budget was eventually overcome, no agreement between
Parliament and Council was reached on this specific issue, which still remains open. This
development clearly points to the potential political problems in this respect in the future.

The rapporteur believes that future revision clauses should comply with the existing principles
laid down in the current IIA, providing for the revisions to be decided by Parliament and
Council, acting by qualified majority. In addition, the possibility to increase the overall MFF
ceiling, in compliance with the own-resources ceiling should be maintained.

Ceilings and margins

It is obvious that the degree of flexibility of a financial framework is influenced by the level
of expenditure ceilings: high ceilings allow on one hand a better financing of policies and
provide sufficient margins (level of unallocated spending) beneath the ceilings for the various
headings.

The current ITA foresees that institutions would ensure "as far as possible during the budget
procedure and at the time of its adoption that sufficient margins are left available"”. This has
however often proven impossible under the present financial framework and has led the
Parliament, in its Resolutions on the draft general budget for 2009, 2010 and 2011°, to

' Approximately EUR 3 655 millions in 2010

? Interinstitutional Agreement between the European Parliament, The Council and the Commission on budgetary
discipline and sound financial management, point 13.

3 P7 TA-PROV(2010)0372, P7 TA(2009)0115, P6 TA(2008)0622, P6_TA(2007)0616
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repeatedly voice its concerns about the narrow margins and the chronic under-financing of
certain headings.

In the face of this experience, in its Communication on the Budget Review', the Commission
proposes to fix a mandatory figure for increased margins, for ex. 5%. "Such a figure could
also be set at a lower level for the first 5 years of the financial period and at a higher
percentage for the remaining years, or be set to increase year on year".

The rapporteur only considers this option acceptable if such obligatory margins would
function in the way of classical contingency reserves for newly emerging needs and be added,
at the end of the negotiation process on the new MFF, on top of the amounts considered
necessary for pre-allocated spending under each heading. If, however, those obligatory
margins were to be left beneath the ceilings, thereby diminishing the actual amounts available
for programming, as was indicated by the Commissioner to SURE members, the rapporteur
considers this option not viable.

Sufficient flexibility below the ceilings

In the absence of sufficiently high ceilings and with limited possibilities to revise them, there
should be adequate capacity of manoeuvre within the framework to facilitate the adaptation of
the budget in case of unforeseen needs.

In its Communication on the Budget Review the Commission proposes the following means
to increase flexibility:

- Areallocation flexibility to transfer between headings in a given year, within a
specific limit;

- A possibility to transfer unused margins from one year to another — again, within
agreed limits;

- Freedom to front or backload spending within a heading's multi-annual envelope, to
allow for countercyclical action and a meaningful response to major crises;

The rapporteur welcomes the above-mentioned proposals, stressing however that the decision-
making process must be "soft" enough to allow for their effective use; otherwise these
possibilities will remain purely theoretical. In addition, these proposals must be
complemented by increased flexibility between sub-headings. Furthermore, the structure of
the future MFF is an important element and the degree of flexibility that it provides (more
headings and sub-headings increase the rigidity of the framework) is a decisive criterion.

Flexibility mechanisms

The IIA lays down provisions for a number of flexibility mechanisms: the Emergency Aid
Reserve, the European Union Solidarity Fund, the Flexibility Instrument and the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund are not foreseen under the ceilings of the MFF but can be
mobilised in case of need, allowing expenditure to be budgeted above the ceilings for the
various headings.

' COM(2010)700 final
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They differ in nature, scope, amounts potentially available and procedures to mobilise them
and, over the first years of the present 2007-2013 MFF, have already been used extensively to
finance unexpected needs.

The Flexibility Instrument, the smallest instrument in terms of resources available (EUR 200
million per year) and the only instrument with a general scope (i.e. which can be used to
finance needs corresponding to all MFF headings) has been the most fully implemented,
followed by the Emergency Aid Reserve, the second smallest instrument in terms of the
envelope (EUR 221 million yearly in constant prices), providing financing for specific aid
requirements of third countries (humanitarian operations and civil crisis management and
protection). In terms of real amounts allocated during the period 2007-2010, the greatest
amount has been drawn from the instrument potentially providing the most resources - the
European Union Solidarity Fund (EUR 1172 million). Utilisation of the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund, on the other hand, has remained fairly modest so far (EUR
182 million).

The rapporteur considers it crucial to maintain and enhance these flexibility mechanisms by
further simplifying their use and providing them with sufficient envelopes, as well as by
possibly creating new instruments in the future. However, it is of utmost importance that the
mobilisation of such additional sources of funding abides by the Community method.

As to the possibility mentioned in the Commission's Budget review of merging the Flexibility
instrument and the Emergency Aid Reserve, the rapporteur reckons that a Flexibility
instrument with a general scope should imperatively be kept. At the same time, the very
character of heading 4 (the volatile nature of external events, recurring international crises and
emergencies) requires that specific flexibility needs of this heading be met. The rapporteur
argues therefore against merging the two instruments.

On the basis of the above considerations on the flexibility mechanisms, the rapporteur
proposes

- to maintain and enhance the current system of flexibility mechanisms;

- to examine the possibility of creating new additional mechanisms in the next MFF,
which would remain outside the MFF ceilings, and respond to possible new
investment needs for the Union, especially in fields like energy or research;

- to significantly increase the initial amount allocated to the Flexibility Instrument, with
a subsequent yearly increase over the period of the MFF, and to keep the possibility to
carry over the portion of the unused annual amount up to year n+2;
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MOTION FOR A EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT RESOLUTION

on Investing in the future: a new Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) for a
competitive, sustainable and inclusive Europe
(2010/2211(INT))

The European Parliament,

— having regard to the Interinstitutional Agreement of 17 May 2006 between the European
Parliament, the Council and the Commission on budgetary discipline and sound
financial management',

— having regard to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union and in particular
Article 312 thereof,

— having regard to its resolution of 29 March 2007 on the future of the European Union’s
own resources’,

— having regard to Council Decision 2007/436/EC, Euratom of 7 June 2007 on the system
of the European Communities’ own resources® and its implementing rules,

— having regard to the Communication from the Commission on the EU Budget Review
(COM(2010)0700),

— having regard to its decision of 16 June 2010 setting up a special committee on the

policzl challenges and budgetary resources for a sustainable European Union after
20137,

— having regard to the contributions from the Austrian Nationalrat, the Czech Chamber,
the Danish Folkentinget, the Estonian Riigikogu, the Deutscher Bundestag, the
Deutscher Bundesrat, the Irish Oireachtas, the Lithuanian Seimas, the Latvian Saeima,
the Portuguese Assembleia da Republica, the Dutch Tweede Kamer, and the Swedish
Riksdagen,

—  having regard to Rule 184 of its Rules of Procedure,

— having regard to the report of the Special committee on the Policy challenges and budgetary
resources for a sustainable European Union after 2013 and the opinions of the Committee
on Development, the Committee on Environment, Public Health and Food Safety, the
Committee on Industry, Research and Energy, the Committee on Transport and
Tourism, the Committee on Regional Development, the Committee on Agriculture and
Rural Development, the Committee on Culture and Education and the Committee on
Women’s Rights and Gender Equality (A7-0193/2011),

1 0J C 139, 14.6.2006, p. 1.

20J C27E, 31.1.2008, p. 214.

*OJ L 163, 23.6.2007, p. 17.

* Texts adopted, P7_TA(2010)0225.
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whereas the Parliament decided to set up a special committee with the following
mandate:

(a) to define the Parliament’s political priorities for the post-2013 MFF both in
legislative and budgetary terms,

(b) to estimate the financial resources necessary for the Union to attain its objectives
and carry out its policies for the period starting 1 January 2014,

(c) to define the duration of the next MFF,

(d) to propose, in accordance with those priorities and objectives, a structure for the
future MFF, indicating the main areas of Union activity,

(e) to submit guidelines for an indicative allocation of resources between and within
the different headings of expenditure of the MFF in line with the priorities and
proposed structure,

(f) to specify the link between a reform of the financing system of the EU budget and a
review of expenditure to provide the Committee on Budgets with a sound basis for
negotiations on the new MFF,

whereas the special committee should present its final report before the Commission
submits its proposals on the next MFF,

whereas the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon strengthens Union policies and
creates new fields of competence which should have a reflection in the next MFF,

whereas the challenges faced by the Union and its citizens, such as the global economic
crisis, the rapid rise of emerging economies, the transition to a sustainable society and
resource efficient economy, tackling climate change, demographic challenges, including
the integration of immigrants and the protection of asylum seekers, the shift in the
global distribution of production and savings to emerging economies, the fight against
poverty, as well as the threats of natural and man-made disasters, terrorism and
organised crime, require a strong response from the Union and its Member States,

whereas the European Union carries more weight at international level than the sum of
its individual Member States,

whereas the main target of EU cohesion policy should continue being the reduction of
still existing social, economic, and territorial disparities across the Union, and whereas a
visible and successful cohesion policy has a European Added Value by itself and should
benefit all EU Member States,

whereas EU citizens have become more demanding of the Union and also more critical
of its performance; and whereas public ownership of the Union will only return when its
citizens are confident that their values and interests are better served by the Union,

whereas the Europe 2020 strategy should help Europe recover from the crisis and
emerge stronger, through job creation and smart, sustainable and inclusive growth;
whereas this strategy is based on five Union headline targets on promoting employment,
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improving the conditions for innovation, research and development, meeting climate
change and energy objectives, improving education levels and promoting social
inclusion, in particular through the reduction of poverty,

whereas the Union budget is a powerful agent for reform; and whereas its impact can be
magnified if it mobilises additional sources of private and public finance to support
investment, acting thus as a catalyst in the multiplying effect of Union spending;
whereas the so-called ‘just retour’ principle has no economic rationale, since it does not
take due account of European Added Value, spill-over effects and the need for solidarity
between EU countries,

whereas, according to Article 3 TEU, sustainable development of Europe should be
based on balanced economic growth and price stability, a highly competitive social
market economy, aiming at full employment and social progress, and a high level of
protection and improvement of the quality of the environment,

whereas the principle of sound financial management is one of the basic principles for
the implementation of the Union budget; and whereas many Member States are making
difficult fiscal adjustments to their national budgets; and whereas sound financial
management -efficiency, effectiveness, economy- have become increasingly important
in public spending, both at Union and Member State levels,

whereas the provisions for the periodic adjustment of expenditure programmes to
changing needs and circumstances have been insufficient; and whereas the complex
nature of regulations and rules has been one of the reasons for underperforming
management and control systems,

whereas the first four years of the current 2007-2013 MFF have clearly illustrated the
limits of the capacity of the financial framework to accommodate new developments
and priorities without jeopardising existing ones; and whereas the current MFF has been
incapable of responding rapidly to new commitments such as Galileo, ITER, the Food
Facility or the European Economic Recovery Plan,

whereas the introduction of the GNI resource in 1988 in the EU financing system was
supposed to temporarily complement a decrease in own resources, but was prolonged
and reinforced over the years and is today the main component of EU budgetary
resources; whereas this predominance has emphasized Member States’ tendency to
calculate their net balance, the consequence of which is a series of rebates, corrections,
exemptions and compensations which renders the current system of own resources
excessively complex, opaque, with insufficient links to existing Union policies and
lacks fairness and is therefore incapable to ensure a transparent and efficient financing
of Union policies in the European interest, and is finally totally incomprehensible to the
European citizens,

Part I: Key challenges

1.

2.
DT\8

Believes that the challenges ahead -whether demography, climate change or energy
supply - are areas where the European Union, which is much more than the sum of its
Member States, can demonstrate its added value;

Notes that the current crisis and severe constraints in public spending have made it more
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difficult for Member States to progress further in terms of growth, greater
competitiveness, the pursuit of economic and social convergence and to participate fully
in the internal market; strongly believes, that the solution to the crisis is more and not
less Europe;

3. Considers that ‘Sustainable resources for the European Union’ means first and foremost
to rethink the ‘resource system’ of the EU-Budget in order to replace the current
national contributions with genuinely European resources;

4.  Considers that the recent events show that the Euro zone is in need of bolder economic
governance and that a monetary pillar without a social and economic pillar is doomed to
fail; considers it essential for the Union to reinforce its system of economic governance
in order to ensure the implementation of the EU2020 strategy (restore and to safeguard
long-term economic growth rates), to prevent a repetition of the current crisis and to
safeguard the European project;

Building a knowledge-based society

5. Points out that the crisis has highlighted the structural challenges which most of the
Member States’ economies must face: suboptimal productivity, high levels of public
debt, large fiscal deficits, structural unemployment, persistent barriers in the internal
market, low labour mobility and outdated notions for skills, contributing to poor
growth; underlines the need for investments in key areas such as education, research and
innovation, in order to overcome these structural challenges and stresses the importance
to reverse the trend of falling public investments;

6.  Recalls that on current investment trends, Asia may by 2025 be at the forefront of
scientific and technological developments; recalls however that these changes not only
represents huge challenges but also opportunities, such as a sharp growth in export
potential for the EU; notes that in tertiary-level academic and vocational education, the
Union are lagging behind as only about 30 European universities rank amongst the
world’s top 100; stresses that Europe is also falling behind in the skills race and draws
attention to the fact that by 2020, 16 million more jobs will require high qualifications
while the demand for low skills will drop by 12 million jobs;

Combating unemployment

7. Considers that one of the great challenges facing the European Union is that of
maintaining its competitiveness, increasing growth, combating high unemployment,
focusing on properly functioning labour markets and on social conditions to improve
employment performance, promoting decent work, guarantee workers’ rights
throughout Europe as well as working conditions and reducing poverty;

The challenge of demography

8. Insists that the Union must tackle its demographic challenge; notes that the combination
of a smaller working population and a higher share of retired people will place
additional strains on its welfare systems and its economic competitiveness;

Climate and resource challenges
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10.

11.

Is concerned that the expansion of the world population from 6 to 9 billion will intensify
global competition for natural resources and put additional pressure on the global and
local environment; notes that demand for food is likely to grow by 70 % by 2050 and
that the inefficient and unsustainable use and management of raw materials and
commodities exposes citizens to harmful competition between food, nature preservation
and energy production, as well as costly price shocks; it can have also severe
consequences for industry with regard to business opportunities, including restrictions
on access to raw materials, threatening economic security and contributing to climate
change; stresses therefore the need for the EU to immediately take action and lead the
process towards an economy based on sustainable use of resources;

Draws attention to the increasing global consumption of energy and to the fact that
dependence on energy imports is set to increase, with the Union importing by 2050
nearly two thirds of its needs if current energy policies are not adequately altered and if
the EU and Member States do not increase efforts to develop their own energy sources
and to realize their energy efficiency potential, taking full account of the EU’s energy
and climate commitments as well as safety aspects; warns that price volatility and
supply uncertainties will also be exacerbated by political volatility in energy-rich
countries; asks therefore to diversify supply routes and trading partners;

Supports the idea that the ensemble of all EU funding taken together should lead to an
improvement in the general state of the European environment hereunder a reduction in
GHG emissions that at least corresponds to the objectives in the present EU legislation;
proposes therefore that positive and negative climate and environment effects of the
spending of EU-funds should be analysed on aggregated levels;

Internal and external security and personal freedoms

12.

Takes the view that globalisation has increased a sense of vulnerability by dissolving
the boundaries between internal and external forms of freedom, justice and security; is
convinced that addressing 21st century security challenges while safeguarding
fundamental rights and personal freedoms therefore requires global and anticipatory
responses, which only an actor the size of the Union can provide; is convinced that the
external dimension of EU security is closely connected to democracy, rule of law and
good governance of third countries and that the EU has a special responsibility to
contribute to this;

Europe in the world: becoming an assertive player

13.

Is convinced that the Union, as a major political, economic and trading power, must
play its full role on the international stage; recalls that the Treaty of Lisbon gives new
tools to better project European interests and values worldwide; emphasises that the
Union will add value on the global scene and influence global policy decisions only if it
acts collectively; insists that stronger external representation will need to go hand in
hand with stronger internal co-ordination;

Delivering good governance

14. Is convinced that strengthening the sense of public ownership of the Union must
become a driving force of collective action; believes that delivering ‘good governance’
is by far the Union’s most powerful means of ensuring the continuous commitment and
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engagement of its citizens;

Part I1: Optimising delivery: the role of the EU budget

European added value and the cost of non-Europe

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Underlines that the main purpose of EU budgetary spending is to create European added
value (EAV) by pooling resources, acting as a catalyst and offering economies of scale,
positive transboundary and spill-over effects thus contributing to the achievement of
agreed common policy targets more effectively or faster and reducing national
expenditure; recalls that, as a principle, any duplication of spending and overlapping of
allocated funds in various budget lines must be avoided and that EU spending must
always aim at creating greater value than the aggregated individual spending of Member
States; considers that the multi-annual financial framework, rightly used, constitutes a
very important instrument for long-term planning of the European project by taking into
account the European perspective and added value of the Union;

Considers that, alongside the subsidiarity check through the national parliaments
anchored in the Treaty of Lisbon, an assessment of the EAV must be undertaken for
each legislative proposal with budgetary relevance as a matter of best practice; insists,
however, on the fact that the assessment of EAV needs more than a ‘spreadsheet’s
approach’ and that a political evaluation needs to examine whether the planned action
will contribute efficiently and effectively to common EU objectives and whether it will
create EU public goods; notes that the main and most important elements of the EAV,
such as peace, stability, freedom, freedom of movement of people, goods, services and
capital, cannot be assessed in numerical terms;

Stresses the need to prove all EU spending for consistency with Treaty obligations, the
acquis communautaire or major EU policy objectives; highlights that EAV can be
generated not only by expenditure, but also by European legislation and by coordination
of'national and EU policies on economic, fiscal, budgetary and social fields; is
convinced that the European Added Value of spending under the future MFF must be
enhanced; stresses that EU funding should, wherever possible, contribute to more than
one EU policy objective at a time (e.g. territorial cohesion, climate change adaptation,
biodiversity protection);

Is strongly of the opinion that investments at EU level can lead to significantly higher
savings at national level, notably in areas where the EU has undeniably more added
value than national budgets; strongly believes that the EAV principle should underpin
all future negotiations on the EU budget; welcomes, therefore, the Commission’s
commitment to launch a comprehensive analysis of the ‘costs of non-Europe’ for the
Member States and the national budgets; calls on the Commission to publish this report
in due time to allow taking it into account during the negotiation process of the next
MFF;

Calls for a better coordination between the EU budget and the Member States’ national
budgets in financing the common political priorities; reiterates the need to coordinate
the spending of public funds from planning to implementation in order to assure
complementarity, a better efficiency and visibility, as well as a better streamlining of the
EU budget; believes that the new economic and budgetary policy coordination
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mechanism (the ‘European semester’) should play an important role in aligning the
policy targets across Europe and with the EU goals and thus help achieving the desired
budgetary synergies between the EU and the national budgets;

An efficient budget

20.

21.

Considers that, while the principle of EAV should be used to guide future decisions
determining priorities in expenditure, the efficient and effective use of appropriations
should lead the implementation of different policies and activities;

Stresses that in order to achieve optimal results for sustainable growth and development
on the ground, solidarity and cohesion; priority should be given to the improvement of
synergies between all funds of the EU budget that have an impact on economic
development and to an integrated approach between different sectors, the development
of result-oriented policies and, where appropriate, the use of conditionalities, the ‘do no
harm’ and ‘polluter pays’ principles, success factors and performance and outcome
indicators;

Using the budget to leverage investment

22.

23.

24.

25.

Reminds that the EU budget is primarily an investment budget, which can generate
more investment from public or private sources; considers that attracting additional
capital will be crucial to reach the significant amounts of investment needed to meet the
Europe 2020 policy objectives; emphasises, in particular, the need to maximise the
impact of EU funding by mobilising, pooling and leveraging public and private
financial resources for infrastructures and large projects of European interest, without
distorting competition;

Takes note of the development since the 1990’s of institutionalised public-private
partnerships (PPPs) in the Union, inter alia in the transport sector, in the area of public
buildings and equipment, and the environment, as forms of cooperation between public
authorities and the private sector and an additional delivery vehicle for infrastructure
and strategic public services; is, however, concerned about some underlying problems
incurred by PPPs and insists that the design of future PPPs must take into account
lessons learned and rectify past deficiencies;

Takes note of the previous generally positive experience of the use of innovative
financial instruments -including grant and loan blending and risk-sharing mechanisms,
such as the Loan Guarantee Instrument for Trans-European Transport Network projects
(LGTT), the Risk Sharing Finance Facility (RSFF) and the instruments of cohesion
policy (JEREMIE, JESSICA, JASPERS and JASMINE)- in order to address a specific
policy objective; considers that the Union should take action notably to enhance the use
of'the EU funds as a catalyst for attracting additional financing from the EIB, EBRD,
other international financial institutions and the private sector;

Calls therefore on the Commission to propose measures to extend the system of
innovative financing, after its detailed examination and following a precise assessment
of public and private investment needs as well as a methodology for the coordination of
funding from different sources; calls on Member States to ensure that their national
legal framework enables the implementation of these systems; calls, therefore, for
substantive strengthening of the regulatory, budgetary and operational framework of
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26.

27.

28.

these mechanisms, in order to ensure their effectiveness in terms of leveraging
investment, sustainability, proper use of EU resources and to guarantee adequate
monitoring, reporting and accountability; insists moreover on the need to ensure that
underlying risks are quantified and duly taken into account;

Notes the historical difficulties of finding private investors for large scale EU projects;
recognises that the financial crisis has made private investors even more reluctant to
finance EU projects and has revealed the need to rebuild sufficient confidence to allow
major investment projects to attract the support they need; stresses that the support of
the EU budget will be needed, in short as well as longer term, to attract and mobilise
private funds towards projects of EU interest, especially for those projects with
European added value that are economically viable but are not considered commercially
viable;

Welcomes, therefore, the Europe 2020 Project Bond Initiative, as a risk-sharing
mechanism with the European Investment Bank (EIB), providing capped support from
the EU budget, that should leverage the EU funds and attract additional interest of
private investors for participating in priority EU projects in line with Europe 2020
objectives; calls on the Commission to present a fully fledged proposal on EU project
bonds, building on the existing experience with joint EU-EIB instruments, and to
include clear and transparent criteria for project eligibility and selection; reminds, that
projects of EU interest which generate little revenue will continue to require financing
through grants; is concerned that the limited size of the EU budget might eventually
impose limitations to providing additional leverage for new initiatives;

Reiterates the need to ensure utmost transparency, accountability and democratic
scrutiny for innovative financial instruments and mechanisms that involve the EU
budget; calls on the Commission to propose an implementation and project eligibility
framework -to be decided through the ordinary legislative procedure- that would ensure
a continuous flow of information and participation of the budgetary authority regarding
the use of these instruments across the Union, allowing Parliament to verify that its
political priorities are met, as well as a strengthened control on such instruments from
the European Court of Auditors;

Ensuring sound financial management

29.

30.

31.

Considers that improving implementation and quality of spending should constitute
guiding principles for achieving the optimal use of the EU budget and for the design and
management of the programmes and activities post 2013;

Stresses, furthermore, that the design of spending programmes should pay utmost
attention to the principles of clarity of objectives, full compliance with the community
acquis and complementarity of instruments and actions, harmonisation and
simplification of eligibility and implementation rules, transparency, and full and agreed
accountability; underlines the importance of gender budgeting as a good governance
tool to improve efficiency and fairness;

Emphasises, in particular, that the simplification of rules and procedures should be a
key horizontal priority and is convinced that the revision of the Financial Regulation
should play a crucial role in this respect;
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32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

Stresses that the improvement of the financial management in the Union must be
supported by a close monitoring of progress in the Commission and in the Member
States; insists that Member States should assume responsibility for the correct use and
the management of EU funds and issue annual national declarations on the use of EU
funds at the appropriate political level;

Emphasises the need to address the trend of a growing level of outstanding
commitments (RAL); recalls that, according to the Commission, the level of RAL will
by the end of 2013 amount to EUR 217 billion; notes that a certain level of RAL is
unavoidable when multiannual programmes are implemented, but underlines
nevertheless that the existence of outstanding commitments by definition requires
corresponding payments to be made; does therefore not agree with the approach by the
Council to decide on the level of payments a priori, without taking into account an
accurate assessment of the actual needs; will therefore do its utmost throughout the
annual budget procedure in the next MFF to reduce the discrepancy between
commitment and payment appropriations through increasing the level of payments
appropriately;

Strongly believes that an assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of each Member
States’ management and control systems in individual policy areas is necessary in order
to improve the quality of Member States’ management and control of EU funds; further
believes that better management, less bureaucracy and more transparency, as well as
better, not more, controls are necessary to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of
EU funds, also with regard to their absorption rate; considers, in this respect, that a
balance needs to be found between the level of control and its cost;

Underlines the importance of legal certainty and budgetary continuity for the successful
implementation of multi-annual policies and programmes; believes, therefore, that rules
should not change during programming periods without due justification and adequate
impact assessment, as this can result in higher transition costs, slower implementation
and increasing risk of error;

Stresses that institutional capacity is one of the key elements for successful
development, implementation and monitoring of Union policies; considers, accordingly,
that strengthening institutional and administrative capacity at national, regional and
local level could underpin structural adjustments and contribute to smooth and
successful absorption of EU resources;

Part I11: Political priorities

37.

Recalls that the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon strengthens Union policies and
gives the Union significant new prerogatives, notably in the fields of external action,
sport, space, climate change, energy, tourism, and civil protection; stresses that this
requires sufficient financial resources; recalls in this context Article 311 TFEU which
requires the Union to provide itself with the means necessary to attain its objectives and
carry out its policies;

A budget supporting Europe 2020 objectives

38. Believes that the Europe 2020 strategy should be the main policy reference for the next
MFF; maintains, at the same time, that Europe 2020 is not an all-inclusive strategy
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39.

40.

41.

42.

covering all Union policy fields; stresses that other Treaty-based policies pursuing
different objectives need to be duly reflected in the next MFF;

Takes the view that the Europe 2020 strategy should help the EU recover from the crisis
and come out stronger by improving the conditions for - and expenditure on-
innovation, research and development, meeting the EU’s climate change and energy
objectives, improving education levels and promoting social inclusion, in particular
through reduction of poverty; notes that Europe 2020 is intended to address not only
short term economic growth and financial stability, but longer term structural
transformation to a more sustainable growth path based on more efficient use of
resources;

Considers that the current content of the Europe 2020 strategy, such as the headline
targets, flagship proposals, bottlenecks and indicators remain of a very general nature
and calls on the Commission to submit more detailed proposals; considers, furthermore,
that the re-launch of the single market is an essential element of the Europe 2020
strategy which increases the synergy between its various flagship initiatives; underlines
that the objectives of the strategy can only be achieved through concrete commitments
from Member States in their National Reform Programmes, policies with proven
delivery mechanisms and concrete and consistent legislative proposals;

Stresses, moreover, that the Europe 2020 strategy can only be credible if consistency is
ensured between its objectives and the funding allocated to them at EU and national
level; takes the view that the next MFF should reflect the ambitions of the Europe 2020
strategy and is determined to work with the Commission and the Member States to
produce a credible funding framework ensuring, in particular, adequate funding for its
flagship initiatives and headline targets; argues, in this respect, that tasks, resources, and
responsibilities must be clearly defined and well orchestrated between the Union and its
Member States, including local and regional authorities; calls on the Commission to
clarify the budgetary dimension of the flagship initiatives as these priority action plans
cut across all policies funded through the EU budget;

Warns that the development of a ten-year Europe 2020 strategy requires sufficient
budgetary flexibility to ensure that budgetary means can be appropriately aligned with
evolving circumstances and priorities;

A budget supporting economic governance

43.

44,

Highlights the fact that under the current European Financial Stabilisation Mechanism
up to EUR 60 billion of loan guarantees must be covered by the margin between the
own resources ceiling and the annual budgeted expenditure; points to the additional
obligations agreed in the context of the medium-term financial assistance to non-
Eurozone Member States, which have to be covered by the same margin;

Calls for the European semester to provide for improved budgetary coordination and
synergies between the Union and the Member States, thus increasing EAV; calls for the
European semester to also increase economic coordination among Member States in
accordance with the Community method principle and to provide improved economic
governance to the Eurozone and to the Member States wishing to join, thus reducing the
need to make use of the Financial Stabilisation Mechanism; believes that the European
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45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

semester should focus on improving synergies between European and national public
investments;

Notes that the European Stability Mechanism (ESM) after 2013 has been organised in a
purely intergovernmental manner; expresses its concern about this development and
underlines the lack of democratic control, accountability, as well as the enforcement of
the intergovernmental approach; stresses the necessity of taking the Community method
into account for the ESM; reminds that the EU budget provides guarantees for loans to
Member States under the European Financial Stabilisation Mechanism, as well as the
mid-term financial assistance for non-Euro area Member States’ balances of payments
facility;

Recalls that the European currency has been created without real economic convergence
between the states willing to introduce it, and in the absence of a Union budget large
enough to accommodate a currency of its own; considers that such a budget would
require significant parts of current Member State expenditure to be replaced by Union
expenditure, in order to take due account of the Community method and provide the
Eurozone and the EU with the fiscal stability required in order to overcome the debt
crisis; asks the Commission to assess the possible impact of a Eurobonds system on the
EU Budget;

Notes the importance of research and innovation in accelerating the transition towards a
sustainable, world-leading, knowledge-based economy; believes, consequently, that the
next MFF should see a greater concentration of budgetary resources in areas that
stimulate economic growth and competitiveness, such as research and innovation
according to the principles of European added value and excellence;

Is firmly convinced of the added value of increasingly pooling national research and
innovation expenditures in the EU budget in order to reach the necessary critical mass
and economies of scale, improve impact and reduce overlapping and waste of scarce
funds;

Believes that a concerted public and private effort is needed at European and national
levels to reach the Europe 2020 target of 3 % of gross domestic product (GDP)
expenditure on R&D, to achieve the creation of the European Research Area and of an
‘Innovation Union’; calls on the EU institutions and the Member States to agree without
further delay on a specific roadmap for achieving this target, and points to the massive
economic commitment that this target would entail, amounting to around 130 billion
Euro annually for both the EU and national budgets and twice as much for the private
sector;

Knowledge for growth

Research and innovation

50.

Believes that public funds for R&D have to be substantially increased as public
investment often provides an incentive for ensuing private investment; stresses the need
to enhance, stimulate and secure the financing of research, development and innovation
in the Union via a significant increase in relevant expenditure from 2013 notably for the
Eighth Research Framework Programme; highlights, in this respect, the catalytic role
that cohesion policy has played in the current programming period in increasing R&D
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51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

investment and urges that this trend be continued and strengthened in the next period,

Emphasises that the increase of funds must be coupled with a radical simplification of
funding procedures; is particularly concerned by the relative low uptake of EU funds by
the European scientific community and calls on the Commission to persevere in its
efforts to reconcile the demands of reducing administrative burdens and simplifying
access to funding streams for researchers, SMEs and civil society organisations while
maintaining sufficient budgetary control; highlights the need for exempting SMEs of
certain administrative demands by cutting red tape and encouraging innovation through
easier access to finance;

Calls for a stronger link between basic research and industrial innovation and between
innovation and the manufacturing process; recalls, in particular, that one of the main
difficulties in EU research and innovation programmes is the fact that the results are not
effectively brought to the market and stresses the importance of creating incentives to
commercialise the R&D products in particular through easier access to finance;
highlights, in this respect, the importance of different funds working smoothly together
and calls on the Commission to make the necessary adjustments so that the relevant
funds can complement each other;

Recalls that in order to meet the EU climate and energy targets EU R&D efforts should
be significantly stepped up notably on environmental research, energy-efficiency and
renewable energy technologies; considers, furthermore, that Europe’s frontrunner status
on green technologies can only be kept if it is underpinned by appropriate research
efforts;

Believes that it is not only subsidies that innovative European companies need, but also
better legislation, better links to the research base and better and more diverse access to
funding and financing, ranging from grants, to loans and to equity financing; calls,
therefore, on the Member States and the Commission to create at national and European
level the right conditions that will allow for the private sector to increase its share in
R&D investments; stresses the need to improve PPPs in this field by cutting red tape
and streamlining existing procedures; highlights, in this respect, the important role that
the EIB and the EIF should play and considers, in particular, that permanent risk-
sharing instruments offered by the EIB via the RSFF should be expanded, in particular
in support to SMEs;

Highlights that innovation is one of the key priorities of Europe 2020 strategy;
recognises the potential role of the European Institute of Innovation and Technology as
a driver of EU sustainable growth and competitiveness, achieving this through the
stimulation of world-leading innovation, and calls for the Knowledge and Innovation
Communities to be enlarged and duly funded; underlines the importance of the
European Research Council to provide cutting edge knowledge for future innovators
and to support high-risk research ideas; supports, moreover, the need for elaborating
long term financial strategies to secure funding for large-scale R&D projects;

Industry and SMEs

56.

Stresses that a strong and diversified industrial base is key to achieving the objective of
creating a competitive, sustainable and inclusive European economy; recalls that SMEs
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57.

are key drivers of economic growth, competitiveness, innovation and employment and
recognises their important role in ensuring recovery and boosting of a sustainable EU
economy; welcomes, therefore, the emphasis put by the Europe 2020 strategy on
innovation and industrial policy, notably through the flagship initiatives ‘Innovation
Union’ and ‘An integrated industrial policy for the globalisation era’, and stresses the
need to enhance SME-relevant actions in other flagship initiatives;

Calls for SMEs and entrepreneurs to be placed at the heart of the Europe 2020 strategy;
demands, accordingly, enhanced support in the next MFF for all programmes and
instruments aimed at fostering SMEs, in particular the Competitiveness and Innovation
Programme (CIP) and the Small Business Act, as well as through the use of the
Structural Funds; proposes a better bundling of Community instruments and funds for
SMEs in the EU budget; stresses, further, the need for greater accessibility to and
adaptation of financing instruments to the needs of SMEs, inter alia through a stronger
emphasis on microfinance and mezzanine financial instruments, the extension and
expansion of the CIP’s guarantee instruments and the RSFF under the Research
Framework Programme;

Digital agenda

58.

Believes that the EU should play a leading role in creating and enhancing the role of
ICT and open standards for innovation; emphasises the need to develop the free
circulation of content and knowledge, the so-called ‘fifth freedom’; stresses the
importance of ensuring the rapid execution of the Union’s Digital Agenda and of
continuing efforts towards reaching by 2020 the targets of making available to all EU
citizens access to high-speed internet, also in less developed regions;

Sky and space

59.

Believes that space activities act as a basis for innovation and industrial activity, high-
skilled jobs and improve citizens’ well being and security; takes the view that the
development of the newly established EU space policy would logically require adequate
funding; underlines the strategic importance of large projects in this area: the European
Global Satellite Navigation systems (Galileo and the European Geostationary
Navigation Overlay Service), the Global Monitoring for Environment and Security
programme (GMES) and the New Generation European Air Traffic Management
system (SESAR) which will enable the creation of the Single European Sky; insists that,
given the long lead times entailed and the levels of capital investment already
committed to these projects, sufficient and consistent financial commitments over
financial planning periods are required;

The right skills for tomorrow’s workforce

60.

Highlights that failure to invest properly in education and life-long learning in the short
term could compound and prolong the crisis, as citizens will not have the requisite skills
for jobs in the new knowledge economy; stresses, therefore, as a matter of urgency, the
need for the EU to support public investments in these fields; reminds that school drop-
out rate and restricted access to higher and university-level education are basic factors
in the emergence of a high long-term unemployment rate and represent a blight on
social cohesion; believes, in this context, in the imperative need to strengthen the link
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61.

62.

between education, R&D and employment;

Points to the importance of adequately funding education, mobility schemes for young
people, training and lifelong learning programmes, promotion of gender equality as well
as measures aiming at adapting the labour market as this makes an important
contribution to the fight against early school leaving and unemployment and towards
reaching the Europe 2020 headline targets; believes that the transition to a sustainable
society in the coming years implies taking due account of the importance to promote
new green jobs while new training will be required to this direction;

Takes the view that the flagship initiative on new skills and jobs should allow wider
focus on the most vulnerable groups and people encountering difficulties in accessing
the labour market, such as Roma; underlines the European Social Fund’s (ESF)
fundamental role in meeting the Europe 2020 strategy’s social and employment
objectives; believes, therefore, that the ESF should be treated as a political priority and
funded accordingly; advocates a more strategic application of the ESF for promoting
equality between women and men, labour market access and re-integration, combating
unemployment, poverty, social exclusion and all forms of discrimination;

Cohesion for growth and employment

63.

64.

65.

66.

Stresses the EAV of cohesion policy, as this policy constitutes a well-established
mechanism of delivering growth and jobs, a major tool for convergence, sustainable
development and solidarity and one of the Union’s most significant, visible, and
successful policies for decades; points out, however, that a modern cohesion policy
must undertake a number of structural reforms, in particular in the field of
simplification, respond to the main challenges facing the Union, and promote synergies
with other policies and instruments on the ground; is convinced that EU cohesion policy
should remain an EU wide policy giving access to resources, experiences and assistance
to all EU regions;

Recalls that cohesion policy has an increased importance with the entry into force of the
Treaty of Lisbon and with the anchorage of territorial cohesion therein, takes the view,
in this context, that all forms of territorial cooperation (cross-border, transnational,
interregional) must be strengthened; underlines that macro-regional cooperation and
strategies should also be addressed;

Stresses the predominant role of cohesion policy for the accomplishment of the Europe
2020 objectives and takes the view that a sound autonomous cohesion policy is a
prerequisite for the successful implementation of this strategy; stresses that, due to its
horizontal character, cohesion policy contributes significantly to all three priorities of
the Europe 2020 strategy, namely smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, and that this
should be reflected in the structure of the next MFF by rejecting any fragmentation of
this policy across various heading or subheadings; recalls, however, that the EU
cohesion policy has its own mission and objectives set out in Article 174 of TFEU that
goes beyond the Europe 2020 strategy; stresses that those should be preserved in the
next programming period, especially given the enduring need for economic, social and
territorial convergence in the Union;

Stresses that a successful and strengthened cohesion policy needs adequate funding, and
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that the amounts allocated to it in the current financial programming period should be at
least maintained in the next period in order to step up its efforts to reduce development
disparities between EU regions; reiterates, in this context, its strong request to ensure
that, in the next MFF, the unspent or decommitted resources of cohesion funds remain
in the EU budget and not be returned to the Member States; recalls its position that GDP
per capita must remain the main criterion for determining the eligibility for regional
policy assistance;

67. Believes that Member States and regions should concentrate EU and national resources
on a small number of priorities and projects that are of genuine European relevance,
such as R&D and innovation, responding to the specific challenges that they face;
requests, in this context, that the Commission draws up concrete proposals to ensure a
stronger thematic concentration of cohesion funding on the Europe 2020 priorities and
considers that a more result-oriented system than the current ‘earmarking’ should be put
in place, while ensuring that due consideration is made to ‘region specific’ needs and
priorities; welcomes, in this respect, the Commission’s intention to agree with each
Member State and its regions or directly with the regions -in the context of the
development and investment partnership contracts and operational programmes- on
specific terms and conditionalities for the achievement of established targets;

68. Strongly believes in the importance of an integrated policy approach and considers that
all sector-specific investments in the next MFF would have to be coordinated with the
investments undertaken within the framework of cohesion policy; stresses, therefore, the
need to improve coordination, reduce unnecessary overlaps and create greater synergies
among the ERDF, the ESF, the cohesion fund, the EAFRD and the European Fisheries
Fund (EFF); underlines the need to also avoid duplication and improve coordination
between the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund and the ESF; believes,
accordingly, that the creation of a common strategic framework setting out common
investment priorities for all these funds represents an important step in this direction;
believes, furthermore, that coordination has to take place at all levels of policy making
from strategic planning to delivery; is convinced that the ESF must remain an integral
component of cohesion policy at all stages of its programming, implementation and
management;

69. Believes that urban areas - as places with a high concentration of challenges
(unemployment, social exclusion, environmental degradation, migration) - can play an
important role in regional development and contribute to tackling the economic and
social disparities on the ground; stresses, accordingly, the necessity for a more visible
and focused approach to the urban dimension of cohesion policy, while ensuring
balanced conditions for synergic development of urban, suburban and rural areas;

70. Recognizes that according to the Treaty particular attention should be paid to rural
areas, areas affected by industrial transition, and regions suffering from severe and
permanent natural or demographic handicaps such as the northernmost regions with
very low population density, islands, cross-border and mountain regions, as well as
outermost regions; believes that resources and capacities found within these regions can
have a significant role in the future competitiveness of the European Union; stresses,
accordingly, that these areas facing challenges should be recognised also in the future
MFF; considers that for regions facing permanent handicaps a special strategy needs to
be elaborated, as set out in the EP resolution of 22 September 2010;
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71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

Recalls that one of the main criticisms directed at cohesion policy relates to the
complexity of its rules; insists on the importance of cross-financing and of simplifying
the rules and procedures of this policy, on reducing complexity and administrative
burdens, and on a more transparent and effective allocation of resources to cities,
municipalities and regions; stresses that the audit and control systems should comply
with the highest standards, so that abuses can be caught and promptly sanctioned;
emphasises that the frequency of checks should be commensurate with the risk of
irregularities in keeping with the proportionality principle;

Calls for an improvement of the monitoring and evaluation systems as regards their
implementation; emphasises that the partnership principle should play a crucial role in
this improvement and has to be upgraded in the context of simplification; believes that
the elaboration of concrete and measurable outcome indicators should be regarded as a
prerequisite for measuring the actual progress achieved towards the agreed targets;
welcomes the Commission proposals for an ex-ante, on-going and impact evaluation of
each operational programme; reminds that other principles of cohesion policy, such as
the co-financing rule, multi-level governance, bottom-up approach, gender
mainstreaming and additionality have proven their importance and should be maintained
in the next MFF;

Calls on the Commission to establish an intermediary category for the duration of the
next programming period for regions whose GDP per capita stands at between 75% and
90% of EU GDP, in order to provide them with a clearer status and more security in
their development; asks the Commission to provide further information on the
budgetary consequences of such an option; calls on the Commission to also draw up
concrete proposals to reinforce equity between those regions and other regions on the
same level of development;

Warns against subjecting cohesion funds to sanctions in the framework of
macroeconomic conditionality linked to the Stability and Growth Pact as this would go
against the very objectives that cohesion policy is set to pursue, namely the reduction of
regional disparities; stresses, therefore, the need to step up surveillance to ensure that
structural funding is used in accordance with the EU law and the intended objectives;

Is particularly concerned about the slow start of the operational programmes in the
beginning of each programming period due, among other reasons, to an overlapping
phase with the completion of the previous ones; draws attention to the fact that this
problem needs to be tackled on time by addressing the factors that contribute to such
delays; points, for this purpose, to the need of ensuring a certain continuity between the
programming periods as regards the establishment of national management and control
systems and authorities;

Encourages local and regional authorities to make as much use as possible of the
innovative financial instruments, inter alia, revolving funds for energy efficiency
measures; requests that these financial instruments be simplified but also subjected to
greater democratic scrutiny;

Management of natural resources and sustainable development

Common agricultural policy
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77.  Affirms that the common agricultural policy (CAP) should also be geared towards
contributing to the achievement of the targets of the Europe 2020 strategy and that both
pillars of the CAP should make a valuable and distinctive contribution to it, in a
complementary way; emphasises that the CAP is firmly anchored in the Treaty of
Lisbon, which defines its objectives and tasks;

78.  Stresses that while the primary role of the current and the reformed CAP is to guarantee
European Union food security as well as global food supply in times of rising food
prices and food shortages, it is at the same time delivering a variety of public goods
beyond agricultural markets, such as maintaining farm land in production throughout
Europe, shaping the diversity of landscapes, enhancing biodiversity and animal welfare,
mitigating climate change, preserving soils and water, combating rural depopulation,
poverty and segregation, providing for employment and services of general interest in
rural areas, contributing to a more sustainable food production and supporting
renewable sources of energy;

79. Calls on the Commission to present proposals for a reformed CAP, which aim at a more
effective and efficient allocation and use of the CAP budget, inter alia, via a fair
distribution of direct payments between Member States, regions and farmers by
strengthening conditionality towards delivering the public goods expected by society
and by more targeted payments in order to ensure best return for public money;
emphasises the need for maintaining a two-pillar system of the CAP and for simplifying
the implementation mechanisms;

80. Supports food autonomy of developing countries; recalls the commitment made by the
WTO members during the 2005 Hong Kong Ministerial Conference to achieving the
elimination of all forms of export subsidies; considers that the new CAP must be in line
with the EU concept of policy coherence for development; underlines that the Union
must no longer use export subsidies for agricultural products and must continue to
coordinate efforts with the world’s major agriculture producers to cut trade distortion
subsidies;

81. Insists that, given the wide array of tasks and objectives that the CAP is called to
respond to, the amounts allocated to the CAP in the budget year 2013 should be at least
maintained during the next financial programming period;

82. Calls for an increased coordination of the European Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development (EAFRD), the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and other
cohesion and structural funds in order to strengthen a territorial approach; asks the
Commission to present specific proposals on how better synergies could be achieved
with regard to funding for non-agriculture related activities in the EAFRD and other
relevant instruments;

Fisheries

83. Stresses that fisheries resources constitute a public good vital for global food security;
points to the fact that the fisheries and aquaculture sector and related activities are often
the main source of livelihood and sustainable employment in coastal, island and remote
regions; considers that, in order to achieve its medium and long-term goals (stable,
sustainable and viable fisheries sector), recovery of its fish stocks and tackling the social
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aspects linked to the reduction of fishing effort, the reformed Common Fisheries Policy
(CFP) will need adequate financial resources post 2013; recognises the need for
increased coordination with cohesion policy; underlines that the European Fisheries
Fund should be used to support sustainable fishery practices as well as to conserve
marine ecosystems while paying special attention to the small scale fisheries sector;

Environment, climate change and resource efficiency

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

9.

Emphasises that the Union should lead the transformation towards a sustainable
economy and promote a transition to a sustainable society with a competitive European
industry and affordable energy prices in order to ensure a clean and healthy living
environment; stresses that this should be achieved, inter alia, through reduced energy
consumption in all sectors, for which a well-functioning internal energy market and
infrastructure is a prerequisite, the decentralisation of energy supply, increased use of
renewable energy, improved biodiversity protection and ensuring ecosystem resilience;

Underlines that LIFE+ has been successfully implemented and has proven its
importance in safeguarding biodiversity and protecting the environment; emphasizes the
need for continuing well endowed programmes for nature and biodiversity in order to
meet EU environmental objectives, notably for LIFE+ and NATURA 2000;

Underlines the need for a horizontal approach, combining measures to combat climate
change and to reduce greenhouse gas emissions - in particular energy saving measures -
in all relevant policy areas, including external policies; is convinced that well-placed
incentives such as conditionality of EU expenditure and legislation are the key elements
in order to achieve the Europe 2020 targets in this field; considers, consequently, that
climate actions should be mainstreamed in all relevant sections of expenditure including
the external one, and climate impact assessments should be conducted for new projects;
considers that larger shares of the European emission trading scheme revenues should
be invested in mitigation and climate innovation;

Takes the view that tackling the challenge of sustainability, through introducing
environmental criteria and increasing resource and energy efficiency to combat climate
change, is one of the core objectives of the Europe 2020 strategy;

Supports, accordingly, the suggestion expressed in the Commission’s Budget Review to
include an obligation to identify in a transparent manner where sectoral programmes
have promoted the 20/20/20 climate and energy objectives specified in the Europe 2020
strategy and contributed to meeting the ‘Resource Efficient Europe’ flagship initiative
goals;

Underlines the global responsibility of the EU in tackling climate change; recalls that
pledges resulting from the Copenhagen and Cancun agreements aimed at helping
developing countries to address climate change must be ‘new and additional’ to the
existing development aid with an adequate level of coherence being maintained between
the two policies; suggests that a new programme be created for this purpose; reiterates
the position of the European Parliament on the need to maintain within the EU budget
the financing of all European policies; calls for the integration of the EU international
climate change pledges in the EU budget in order to achieve a maximum leverage effect
of community resources;
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Energy

90.

91.

92.

Is convinced that the energy’s share in the next MFF should increase; believes that
renewable energy technologies, energy efficiency and energy saving should be key
priorities and calls for a corresponding increase of EU funding in these areas; calls on
the Commission to develop concrete benchmarks and to ensure that agreed targets are
met and that they can be efficiently monitored within the framework of the European
semester of policy coordination and through specific plans such as the National Energy
Efficiency Plans;

Underlines the need to increase finance in research, technological development and
demonstration in the area of energy in order to develop sustainable energy available for
all; calls for the full implementation of the already adopted Strategic Energy
Technology Plan (SET-Plan), including appropriate funding, during the next MFF;

Given the huge financing needs in the areas of transport and energy infrastructure, and
given the positive externalities of these projects, stresses the need to develop an
incentive regulatory framework in order to promote public and private long term
investment in these fields; asks that innovative financial instruments be developed in
cooperation with long term investors;

A connected Europe

Trans-European energy networks

93.

Underlines the urgent need to modernise and upgrade the European energy
infrastructure, to develop smart grids and build interconnections which are necessary for
realising the internal energy market, for diversifying sources and routes with third
countries enhancing security of supply, for increasing the share of renewable energy,
and for meeting energy and climate targets; takes note of estimates that substantial
investments of approximately EUR 1000 billion by 2020 are needed in this field;
particularly in order to ensure transmission capacity, including new production capacity
and investment in electricity grids; notes that, at current world energy prices, the
substantial investment required can primarily originate from the private sector;
emphasises the need to maximise the impact of European funding and the opportunity
offered by the structural funds and innovative financial instruments to fund key cross-
border European priority energy infrastructure projects; stresses the need for a
substantial allocation from the European Union budget for innovative financial
instruments in this field;

Transport and Trans-European transport networks

94.

Underlines that investing in effective transport infrastructure has a key role for Europe
to defend its competitiveness and pave the way for post crisis, long term economic
growth; believes that the Trans-European transport networks (TEN-T) are vital in order
to guarantee the proper functioning of the internal market and provide important EAV
as they contribute to improving accessibility and interoperability between the various
parts of the EU by guaranteeing cross-border links and eliminating bottlenecks,
improving the use of traffic management and information systems, as well as assuring
intermodality in cross-border infrastructure, which the Member States alone would not
invest in; considers that the TEN-T should provide a genuine European core network
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95.

96.

97.

rather than the aggregation of national projects and that the financing of core projects
should be assessed and reviewed in the light of progress on the ground and EAV;
strongly believes that TEN-T should, accordingly, be a key priority in the next MFF;

Considers that conditionality should be enhanced by introducing the principle of ‘Use-
it-or-lose-it’ (decommitment); when allocated funding has not been used the unspent or
decommitted resources of transport funds should remain in the EU budget and not be
returned to the Member States;

Recalls that a global investment of EUR 500 billion will be required for the period
2007-2020 for TEN-Ts; considers, therefore that an increase in TEN-T funds is
necessary in the next MFF, together with increased coordination between EU and
Member States, as well as the funds available for TEN-T and the funding for transport
projects within the framework of cohesion policy and territorial cooperation, thus, using
better the available sources of financing; stresses the role that innovative financing
instruments, including PPPs and project bonds, can also play in the financing of those
projects; considers that expenditure used from the cohesion fund should be conditional
upon the observation of general principles of European transport policy; believes that
TEN-T funding should actively integrate the objectives of economic, social and
territorial cohesion, as well as sustainable development obligations to meet Europe 2020
targets;

Calls on the Commission to take into account, in particular, the need to shift freight and
passenger flows towards more sustainable and efficient transport flows while providing
efficient co-modality; considers that the upcoming revision of the TEN-T guidelines
needs to find solutions to the interoperability between national as well as cross-border
railway systems and introduce conditionality on EU expenditure in order to achieve a
genuine Single European Railway policy, and to ensure greater use of inland waterway
and short sea shipping;

Tourism

98.

Recalls that tourism is a new EU competence under the Lisbon Treaty, which should,
therefore, also be reflected in the next MFF; stresses the important contribution of
tourism to the European economy and believes that the European strategy for tourism
should aim at raising the competitiveness of the sector and be supported with adequate
funding for the next period;

Maritime Policy

99.

Acknowledges that the seas and oceans will play an increasingly key role in global
economic growth in the future; considers that the Integrated Maritime Policy must be
pursued and geared towards tackling the challenges faced by coastal zones and maritime
basins, supporting blue growth and a sustainable maritime economy; requests that the
EU increases its effort to support an ambitious EU maritime policy which will allow
Europe to assert its international position in this strategic sector; insists that the
appropriate budgetary means be made available in favour of this policy;

Citizenship, freedom, security and justice

Fostering European culture and diversity
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100.

101.

102.

Emphasises that promoting Union citizenship has a direct impact on the daily lives of
Europeans and that it contributes to a better understanding of the opportunities provided
by Union policies, as well as of their fundamental rights, enshrined in the European
Charter of Fundamental Rights and the Treaties; is convinced that adequate funding in
the area of citizenship must be guaranteed;

Points out that youth- and culture-related policies are essential and among the first
priorities to be recognised for their added value and reaching out to citizens; calls on the
EU and the Member States to acknowledge the increasing importance of cultural and
creative industries to the European economy, and their spill-over effect on other
economic sectors ; strongly emphasises that the full potential of these policies can only
be realised if they are provided with adequate levels of funding and calls for their
potential to be fully exploited within rural development and cohesion policy;

Recalls the importance of sport for health, economic growth and jobs, tourism and
social inclusion, and the fact that Article 165 TFEU gives the EU new competences in
this field; welcomes the Commission communication on ‘Developing the European
Dimension in Sport”' as a first step in assessing the added value of sport, and in
particular of everyday exercise, and focusing on the societal, economic and
organisational dimension of sport;

Y outh policy

103.

Stresses that youth should represent a strong priority for the Union and that the youth
dimension should be visible and reinforced in EU policies and programmes; believes
that youth should be perceived as an EU cross-cutting theme, developing synergies
between different policy areas relating to youth, education and mobility; welcomes the
“Youth on the Move’ flagship initiative as a cornerstone of the Europe 2020 Strategy;
underlines in particular that youth-related programmes like Lifelong Learning and
Youth in Action, which bear low cost per beneficiary and therefore have high
efficiency, should be maintained as separate programmes in the next MFF and that they
deserve a much stronger investment;

An Area of Freedom, Security and Justice

104.

105.

Emphasises that creating a robust culture of fundamental rights and equality as
enshrined in the Lisbon Treaty must remain a priority for Europe; stresses that while
these values must be budgetarily mainstreamed, adequate targeted funding must be
guaranteed;

Notes that economic, cultural and social growth of the Union can only thrive in a stable,
lawful and secure environment, respecting and enforcing fundamental rights and
safeguarding civil liberties; considers, accordingly, that efficient justice and home
affairs policies are a pre-requisite for economic recovery and an essential element in a
wider political and strategic context; underlines the importance of mainstreaming the
EU priorities in the field of ‘home affairs’ into the Union’s external dimension,
including European Neighbourhood policy, especially in view of the impact that
growing migration will have on the development of EU policies towards third countries;
stresses the need for the appropriate financing of the immigration, asylum and security
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106.

107.

108.

policies and also taking into account the priorities of the EU while implementing them;

Stresses the need for an integrated approach towards pressing immigration, asylum
questions as well as towards the management of the external borders of the Union, with
sufficient funding and support tools to handle emergency situations made available in a
spirit of respect for human rights and solidarity amongst all Member States, respecting
national responsibilities and a clear definition of tasks; notes that, in this regard, the
increased challenges of FRONTEX, the European Asylum Support Office and the
Funds on Solidarity and Management of Migration Flows need to be duly taken into
consideration;

Notes that the share of funding for the area of freedom, security and justice in the Union
budget is relatively small and stresses that in the future MFF these policies must be
allocated with appropriate and objectively justifiable funding to enable the Union to
carry out its activities, especially those related to new tasks, as identified in the
Stockholm Programme and the Treaty of Lisbon;

Emphasises the need of developing better synergies between different funds and
programs and points to the fact that the simplification of management of funds and
allowing cross-financing enable the allocation of more funds to common objectives;
welcomes the Commission’s intention to reduce the total number of budgetary
instruments in Home Affairs in a two pillar structure and where possible under shared
management; believes that this approach should contribute significantly to an increased
simplification, rationalisation, consolidation and transparency of the current funds and
programmes; stresses however the need to ensure that the different objectives of home
affairs policies will not be mixed up;

Global Europe

109.

110.

Reiterates its deep concern at the chronic underfinancing and particularly acute
flexibility problems in the implementation of the Union’s external activities, due to the
unpredictable nature of external events, and recurring international crises and
emergencies; stresses, accordingly, the need to close the gap between its ambitions and
resources in foreign policy, by ensuring adequate financial resources and efficient
flexibility mechanisms in order to enable the Union to respond to global challenges and
unforeseen events; reiterates its request that budgetary implications deriving from any
new commitments and tasks taken up by the Union must be additional to programmed
amounts, in order to avoid jeopardising existing priorities;

Points to the discrepancy between the level of the Union’s global financial assistance
and its often limited influence in related negotiations and stresses the need to enhance
the Union’s political role and leverage in international institutions and fora; believes
that the EU should ensure a political role which is proportional to the financial support
it provides;

European External Action Service (EEAS)

111. Notes that the EEAS is in its ‘building-up’ phase; highlights that according to the

Council’s decision of 20 July 2010, ‘the establishment of the EEAS should be guided by
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the principle of cost-efficiency aiming towards budget neutrality’' ; stresses the need for
the new service to be provided with sufficient funds to allow the EU to fulfil its goals
and role as a global player; stresses accordingly, the need for the new service to fully
exploit efficiency gains deriving from the pooling of resources at Union level as well as
synergies with Member States, avoiding duplications, existing or potential overlaps,
inconsistencies and incoherencies and leading to cuts and savings in all national
budgets, demonstrating thus the true added value of the Union’s diplomacy;

Poverty alleviation

112.

113.

114.

115.

116.

117.

Recalls that the 2015 deadline for meeting the Millennium Development Goals (MDG),
and the collective Official Development Aid (ODA) target of 0.7 % of gross national
income (GNI), fall within the next MFF period; stresses, accordingly, that an
appropriate overall level of development aid and funding is required for the Union and
its Member States to meet its international development commitments, including the
financial commitments made in the Copenhagen Accord as well as those of the Cancun
Agreement; stresses furthermore that also future spending pledges aimed at helping
developing countries to combat climate change or to adapt to its effects must be
additional, with coherence being maintained between the two policies; urges Member
States to take immediate action to meet their ODA targets and fulfil their development
pledges;

Stresses the need to strike the right balance between direct budget support on the one
hand and financing of sustainable projects on the other; underlines that development aid
should be spent in an inclusive manner, reaching the most marginalised and excluded
groups;

Calls once again for the budgetisation of the European Development Fund (EDF);
insists, however, that incorporating the EDF into the EU budget must not lead to an
overall reduction in development spending and must guarantee predictability;

Believes that the European Commission/EEAS should systematically assess the impact
of'the EU assistance, in order to improve the effectiveness of EU originating
development aid as well as improving synergies between EU and national development
aid, in line with the Paris Declaration;

Finds it important that the development aid being given by the EU promotes sustainable
development in the receiving countries; stresses that assessments need to be made and
criteria set up that respects this objective;

Notes that the highest percentage of the world’s poorest people lives in emerging
economies; insists however, in order to incite these governments to better engage in
poverty reduction within their own borders, that alternative schemes for development
cooperation with these countries, such as co-financing, should be gradually introduced;

Projecting EU values and interests globally

118.

Stresses that EU foreign policy should be based on Union’s founding principles and

' Council Decision 11665/1/10 of 20 July 2010 establishing the organisation and functioning of the
European External Action Service.
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values, namely democracy, respect for human rights, diversity, fundamental freedoms
and the rule of law; reiterates the need to equip the Union with more adequate and
targeted means to promote these values globally and to expand the sphere of peace and
stability in its neighbourhood; highlights the particular contribution made via the
EIDHR;

119. Considers the EU to have a special responsibility among the international community
for promoting security, democracy, and prosperity in Europe’s neighbouring countries,
where economic development and progress of stability are in the direct interest of the
EU; considers therefore that building close and effective relations with neighbouring
countries should remain a priority in the Union’s external agenda; emphasises that
stepped up financial commitments are needed for the Union to live up to major
challenges -support to democratic transition and consolidation, good governance,
human rights- and high expectations deriving from this moral responsibility; believes at
the same time that the more targeted use of funds is at least as important as funding
levels; calls therefore for the strengthening of conditionality in EU aid programmes with
the aim of improving democratic development and sound budgetary management,
reducing the level of corruption and the capability to use EU support in a transparent,
effective and accountable manner;

120. Notes that the EU is approaching a new round of enlargement, particularly in the
direction of the Western Balkans; calls for the next MFF to take the costs of future
enlargements into account, namely through adequate funding for the Instrument for Pre-
Accession; considers that the IPA instrument should give priority to support the
necessary improvements for candidate countries to comply with the acquis
communautaire and facilitate the use of EU funding, in particular for civil society,
social partners, minorities, NGOs, cultural heritage, as well as local and regional
authorities;

121. Underlines that the Union needs to quickly adapt its policy towards the emerging
countries and develop new strategic partnerships with them; asks the Commission to
propose in this regard a policy instrument targeting activities that are not ODA related
but fall into areas of mutual interest;

122. Is of the opinion that, considering growing global challenges as well as the Union’s
global responsibilities, especially in face of the current political developments in the
Arab world, a restructuring of the EU’s external financial instruments becomes
indispensible; advocates accordingly an overhaul and more strategic application of its
external instruments as well as the development of new forms of cooperation and
delivery mechanisms with partner countries in order to enhance the impact and visibility
of EU external action as well as to achieve the overall objective of greater consistency
and coherence of EU external action; stresses that the next MFF should support policy
coherence, i.e. by ensuring that EU policies and expenditure on agriculture, fisheries,
trade and energy are not directly at odds with development policy objectives;

Responding to crisis situations

123. Reiterates that crisis prevention and management are major EU priorities; stresses,
accordingly, the need to ensure effective and adequately funded instruments in this
respect; takes the view that the current Instrument for Stability remains an important
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124.

means for immediate Union response to crises’ situations, but more emphasis should be
placed on longer term, preventive actions, including peace-building and conflict
prevention, namely via more responsive geographic programmes;

Believes that humanitarian aid plays a key role in EU external relations; notes that
natural disasters tend to become more frequent as well as more devastating in their
consequences, whereas conflicts will tend to spark more often due to the struggle for
resources such as energy, water and raw materials; underlines the need to ensure
appropriate budgetary allocations for the Humanitarian Aid Instrument and the
Emergency Aid Reserve, so as to avoid the yearly ad hoc demands from the European
Commission for extra funding; this budget should remain independent in order to
guarantee the neutrality of humanitarian aid - dissociated from other (e.g. geopolitical)
considerations or interests;

Administration

125.

126.

127.

Believes that high quality public administrations, at both Union and national levels, are
an essential element for achieving the strategic goals set in the Europe 2020 strategy;
calls on the Commission to present a clear analysis of administrative expenditure post-
2013, duly taking into account the public finances consolidation efforts, the new tasks
and competences attributed to the Union by the Treaty of Lisbon, and the efficiency
gains to be derived from an optimal use of human resources in particular through
redeployment and new technologies;

Points out that such analysis should investigate the scope for synergies and, notably,
savings, inter alia through restructuring, further interinstitutional cooperation, review of
each institution’s and body’s working methods and working places, better separation of
tasks of institutions and agencies, the medium and long-term financial impact of
building policy, pension systems and other areas of statutory provisions of staff working
for EU institutions; believes that this analysis can show that there is scope for a
reduction of the overall EU administrative budget without compromising the high
quality, performance and attractiveness of the EU public administration;

Points to the significant savings that could be made if the European Parliament were to
have a single seat;

Part 1V: Organisation and structure of the financial framework

A structure to reflect priorities

128.

129.

Considers that the structure of the next MFF should facilitate both planning continuity
and flexibility within and between headings, and avoid the failures of the current MFF,
particularly with regard to shortfalls in subheading 1a ‘Competitiveness for Growth and
Employment’, subheading 3b ‘Citizenship’ and heading 4 ‘External relations’; considers
that the MFF structure should increase the visibility of EU political and budgetary
priorities for the European citizens; insists, in this respect, on the need to avoid
unjustified radical changes and to consolidate and improve the current structure;

Reiterates that the Europe 2020 strategy should be the main policy reference for the next
MFF; considers, as a consequence, that the structure should reflect and give political
visibility to the Europe 2020 dimensions of smart, sustainable and inclusive growth;
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130.

131.

132.

133.

134.

135.

136.

137.

138.

proposes, accordingly, a new structure grouping under one single heading all internal
policies under the title ‘Europe 2020°;

Proposes to establish under the Europe 2020 heading four subheadings involving linked
policies which should also favour better coordination and implementation synergies
among them; proposes, thus, a subheading comprising knowledge related policies; a
second subheading devoted to cohesion policy reflecting its horizontal nature and its
contribution to all Europe 2020 objectives, as well as social policy; a third subheading
encompassing sustainability and resource-efficiency related policies; and a fourth
subheading on citizenship, which would combine the current MFF subheadings 3a
(citizenship) and 3b (freedom, security and justice ) into a single subheading given the
previous experienced difficulties which arise when a number of small programmes are
brought together within a small subheading;

Believes that the next MFF should allow for a ring-fencing of large-scale projects,
which are of strategic importance for the Union, within the heading ‘Europe 2020’;
believes that the EU budget should make a long-term contribution to these projects, in
order to ensure their planning continuity and organisation stability; considers that,
should additional financial resources be needed for these large-scale projects, those
should not be found at the expense of smaller successful projects that are financed by
the EU budget;

Considers that, in view of the integrated character of the Europe 2020 strategy, and in
order to ensure that budgetary means are appropriately aligned with the progressive
development of the strategy, it is essential that a higher degree of flexibility is ensured
among the four Europe 2020 subheadings;

Recalls the difficulties which arise when a number of rather small programmes are
brought together within a small subheading; proposes, accordingly, to combine the
2007-2013 MFF subheadings 3a (citizenship) and 3b (freedom, security and justice
policies) into a single subheading;

Calls for maintaining a heading for external policies;
Calls for maintaining a heading for administration;

Calls for the creation of a ‘global MFF margin’ serving all headings below the overall
MFF ceiling and above the separate available margins of each heading to be mobilised
in the framework of the annual budgetary procedure; believes that such margin should
also receive the unspent margins as well as the decommitted and unspent appropriations
(commitments and payments) of the previous budgetary year;

Considers, moreover, that in order to improve transparency and visibility an additional
‘reserve margin’ below the own resources ceiling and above the MFF ceiling should be
used for including the risks of defaults linked to the loan guarantees of the European
Financial Stabilisation Mechanism and the Facility providing medium-term financial
assistance to non-Euro area Member States’ balances of payments, as well as a possible
intervention of the EU budget in the European Stability Mechanism after 2013;

Urges the Commission to provide in an annex to the EU budget all EU related
expenditure that occurs —following an intergovernmental procedure- outside the EU
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139.

140.

141.

budget; believes that this information provided on an annual basis will give a complete
picture of all investments that Member States agree to undertake at the EU level;

Suggests that the EU budget should clearly identify - possibly in an annex - all
investments that are made in each EU policy field, originating also from different parts
of the EU budget; believes, at the same time, that the Commission should also provide
an estimate of the investment needs that are foreseen for the whole duration of the
programming period;

Urges the Commission to include detailed information on the revenue side of the EU
budget in its Draft Budget, as transmitted to the EU budgetary authority; notes that a
joint presentation of the revenue and expenditure side of the budget is actually standard
practice for all national budgets; strongly believes that in this way a permanent debate
on the financing system of the Union will be maintained, while fully acknowledging
that the budgetary authority does not have at present any competence to propose
changes to this part of the budget;

Proposes, therefore, the following structure for the next MFF:

1. Europe 2020

1a. Knowledge for growth
Including research and innovation, education and lifelong learning

and internal market policies.

1b. Cohesion for growth and employment
Including cohesion (economic, social and territorial) and social

policies.

1c. Management of natural resources and sustainable
development
Including agriculture, rural development, fisheries, environment,

climate change, energy, and transport policies.

1d. Citizenship, freedom, security and justice

Including culture, youth, communication and fundamental rights and
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freedom, security and justice policies.

2. Global Europe

Including external action, neighbourhood and development policies.

3. Administration

ANNEX

Responding to changing circumstances: flexibility

142. Reiterates its position included in its resolution of 25 March 2009 on the Mid-term
Review of the 2007-2013 Financial Framework', that more flexibility within and across
headings is an absolute necessity for the functioning capacities of the Union not only to
face the new challenges but also to facilitate the decision-making process within the
nstitutions;

Mid-term Review

143. Stresses the need, if the MFF period is longer than 5 years, for an obligatory Mid-term
Review allowing for a quantitative as well as qualitative analysis and stock-taking on
the functioning of the MFF; underlines that, in the future, the Mid-term Review should
become a legally binding obligation enshrined in the MFF regulation, with a specific
procedure including a binding calendar, which ensures full involvement of the
Parliament in its role of legislative and budgetary authority; stresses that, if the review
should establish the inadequacy of the ceilings for the rest of the period, a real
possibility to revise them should be guaranteed;

Revising the ceilings

144. Insists that the degree of flexibility actually provided by the revision mechanism is
dependent on the procedure for exercising it, and faces a general reluctance of the
Council to using it; considers it essential -if the adjustment of expenditure ceilings is to
remain a realistic option- that the future mechanisms for revision foresee a simplified
procedure for changes under an agreed threshold; calls, in addition, for the possibility to
increase the overall MFF ceiling to be maintained;

Ensuring sufficient margins and flexibility below the ceilings

145. Stresses the importance of ensuring sufficient reserves for each heading; notes with
interest the Commission’s proposal to establish a fixed percentage for margins;
considers, however, that this option could provide better flexibility only if the future

'0JC 117 E, 6.5.2010, p. 95.
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146.

147.

148.

149.

150.

ceilings were set at a sufficiently high level, allowing for such additional room for
manoeuvre;

Points out that flexibility below the ceilings should be enhanced in all possible ways
and welcomes the Commission’s proposals put forward in the Budget Review;

Considers important to maintain the possibility to front or backload spending within a
heading’s multi-annual envelope, to allow for countercyclical action and a meaningful
response to major crises; considers, in this respect, that the current system of flexibility
for legislative acts has worked sufficiently well in the current MFF; calls, therefore, for
the flexibility threshold of 5% above or below the amounts fixed under codecision to be
maintained in the next MFF;

Is convinced that unused margins, de-committed and unused appropriations (both
commitments and payments) in one year’s budget should be carried over to the next
year and constitute a global MFF margin to be attributed to the different headings
according to their estimated needs; believes, therefore, that the money allocated to the
EU budget should only be spent in this context and not returned to the Member States,
as is currently the case;

Believes, in addition, that these proposals must be complemented by a reallocation
flexibility to transfer between headings in a given year and by increased flexibility
between sub-headings;

Reiterates that the decision-making process must be designed so as to allow for the
effective use of these instruments;

Flexibility mechanisms

151.

152.

153.

154.

Considers it crucial to maintain special instruments (Flexibility Instrument, European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund, European Union Solidarity Fund, Emergency Aid
Reserve), which can be mobilised on an ad-hoc basis, by further simplifying their use
and providing them with sufficient envelopes, as well as by possibly creating new
instruments in the future; stresses that the mobilisation of such additional sources of
funding must abide by the Community method;

Considers that the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) has been successful
in providing EU solidarity and support to workers made redundant because of the
adverse effects of globalisation and the global financial and economic crisis and should,
therefore, be maintained under the new MFF; believes, however, that the procedures for
implementing the support from the EGF are too time consuming and cumbersome; calls
on the Commission to propose ways in which these procedures can be simplified and
shortened for the future;

Believes that the Flexibility Instrument, which has been the most fully implemented of
the flexibility mechanisms, has been essential in providing for additional flexibility;
proposes to significantly increase the initial amount for the Flexibility Instrument, with
a subsequent yearly increase over the period of the MFF, and to keep the possibility to
carryover the portion of the unused annual amount up to year n+2;

Notes that in recent years the funds available to address urgent natural and humanitarian
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disasters have been insufficient; calls, accordingly, for a substantial increase of the
envelope of the Emergency Aid Reserve as well as the possibility for a multi-annual
mobilisation of the instrument;

The duration of the MFF

155. Underlines that the choice of the duration of the next MFF should strike the right
balance between stability for programming cycles and implementation of individual
policies, and the duration of the institutions’ political cycles —in particular those in the
European Commission and the European Parliament-; recalls that a longer period
requires greater flexibility;

156. Believes that a 5-year cycle fully complies with the Parliament’s expressed will to align,
as much as possible, the MFF duration with the duration of the institutions’ political
cycles, for reasons of democratic accountability and responsibility; is concerned,
however, that a 5-year cycle might be too short at this stage for policies which need a
longer term programming (i.e. cohesion, agriculture, TENs) and would not fully comply
with those policies’ programming and implementation life cycle requirements;

157. Notes that the 10-year MFF, as proposed by the Commission in the Budget Review,
could provide substantial stability and predictability for the financial programming
period but, as the overall ceilings and the core legal instruments would be fixed for ten
years, it will increase the rigidity of the MFF and render the adjustments to new
situations extremely difficult; considers, however, that a 5+5 cycle could only be
envisaged if an agreement on a maximum level of flexibility, including an obligatory
mid-term review, was reached with the Council and enshrined in the MFF regulation;

158. Takes the view that for the next MFF a 7-year cycle, set until 2020, should be the
preferred transitional solution as it could provide for more stability by ensuring the
continuity of the programmes for a longer period, and also make a clear link with the
Europe 2020 strategy; stresses, however, that all options for the duration of the next
MEFF are subject to sufficient funding and an adequate and well-resourced flexibility
within and outside the framework to avoid the problems encountered during the 2007-
2013 period;

159. Believes that a decision on a new 7-year MFF should not pre-empt the possibility of
opting for a 5 or 5+5 year period as of 2021; reiterates its conviction that a
synchronisation of the financial programming with the mandate of the Commission and
the European Parliament will increase democratic responsibility, accountability and
legitimacy;

Part V: Matching ambitions with resources: the link between expenditure and the reform of
EU financing

Sufficient budgetary resources

160. Is fully conscious of the difficult fiscal adjustments that many Member States are
making to their national budgets and reiterates that achieving EAV and ensuring sound
financial management -efficiency, effectiveness, economy- should be, more than ever,
guiding principles of the EU budget;
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161. Emphasises that regardless of realisable savings, the EU budget, at its current overall
level of 1 % of GNI, is not capable of closing the financing gap deriving from additional
financing needs arising from the Treaty as well as from existing policy priorities and
commitments such as:

- the achievement of the Europe 2020 headline targets in the fields of employment,
R&D, climate and energy, education and poverty reduction;

- the increase of research and innovation spending from currently 1.9 % of GDP to 3 %
of GDP, adding up to approximately EUR 130 billion of public and private spending
per year;

- the necessary investments in infrastructure; the essential fully-fledged and
transparently calculated financing of large-scale projects adopted by the Council such
as ITER and Galileo as well as the European space policy;

- the not yet quantifiable additional appropriations needed in the field of Common
Foreign and Security Policy, including the European External Action Service and the
European Neighbourhood Policy;

- the additional financing needs related to the future enlargement of the EU;

- the financing of the existing European Financial Stabilisation Mechanism and the
European Stability Mechanism after 2013 in order to provide the Eurozone and the EU
with the fiscal stability required in order to overcome the debt crisis;

- the financial effort related to the attainment of the Millennium Development Goals
(MDG) to spend 0.7 % of GNI on development aid, i.e. around EUR 35 billion
annually further to the current spending of 0.4 % of GNI;

- the pledges resulting from the Copenhagen and Cancun agreements aimed at helping
developing countries combat climate change and adapt to its effects which should be
new and additional to the commitments made under the MDG and amount by 2020 to
100 billion dollars annually around a third of which to be shouldered by the EU;

162. Is therefore of the firm opinion that freezing the next MFF at the 2013 level, as
demanded by some Member States, is not a viable option; points out that even with an
increase of the level of resources for the next MFF of 5% compared to the 2013 level'
only a limited contribution can be made to the achievement of the Union’s agreed
objectives and commitments and the principle of Union solidarity; is, therefore,
convinced that at least a 5% increase of resources is needed for the next MFF;
challenges the Council, in case it does not share this approach, to clearly identify which
of its political priorities or projects could be dropped altogether, despite their proven
European added value;

2013 level: 1,06 % of GNI; 2013 level + 5%: 1,11 % of GNI; both in commitment appropriations at 2013
constant prices. These figures are based on the assumption of a 7 year MFF using the following estimates and
forecasts by the Commission:

- DG BUDG’s May 2011 forecast of 2012 GNI: EUR 13.130.916,3 million (2012 prices);

- DG ECFIN’s January 2011 estimate of GNI nominal growth of 1,4% for 2011-2013 and 1,5% for 2014-2020.
NB: Figures are subject to change in line with variations of the Commission’s estimates and forecasts as well
as with the reference year and type of prices used (current or constant).
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163.

164.

Reiterates that without sufficient additional resources in the post-2013 MFF, the Union
will not be able to fulfil the existing policy priorities, namely linked to the Europe 2020
strategy, the new tasks provided for by the Treaty of Lisbon, let alone respond to
unforeseen events;

Notes that the own resources ceiling has been unchanged since 1993; believes that the
own resources ceiling might require some progressive adjustment as Member States
confer more competences on, and fix more objectives for the Union; considers that
while the current ceiling of own resources set unanimously by the Council' provides
sufficient budgetary leeway to meet the most pressing Union challenges but that it
would still be insufficient for the EU Budget to become a real tool for European
economic governance or to contribute in a major way to investing in the Europe 2020
strategy at EU level;

A more transparent, simpler and fairer financing system

165.

166.

167.

168.

Recalls that according to the Treaty of Lisbon ‘without prejudice to other revenue, the
budget shall be financed wholly from own resources’; stresses that the way the system
of own resources has evolved, gradually replacing genuine own resources by the so-
called ‘national contributions’, places disproportionate emphasis on net-balances
between Member States thus contradicting the principle of EU solidarity, diluting the
European common interest and largely ignoring European added value; notes that, in
practice, this state of affairs means that the size of the budget is affected by the financial
circumstances of individual Member States, as well as their attitude towards the EU;
strongly calls, therefore, for an in-depth reform of EU resources in order to realign the
financing of the EU budget with the spirit and requirements of the Treaty;

Considers that the main aim of the reform is to achieve an autonomous, fairer, more
transparent, simpler and equitable financing system, which can be better understood by
the citizens, and make clearer their contribution to the EU budget; calls, in this context,
for an ending of existing rebates, exceptions and correction mechanisms; is convinced
that the introduction of one or several genuine own resources for the Union, in order to
replace the GNI-based system, is indispensable if the Union is ever to get the budget it
needs to significantly contribute to financial stability and economic recovery; recalls
that any change on own resources should be implemented in compliance with fiscal
sovereignty of Member States; insists, in this context, that the Union should be able to
collect directly its own resources independent from the national budgets;

Emphasises that the restructuring of the system of own resources as such does not
concern the size of the EU budget but finding a more effective mix of resources to fund
the agreed EU policies and objectives; points out that the introduction of a new system
would not increase the overall tax burden for citizens, but instead reduce the burden on
national treasuries;

Stresses that the European Parliament is the only parliament who has a say on the
expenditures side but not on the revenues side; therefore emphasises the crucial need for
a democratic reform of EU resources;

' 1.23 % of the total GNI of the Member States in payment appropriations and 1,29 % in commitment
appropriations
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169.

Takes note of the potential new own resources proposed by the Commission in its
Communication on the Budget Review (taxation of the financial sector, auctioning
under the greenhouse gas Emissions Trading System, EU charge related to air transport,
VAT, energy tax, corporate income tax); awaits the conclusions of the impact analysis
of these options, including a feasibility study on the various options for an EU Financial
Transaction Tax, that should also examine the relevant collection mechanisms, in view
of the presentation by the Commission of a legislative proposal by 1 July 2011;

Part VI: Towards a smooth and efficient interinstitutional negotiation process

170.

171.

172.

173.

174.

175.

Recalls that, pursuant to the Treaty of Lisbon, the consent of the Parliament, given by a
majority of its component members, is compulsory for the adoption of the MFF by the
Council, acting unanimously;

Underlines the stringent majority requirements for both the Parliament and the Council
and points to the importance of exploiting to the full the Treaty provision under Article
312(5) of the TFEU which requires the Parliament, the Council and the Commission,
throughout the procedure leading to the MFF adoption, to take any measure necessary to
this end; notes that this explicitly imposes upon the institutions the duty to carry out
negotiations in order to find agreement on a text to which Parliament can give its
consent; points out further that if no MFF has been adopted by the end of 2013, the
ceilings and other provisions corresponding to the year 2013 shall be extended until
such time as a new MFF is adopted;

Welcomes the commitment of the Council Presidencies' to ensure an open and
constructive dialogue and collaboration with the Parliament during the whole procedure
for the adoption of the future MFF and reaffirms its willingness to work in close
cooperation with the Council and the Commission in full accordance with the provisions
of the Treaty of Lisbon during the negotiating process;

Urges, consequently, the Council and the Commission to comply with the Treaty and to
make every effort necessary to swiftly reach an agreement with the Parliament on a
practical working method for the MFF negotiating process; reiterates the link between a
reform of revenue and a reform of expenditure and demands, accordingly, a firm
commitment by the Council to discuss in the context of the MFF negotiation the
proposals on new own resources;

Demands that a wide-ranging public debate on the purpose, scope and direction of the
Union’s MFF and the reform of its revenue system be opened at EU level; proposes, in
particular, that a Convention-type conference on the future financing of the Union be
convened, which must include Members of the European Parliament as well as of
national parliaments;

Instructs its President to forward this resolution to the Council, the Commission and the
other institutions and bodies concerned, as well as to the national governments and

! Letter of Prime Minister Yves Leterme to President Buzek, 8 December 2010.
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parliaments of the Member States.
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EXPLANATORY STATEMENT

The rapporteur has attempted with this Draft Report to distil and draw conclusions from the
discussions held at the SURE Committee so far with the aim of providing first answers and
political orientations on the several issues included in the Committee’s mandate. Whereas the
Committee has not yet completed the examination of all these aspects, the content of this
Draft Report does not aim at formulating final positions but offering a balanced basis from
which a large consensus in Parliament could be built.

Introduction

Never have Europeans become more demanding of the EU and also more critical of its
performance. Public ownership of the EU will only return when our citizens are confident that
their values and interests are better served by the Union. The next Multiannual Financial
Framework (MFF) should be instrumental in showing European citizens that the Union has
the capacity to think and act in their long-term interests and to produce effective results in
securing solid growth and internal cohesion.

The crisis and severe constraints in public spending have made it more difficult for some
Member States to provide sufficient funding not only to develop their own economies but also
to help them participate fully in the internal market. This is one of the reasons why EU action
is today more necessary than ever. The EU which is less constrained in its actions by day-to-
day economic, financial, and political realities is best placed to carry out long-term planning
and to mobilise the required spending.

The role of the EU budget

In a context where many Member States are undertaking difficult fiscal adjustments, the case
for the EU budget has to be better justified than ever. The EU budget should provide the
highest degree of European added value (EAV), be managed soundly, and leverage as much
public and private resources as possible.

Challenges and political priorities

Whether we look at relative demographic and economic decline, climate change or energy
shortages the challenges can only be properly understood and tackled when situated in a
regional and global context. This is where the EU as an entity, which is much more than the
sum of its Member States, can demonstrate its value. Success will only be possible if we work
together; the challenges ahead are too large for any European country to address on their own.

The EU response to these challenges is the Europe 2020 strategy. A strategy that should help
Europe recover from the crisis and come out stronger, through job creation and smart,
sustainable and inclusive growth. The rapporteur therefore believes that the Europe 2020
strategy should be the policy reference of the next MFF and that it should reflect the
ambitions of the strategy. The MFF should, additionally, reflect the entry into force of the
Treaty of Lisbon that strengthens EU policies and creates new fields of competence.

Against this background the rapporteur identifies a number of key priorities for the next MFF
grouped around the following themes: knowledge for growth; cohesion for growth and

employment; management of natural resources and sustainable development; citizenship; and
Global Europe. For each priority the rapporteur sets budgetary and legislative orientations. It
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argues, in particular, that the amounts allocated to the common agricultural policy (CAP) and
to cohesion policy in the next MFF should not be less than in the current financial
programming period.

Structure

The structure of the next MFF should be realistic, facilitate planning continuity and avoid the
shortcomings of the current MFF, in particular the lack of flexibility within headings. As
justified earlier it should also reflect and give political visibility to the Europe 2020
dimensions of smart, sustainable and inclusive growth. In view of these requirements the
rapporteur proposes:

- to group under a single heading all Europe 2020 related policies;

- to establish under the Europe 2020 heading four subheadings involving linked policies; in
order to provide major spending policies with a stable financial planning framework it
proposes four subheadings to be endowed with enhanced flexibility in order to ensure that
budgetary means are suitable aligned with the progressive development of the 2020
strategy;

- to maintain the headings of , external action, and administration;

Flexibility and duration

The rapporteur believes that more flexibility within and across headings is an absolute
necessity for maintaining functioning capacities of the Union. A Mid-term Review should
become a legally binding obligation with a real possibility to revise the ceilings in compliance
with the own resources decision. The mechanisms for revision should foresee a simplified
procedure for changes under an agreed threshold. Further, flexibility below the ceilings
should be enhanced in all possible ways. Finally, it is crucial to maintain and enhance the
current system of extra-budgetary instruments for flexibility by further simplifying their use
and providing them with sufficient envelopes.

The next MFF should strike a right balance between stability, medium-term predictability and
flexibility. Flexibility and duration are thus intimately related.

While recalling Parliament’s longstanding will to align for reasons of democratic
accountability and responsibility, as much as possible, the MFF duration with the duration of
the institutions’ political cycles the rapporteur considers that a five-year cycle might be too
short for policies which need a longer term programming and implementation life cycles
requirements. On the other hand, a ten-year MFF could only be envisaged if an agreement on
maximum level of flexibility would be reached with the Council. The rapporteur, therefore,
takes the view that a new 7-year MFF, set until 2020, could provide for more stability by
ensuring the continuity of the programmes for a longer period, and also make a clear link with
the EU 2020 strategy. He stresses, however, that this option is subject to sufficient overall
ceilings and an adequate and well-resourced flexibility within and outside the framework to
avoid the problems encountered during the 2007-2013 period.

Matching ambitions with resources

Without sufficient additional resources in the post-2013 MFF, the EU will not be able to fulfil
both the existing policy priorities and the new tasks provided for by the Treaty of Lisbon. The
rapporteur dismisses the call made by some Member States for freezing the EU’s budget. This
would be detrimental for the achievement of the Union’s agreed objectives, lead to less
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efficient individual Member States’ spending, and fail to address the common challenges that
EU citizens are or will be facing.

Reform of own resources

The way the EU system of own resources has evolved, gradually being replaced by national
contributions and consequently being perceived as an excessive burden on national public
finances, renders its reform more necessary than ever. It places disproportionate emphasis on
net cash flows to and from Member States diluting thus the European common interest.

The rapporteur agrees that an improved system ensuring fairness, transparency and sufficient
budget revenue, would allow the budgetary decision making-process to focus on key EU
priorities with real added value, rather than net-balances between Member States. He
considers, in particular, that the existing exceptions and correction mechanisms should be
progressively phased out, as an indispensable step in making the EU budget more equitable
and transparent.

Negotiation process

The next MFF is the first one to be adopted under the new Treaty of Lisbon that makes legally
binding the consent of Parliament (by the majority of its component members) before it can
be adopted by Council (by unanimity). In view of succeeding in this demanding procedure,
and in compliance with Article 312(5) TFEU, the rapporteur urges the Council and the
Commission to make every necessary effort to swiftly reach an agreement with Parliament on
a practical working method for the MFF negotiating process that should also include a firm
commitment by Council to discuss the proposals on new own resources.
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26.1.2011

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON DEVELOPMENT

for the Special Committee on the policy challenges and budgetary resources for a sustainable
European Union after 2013

on Investing in the future: a new Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) for a competitive,
sustainable and inclusive Europe
(2010/2211(INT))

Rapporteur: Thijs Berman

SUGGESTIONS

The Committee on Development calls on the Special Committee on the policy challenges and
budgetary resources for a sustainable European Union after 2013, as the committee
responsible, to incorporate the following suggestions in its motion for a resolution:

A. whereas in many parts of the world environmental degradation is one of the root causes
of human deprivation; and whereas a failure to take due account of the environmental
bases for development can considerably reduce or even jeopardise the effectiveness of
aid, whilst addressing environmental issues can enhance its value,

B. whereas the Leading Group on Innovative Financing for Development puts the funding
gap as regards efforts to meet the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) by 2015, as
well as the Official Development Assistance (ODA) target of 0.7% of GNI and
environmental crisis targets, at $324-336 billion per year between 2012 and 2017,

C. whereas the growth of the global economy has not been matched by the introduction of
effective means of levying taxes on global economic activity to pay for global public
goods,

D. whereas innovative financing mechanisms are needed if we are to meet the MDGs and
our commitments in respect of climate change mitigation and adaptation,

1. Recalls that the 2015 deadline for meeting the MDGs, and the collective ODA target of
0.7% of GNI, falls within the next multiannual financial framework period and that there
is a real risk that the EU will not meet its international development commitments; recalls
also that the MDGs are minimum aspirations and that, even if all targets are met,
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significant additional funding will still be required to fight poverty and improve health
and education standards for the world’s poor; therefore insists that a benchmark figure of
20% of the Commission’s allocated assistance under country programmes covered by the
Development Cooperation Instrument (DCI) should be earmarked for basic and
secondary education and basic healthcare;

Recalls that since the MDGs were first agreed the world has undergone an accelerated
process of globalisation and faces an unprecedented financial crisis; stresses the
importance of Member States continuing to strive to achieve these goals;

Draws attention to the need to develop a global solidarity mechanism as a way to achieve
the MDGs; points out, at the same time, that tax havens, trade mispricing and illicit
capital flights represent huge hindrances to development in poor countries; therefore
urges the EU, once again, to take initiatives within the ambit of the G20 and the OECD
and within the EU itself to clamp down on tax havens and harmful tax arrangements;

Stresses that the report of the Taskforce on Financial Transactions for Development
commissioned by the Leading Group on Innovative Financing for Development
concludes that an international levy on currency transactions and a tax on all financial
transactions would be technically, economically and legally feasible;

Calls on the Commission to propose the introduction of a financial transaction tax (FTT)
at European level, in view of its numerous advantages: it can help to stabilise the markets
and to raise funds for domestic fiscal consolidation and measures to eradicate poverty and
address climate change;

Recalls that innovative financing for development is not designed to be a substitute for
ODA, but to complement it; takes the view that the introduction of an FTT should
therefore be linked to a more binding commitment on the part of all Member States to
achieve the 0.7% ODA target and to provide additional climate adaptation funding;

Points out that one of the reasons why the MDGs have not been achieved is the failure to
recognise the contributions of the environment, natural resources and ecosystems to
human development and poverty eradication; deplores, in this context, the fact that only
3% of current European ODA is allocated to environmental issues; urges the Commission
to ensure that environmental issues are mainstreamed in all external policies and financial
instruments, especially in the light of the current challenges of climate change and
biodiversity loss;

Emphasises that the Multiannual Financial Framework should address, inter alia, the
following issues: achieving the MDGs, climate change, halting biodiversity loss and
resource overconsumption; in particular, stresses that the next Multiannual Financial
Framework should support policy coherence, i.e. by ensuring that some forms of EU
spending on agriculture, fisheries, trade and energy are not directly at odds with
development policy objectives;

Calls for a sizeable increase in the Heading 4 ceiling, in particular for the DCI, given that
over the last seven years despite some progress in cutting poverty owing to inadequate
aid effectiveness and coordination, as well as the impact of various natural disasters and
energy, food, financial and economic crises, especially in sub-Saharan Africa and south-
east Asia, much more needs to be done; points out, also, that some DCI resources have
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

been redeployed for new non-ODA activities;

Highlights the fact that development aid mechanisms should also seek to promote wealth
creation, since this remains a crucial tool in alleviating poverty; recalls that an estimated
EUR 800 billion is lost annually from developing countries through illicit capital flows,
prevention of which could prove decisive in alleviating poverty and achieving the MDGs;

Notes that in recent years the funds available to address urgent natural and humanitarian
disasters have been insufficient and points out that climate change is making natural
disasters ever more frequent; calls, therefore, for more funding for the Humanitarian Aid
Instrument and the emergency aid reserve;

Calls for an adequately funded flexibility mechanism to be set up within Heading 4 in
order, in the future, to address effectively and speedily unforeseen events such as the food
crisis and the global economic crisis;

Stresses that any additional funding in the area of development policy should be
coordinated and create effective synergies with Member States’ development
programmes and with the efforts of the wider international community in order to ensure
real added value at European level;

Insists that existing and future spending pledges aimed at helping developing countries to
combat climate change or to adapt to its effects must be additional to current
development budgets, with an adequate level of coherence being maintained between the
two policies; calls for a separate budget heading for financing measures to combat
climate change;

Believes that channelling funds to Africa through three different instruments is inefficient
and does not respond to Africa’s wish to develop as a unified continent; recommends,
therefore, developing a single financing instrument for Africa, taking into account the
Africa-EU joint strategic partnership; calls, in addition, for greater capacity-building
assistance for the African Union institutions;

Calls on the EU to step up its efforts to alleviate the humanitarian situation in all conflict
zones, including in Palestine, in particular through its support for UNRWA and its
assistance in preparing the Palestinian people for statehood;

Insists that, in accordance with Article 208 of the TFEU, the EU should honour its Policy
Coherence for Development commitments, including by significantly reforming and
downscaling agricultural subsidies and, in particular, putting an end to exports of
surpluses taken off the European market as a result of the impact of price innovation
mechanisms and export refunds, in view of their harmful effects on farmers in the
developing world;

Notes with concern that EU aid benefits proportionately more middle-income countries
than low-income countries; in particular, points out that EU aid programming that aims to
enable developing countries to adapt to the requirements of international competition
benefits middle-income countries in particular, rather than low-income countries, which
are less attractive to foreign investment;

Suggests that the EU reassess its donor relationship with middle-income countries, since
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20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

many emerging economies have outgrown traditional development cooperation; looks
instead to the EU to concentrate funding on the neediest population groups in those
countries, and on the poorest countries, especially least-developed countries;

Stresses that innovative financing mechanisms need to be developed and supported by the

Commission on a far bigger scale than today, in order to create inclusive financing and
provide effective support to SMEs and micro-entities in the developing world; believes
that this can be done with various instruments, such as credit guarantees and revolving
funds, in cooperation with local banks and organisations with specific know-how in the
field of micro-finance, thereby significantly enhancing the leverage of the EU
development budget, and that this requires close cooperation with international financial
institutions and bilateral financial institutions;

Calls on the Council and the Commission to promote and work towards the
implementation of the following innovative financing instruments for development: a
financial transaction tax, transport levies, measures to combat illicit capital flows, the
reduction of remittance costs, and a debt moratorium or debt cancellation;

Points out that although aid can act as a form of leverage for developing countries, it is
not enough to guarantee sustainable and lasting development; calls, therefore, on
developing countries to strengthen and mobilise their domestic resources, involve their
domestic private sectors and local government effectively in the MDG agenda and take
greater ownership of their MDG projects;

Recalls that the Lisbon Treaty removed the formal obstacle to the integration of the
European Development Fund (EDF) into the EU general budget; therefore, calls once
again for the budgetisation of the EDF, so as to increase parliamentary scrutiny of
development spending in ACP countries and make EU development policy more
consistent and effective; insists, however, that incorporating the EDF into the EU budget
must not lead to an overall reduction in development spending with respect to the two
separate existing instruments and must guarantee predictability; stresses also the need to
secure the interests of ACP countries, i.e. by ringfencing development funds for the ACP
within the EU budget;

Calls, when the new Multiannual Financial Framework is drawn up, for a substantial
increase in the amount of the EIB loans covered by the EU guarantee, in order to boost
the effectiveness and visibility of EU action beyond its borders with a view to achieving
the EU external policy objectives enshrined in the Lisbon Treaty;

Calls on the EIB to provide the Commission with all the necessary information by
devoting a specific section of the annual report on EIB financing operations to a detailed
evaluation of the measures taken by the EIB to comply with the provisions of the current
mandate, excluding from the scope of the guarantee all operations which would allow, or
contribute directly or indirectly to, any form of tax evasion, and paying particular
attention to EIB operations using financial vehicles situated in offshore financial centres;

Notes with concern that EU aid does not clearly focus on poverty eradication; recalls that
the concept of ‘development’, which refers to qualitative criteria that encompass quality
of life and the improvement of living conditions, should not be confused with the concept
of economic growth, as measured by the increase in GDP; accordingly, urges the
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27.

28.

29.

30.

Commission to eschew a simple ‘export-led’ or ‘growth-oriented’ development policy,
but instead to target its assistance on the most vulnerable, which entails the development
of'a pro-poor strategy, through the financing of long-term objectives, such as health,
education, access to energy in rural areas, small farmers, etc.;

Insists that all spending under development-related budget lines must target recipients’
economic and social development and be designed to fulfil the ODA criteria established
by the OECD Development Assistance Committee definition, and demands watertight
legal measures to ensure that development budgets cannot be siphoned off for other
purposes;

Insists on genuine and effective scrutiny powers for Parliament over the implementation
of all EU development programmes, as provided for by Article 290 of the TFEU;

Calls for procurement procedures and disbursement mechanisms to be simplified and
speeded up and made more transparent;

Calls for binding national and EU legislation to be drawn up to ensure that aid target
commitments are met;

31. Calls for a greater share of aid money to go to small-scale agriculture, rural development,
health and education.
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27.1.2011

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE ENVIRONMENT, PUBLIC HEALTH AND
FOOD SAFETY

for the Special committee on the policy challenges and budgetary resources for a sustainable
European Union after 2013

on Investing in the future: a new Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) for a competitive,
sustainable and inclusive Europe
(2010/2211(IND))

Rapporteur: Gerben-Jan Gerbrandy

SUGGESTIONS

The Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety calls on the Special
committee on the policy challenges and budgetary resources for a sustainable European Union
after 2013, as the committee responsible, to incorporate the following suggestions in its
motion for a resolution:

1. Emphasises that a future sustainable economy is not just a moral objective, but as much an
economic necessity; believes that the EU should lead this transformation and promote a
transition to a sustainable low-carbon society through reduced energy consumption, the
decentralisation of energy supply, increased use of renewable energy and ensuring
ecosystem resilience to keep European industry competitive and to ensure a clean and
healthy living environment;

2. Recalls that the next financial perspectives should achieve the EU 2020 Strategy
objectives, especially the 20/20/20 climate and energy objectives, including a rise to 30%
of the target for emission reductions, and meet the ‘Resource Efficient Europe’ flagship
initiative goals;

3. Reiterates the importance of transforming the EU economy into a resource-efficient
economy; considers therefore that the EU should use its budget to drive reductions in the
use of resources and dependency on imports, while increasing recycling and restoration in
the fields of waste, water, materials and land;

4. Emphasises the need to strengthen integration of EU environmental, public health and
climate legislation and objectives into sectoral policies (including the CAP, cohesion
policy, consumer policy, the CFP and development policy); suggests, therefore,
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10.

11.

mainstreaming EU finances to ensure compliance with EU environmental and public
health legislation and the active contribution of spending through the EU budget to its
environmental policy objectives and, as suggested by the Commission’s budget review,
include an obligation to identify in a transparent manner where sectoral programmes have
promoted climate objectives specified in the Europe 2020 Strategy; underlines the
importance of future research and innovation programmes in delivering the EU’s
objectives of smart, sustainable and inclusive growth;

Is convinced that the EU budget should support the provision of public goods that are
unlikely to be sufficiently delivered by the market; environmental public goods include
the preservation of biodiversity and ecosystems, wilderness, climate stability and carbon
absorption capacity, water provision and quality, air and soil quality, resilience to fire and
floods, as well as the maintenance of valued cultural and historic landscapes; believes,
therefore, that the Common Agricultural Policy should reward farmers and land managers
for the delivery of public goods, such as an attractive countryside rich in biodiversity, and
that the Structural and Cohesion Funds should foster ecological sustainable development
and the transition to a low energy-consumption and resource-efficient society;

Calls for any structural and cohesion policy instruments for the new financing period to be
geared to achieving cost-efficient greenhouse gas reductions in line with a higher
emissions reduction target for 2020 in accordance with the 2°C objective;

Stresses the need to extend national and European accounts to environmental issues in
order to facilitate a green transformation of the European economy which will lead to
long-term economic growth and prosperity, as stated, amongst others, by the European
Environment Agency in the European Environment State and Outlook Report 2010;

Is convinced that only a coherent EU budget can truly deliver the maximum results;
reiterates that more coherent budgetary policy means coherence must exist not only
between different policies but also between national budgets and the EU budget;

Emphasises that EU spending must be more clearly targeted and concentrate on projects
that deliver most public benefit at European level and that support major European goals,
such as the transition towards a low-carbon economy and coherent support to clean green
growth;

Is concerned about the financial and policy implications of environmentally harmful
subsidies; considers that European funding should not have negative impacts on the
environment, climate change, ecosystems and biodiversity within and outside the EU;
calls on the Commission thus to identify and for the EU subsequently to phase out all
environmentally harmful subsidies as soon as possible, at the latest by 2020, in line with
the commitment undertaken under the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) in
Nagoya and for the whole budget to be climate and biodiversity proofed; eliminating these
harmful subsidies will free up funds which will be used, for example, for green job
creation; also requests that European payments be assessed, prior to implementation, to
ensure that they do not produce negative effects or undermine European climate, energy,
biodiversity and resource objectives;

Is thus convinced that all EU funding must be climate and environment proofed prior to
implementation so as to ensure that there are no negative effects for European
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

environmental, climate, biodiversity or resource use objectives; reiterates that this must be
followed up with adequate monitoring to ensure that targets set were achieved and that the
requirements were complied with and actively to promote the achievement of climate,
energy and biodiversity objectives for 2020;

Is concerned about the lack of transparency in EU spending and is convinced that an open,
transparent information process for all citizens will strengthen the future of the
community and that the EU budget should therefore provide full, timely and accessible
disclosure of its spending;

Reiterates the importance of reaching EU climate and biodiversity targets and urges the
EU to ensure that these targets are reflected in all other policies; calls upon the EU to
commit to sufficient funding on a structural basis to reach these targets and to further
enhance the capacity of developing countries to mainstream environment and climate
mitigation and adaptation across sectors and economic development plans;

Calls for the EU budget to commit sufficient funding on a structural basis to reach its key
environmental targets and to earmark money within the different EU funds for eco-
friendly sectors, such as energy saving, renewable energy, sustainable agriculture and
public transport, which contribute to a stronger and more resilient EU economy;

Remains of the opinion that, in order to achieve EU and global biodiversity objectives,
cofinancing for the management of Natura 2000 needs to be guaranteed from a dedicated
source in the new EU budgetary framework; points out that, according to the TEEB report
(The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity), the return on biodiversity conservation
investment is up to a hundred times more;

Emphasises the need to secure long-term financial provision in the next Multiannual
Financial Framework (MFF) for public health priorities, health promotion and disease
prevention, notably through a strategic and more efficiently managed follow-up action
programme to the existing EU Public Health Programme;

Recognises the positive impact of investments in health infrastructure on structural
reforms in the health sector and underlines the need to maintain and strengthen structural
funds dedicated to health infrastructures, thus supporting adaptation and innovation of
health systems for growth and sustainability;

Calls for the next MFF to ensure appropriate training, research and Agency financing to
further the EU’s integrated approach to food safety and thus secure over the long term a
high level of food safety and animal health and welfare across the EU;

Calls for education and lifelong learning to be regarded as key factors in improving public
health;

Underlines the importance of the LIFE+ programme as the main EU instrument entirely
dedicated to environmental financing and underlines the need to strengthen LIFE+ in the
future MFF to achieve EU environmental objectives while promoting synergies with other
EU financial instruments;

Emphasises that the European Court of Auditors and the competent national authorities
must assess not only the legality but also the effectiveness of European expenditure, and
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the degree to which the measures concerned contribute to the achievement of
environmental objectives;

22. Calls on the Commission to further develop and regularly present to Parliament the key
qualitative and quantitative performance indicators for budget implementation within the
next MFF, which are additional to RAL and RAC;

23. Urges the Commission to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of the next financing
instruments by better monitoring and reporting on qualitative performance indicators;

24. Calls on the Commission to present annual policy objectives to be achieved within the
next MFF, which can better monitor the achievement of the results by the end of the MFF
period.
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28.1.2011

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON INDUSTRY, RESEARCH AND ENERGY

for the Special committee on the policy challenges and budgetary resources for a sustainable
European Union after 2013

on Investing in the future: a new Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) for a competitive,
sustainable and inclusive Europe
(2010/2211(IND))

Rapporteur: Herbert Reul

SUGGESTIONS

The Committee on Industry, Research and Energy calls on the Special committee on the
policy challenges and budgetary resources for a sustainable European Union after 2013, as the
committee responsible, to incorporate the following suggestions in its motion for a resolution:

1. Welcomes the flagship initiatives highlighted in the EU 2020 Strategy; calls for a broad
political concept for a competitive, social and sustainable future for the EU and stresses
the need to achieve the EU’s social, economic and territorial cohesion; emphasises that the
EU flagship initiatives described in the EU 2020 Strategy, most of them related to EU
policies in the field of industry, research and energy, require solid, credible and
sustainable EU financial support if the EU’s key 2020 objectives are to be met and the
present problem of fragmentation in EU funding instruments simultaneously addressed,
asks, therefore, for reference amounts for the flagship initiatives to be included in the
post-2013 Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF);

2. Stresses the need to secure long-term financial provision in the next MFF for existing and
new long-term flagship programmes in the field of competitiveness for growth and
development and, in particular, for any strategic follow-up to the existing long-term
programmes; recalls that their implementation requires intensive monitoring and
evaluation, as well as budgetary flexibility and simplification, in order to achieve better
performance in European programmes; stresses the need to analyse spending of EU funds
from an added value point of view, including through better coordination between national
and EU budgets;

3. Underlines that long-term challenges in relation to EU competitiveness and sustainable
growth must be reflected in budgetary resources, which should not jeopardise existing
funding for ongoing EU programmes; stresses the importance of research, innovation,
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information society and energy in tackling major societal challenges such as economic
growth, climate change, energy and resource scarcity, health and ageing;

4. Believes that EU spending should concentrate on policies with European added value, in
line with the principles of subsidiarity, proportionality and solidarity; underlines that
research, energy and ICT infrastructures are examples of European added value;

5. Urges the Commission to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of the next set of
financing instruments by better monitoring and reporting on qualitative performance
indicators;

6. Believes that adequate financing needs to be secured in order to honour the EU’s
international agreements;

Energy policy

7. Takes the view that the new multiannual financial framework should reflect the EU’s
political priorities and targets in the field of energy and climate change policies, as
outlined in several European Parliament resolutions, such as the resolution on Towards a
new Energy Strategy for Europe 2011-2020" and in particular the resolution on the EU
2020 Strategy’; emphasises that the Union needs a short, mid- and long-term vision for an
efficient and sustainable energy policy to 2050; notes that substantial investments in the
European energy infrastructure are needed, so as not to jeopardise meeting EU 2020
targets and achieving long-term 2050 objectives;

8. Calls for energy’s share in the EU budget to be increased and notes the potential other
financial instruments with effective European added value have for contributing to the
funding of key European priority energy infrastructure projects in a regionally balanced
manner, where, for example, such projects cannot be financed by the market, as well as
for increasing European funding on new and renewable energy technologies, energy
efficiency and energy savings policies and measures; states that the latter should remain

key priorities, be well reflected and supported by the EU’s future financial perspective and

reduce the need for additional new energy infrastructures and generation and production
facilities in any future energy strategy;

9. Stresses the need to secure long-term financing in order to develop the innovative and
sustainable energy technologies that will be needed over the long term and which are
essential for sustainable development and creating new markets for EU industry; calls for
the immediate implementation of the European Strategic Energy Technology Plan (SET
Plan) containing concrete actions for research in the field of clean, sustainable and
efficient low-carbon energy technologies, representing a large step in the EU energy
system; calls also for EU financing to be oriented towards small-scale and decentralised
projects in this area; emphasises the need for public financial support in this area;
underlines the need to increase finance in research, technological development and
demonstration in the area of energy in order to develop clean, affordable energy available
for all;

' European Parliament resolution of 25 November 2010 on Towards a New Energy Strategy for

Europe, P7_TA-PROV(2010)0441.
* European Parliament resolution of 16 June 2010 on EU 2020, P7_TA-PROV(2010)0223.
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10.

Emphasises the need to maximise the impact of European funding by playing a catalytic
role in mobilising, pooling and leveraging public and private financial resources for
infrastructures of European interest, including the Southern Gas Corridor and other routes
for diversification of gas supplies;

Industrial policy

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Welcomes the fact that the EU 2020 Strategy highlights the importance of industrial
policy for sustainable growth, social and economic welfare, and for employment in
Europe; calls for a comprehensive vision for European industry in the year 2020, with a
view to ensuring that a diversified, competitive, sustainable and low-carbon industrial
base is maintained and further developed and that decent green jobs are created as a result;
supports strongly the continuation of guarantee instruments in the framework of the
Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (CIP) and calls for the resources
allocated to the CIP to be extended and considerably expanded; asks the Commission for
there to be a stronger emphasis on mezzanine financial instruments in the next generation
of programmes and to support them with risk-sharing funds and facilities;

Recalls that Parliament called on 10 March 2009 for the visibility and awareness of SME-
related policy actions to be further enhanced through the bundling of Community
instruments and funds for SMEs under a separate heading in the EU budget;

Stresses the need to ensure that adequate budget financing instruments are allocated to
supporting the objectives of the Resource Efficiency Strategy flagship initiative put
forward by the Commission in 2011;

Highlights the need for the European Investment Bank (EIB) to play an important role in
financing research and innovation activities, especially as regards industrial innovation
projects;

Welcomes the Commission’s proposal to explore new financing sources for major
European investment projects in areas like energy, transport and ICT that have clear
European added value;

Research, innovation and development

16.

Believes that thriving research, innovation and development must help in addressing
major societal challenges of our times, including climate change, resource efficiency,
health and ageing population, urban management and mobility, food and water; recalls the
EU’s objective of strengthening its scientific and technological bases by building a
European Research Area; recognises the key role of the EU’s policy-oriented,
transnational, collaborative programmes, pooling together research and innovation
competences to respond to policy challenges at an European level and addressing major
societal goals; recognises the role of the European Institute of Innovation and Technology
(EIT) as a driver of EU sustainable growth and competitiveness, achieving this through
the stimulation of world-leading innovation and calls for priority areas for the Knowledge
and Innovation Communities (KICs) to be enlarged and duly funded; underlines the
importance of continuing efforts to simplify research, innovation and development
funding and ensuring access for smaller research institutes, businesses and civil society
organisations;
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17.

18.

19.

20.

Stresses that the EU’s competitiveness is very much dependent on its innovation capacity,
its research and development facilities and the linkage between innovation and the
manufacturing process;

Stresses the need to enhance, stimulate and secure the financing of research, innovation
and development in the EU via a significant increase in research expenditure from 2013
and to continue efforts to simplify research innovation and development funding and for
appropriate programme management; calls in particular for future research, development
and innovation funding programmes to be focused around major societal themes, thereby
achieving greater resource security and efficiency in particular; calls for increased
international cooperation on R&D and more funds for mobility programmes; considers
that the EU’s support for large-scale projects should not dwarf the funding allocated to
research in other areas and that the implementation of such projects should be adequately
monitored;

Stresses that innovation is one of the main contributors to competitiveness and growth;
calls for a stronger link between basic research and industrial innovation; stresses the
success of the Risk Sharing Finance Facility (RSFF) and encourages the making of more
funds available to the RSFF; believes that the whole chain of innovation should be taken
into consideration, from frontier research to technological development, demonstration,
dissemination, valorisation of results and rapid integration of research results into
markets; encourages Commission proposals for a unitary patent protection system that
would considerably decrease translation and administration costs;

Stresses the need to improve public-private partnerships, including through cutting red
tape and streamlining existing procedures; calls on the Commission to implement a more
result-oriented, performance-driven approach to its programmes;

Information society

21.

22.

23.

24.

Believes that Europe should play a leading role in creating and applying ICT; believes that
the use of ICT helps in underpinning current structural challenges and achieving
sustainable economic growth; stresses the importance of continuing efforts towards
ubiquitous and high-speed access to fixed and mobile high-speed broadband for all
citizens and consumers by 2020, especially in less developed Member States, as well as
the promotion of e-initiatives ensuring the rapid execution of the EU’s Digital Agenda;

Calls on the Commission to engage more closely with regions in order to help them
strengthen their capacity to absorb structural and rural development funds allocated to
broadband infrastructure investments, and to provide further guidance on the use of funds
from public-private partnerships and other financing instruments;

Stresses that civil engineering costs account for a large percentage of the cost of deploying
new fixed and mobile infrastructure and that this could be reduced through better planning
and programme synergies; calls therefore for infrastructure programmes to be better
coordinated and integrated, by means of improved planning at national, regional and local
level, in order to deliver cost reductions and promote investment;

Supports the Commission’s initiative of working with the EIB to improve the availability
of funding for next generation networks and emphasises the need for such funding to be
directed towards open infrastructure projects which support a diversity of services;
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25. Calls on the Commission and the EIB to set out concrete proposals for new financial
instruments complementing the existing means of financing broadband infrastructure,

including guarantee, equity and debt instruments, or a combination thereof, by spring
2011;

Space policy

26. Underlines the strategic importance of the European global satellite navigation systems
(Galileo and EGNOS) and of the Global Monitoring for Environment and Security
(GMES) programme and is convinced that their implementation will require intensive
monitoring and evaluation; asks that any future allocation of funds to EU space initiatives,
such as Galileo, be under a separate heading and additional to research and innovation
funds; underlines that public investment in such projects must bring back benefits to the
EU public sector through financial returns and favourable pricing policies for EU citizens.
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26.1.2011

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORT AND TOURISM

for the Special committee on the policy challenges and budgetary resources for a sustainable
European Union after 2013

on Investing in the future: a new Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) for a competitive,
sustainable and inclusive Europe
(2010/2211(IND))

Rapporteur: Brian Simpson

SUGGESTIONS

The Committee on Transport and Tourism calls on the Special committee on the policy
challenges and budgetary resources for a sustainable European Union after 2013, as the
committee responsible, to incorporate the following suggestions in its motion for a resolution:

Introduction

1. Recalls that transport underpins Europe’s economic and social activity, that the transport
sector represents 4.6% of the European Union’s GDP, while employing 9.2 million
individuals, and that, as well as allowing communication between individuals and
communities and providing the network enabling growth in intra-European trade and then
completion of the single market, the sector is significant in terms of its potential
contribution to ensuring social, economic and territorial cohesion boosting employment
and trade and enhancing the tourism sector, together with the contribution an efficient and
reliable transport system can make to reduced accidents, carbon emissions and oil
dependency, pollution and congestion;

2. Notes the importance of the transport sector in EU industrial policy, both in terms of its
contribution to Gross Domestic Product and in terms of jobs; considers the European
Union, moreover, to be the industrial leader in transport technology (aeronautics industry,
high-speed rail travel, intelligent transport management systems, advanced control, safety
and interoperability systems, ERTMS, SESAR, safe and sustainable infrastructure
engineering, etc.), and that the EU should therefore adopt a financial framework enabling
it to maintain and strengthen its leadership in that industrial sector; believes that the next
financing period should give the EU transport sector the opportunity to consolidate its
leadership in green, safe and intelligent technologies that contribute to further economic
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development and greater economic and social cohesion;

3. Considers it evident that, from the point of view of policy challenges and budgetary
resources for the period after 2013, almost all the EU’s adopted objectives, whether
expressed in terms of Europe 2020 or in other frameworks, depend on an efficient,
sustainable and environmentally acceptable as well as accessible transport sector;

4. Notes that the EU 2020 Strategy seeks to achieve intelligent, sustainable and inclusive
growth through knowledge and innovation, energy efficiency apt to create a green — and
yet competitive — economy, and the promotion of territorial and social cohesion as cross-
cutting guidelines directly linked to support for the transport and tourism sectors;

5. Insists that, viewed particularly from a financial efficiency standpoint, the need to ensure
real added value from EU budgetary expenditure on transport policy items is paramount;
notes that, while duplication or displacement of investment and expenditure better
undertaken at national and regional level must be avoided, it is essential not to miss the
opportunities for facilitating sustainable growth which the added value of EU transport
expenditure at national, regional and cross-border level alone can provide;

6. Stresses the paramount role of the agencies in the integration of transport systems in
terms of security, interoperability and functioning; is concerned at the growing gulf
between their responsibilities and the budgetary resources allocated to them;

7. Endorses the Commission’s view that cross-border infrastructure is one of the best
examples of where the EU can plug gaps and deliver better value results; considers that
targeted financial support at EU level can help to kick-start other important projects,
which often have great commercial potential in the long term; notes that countries are now
launching huge, ambitious infrastructure investment drives, that maintaining
competitiveness means that Europe has a particularly strong strategic interest in effective
infrastructure, to lay the foundations for long-term economic growth, and that the result
would be a European core transport network ensuring a more energy-efficient transport
sector, which could include shifting freight and passenger flows towards more sustainable
and accessible transport modes; observes that such support needs to be targeted on key
priorities — removing bottlenecks on strategic trans-European axes, encouraging their
extension and building cross-border and intermodal connections;

8. Calls on the Commission and Member States to consider developing an integrated EU
policy for inland waterways — bearing in mind the benefits of transport by ship on
Europe’s integrated river and canal network, and the fact that the EU has over 37 000
waterways linking hundreds of cities and industrial regions and that 20 of the 27 Member
States have inland waterways — and for suitable support to be granted for this from the
EU and Member State budgets;

9. Emphasises the need — in view of the potential of eco-efficient transport for generating
new jobs — to support, through EU policies and financial instruments, the development of
the requisite infrastructure for electric vehicles and their integration into a Europe-wide
intelligent energy network which would also be able to use energy generated locally from
renewable energy sources;

Trans-European Networks
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Draws particular attention to the added value of the Trans-European Transport Network
(TEN-T), whose priority projects are all transnational and whose added value is
particularly evident in the context of development of an efficient, multimodal and
comprehensive EU transport network, in addressing the issue of lack of accessibility and
low interoperability between various parts of the EU, including hinterland connection with
ports, in cross-border sections of projects and in the leverage effect which EU investment
has in encouraging private and public funding of strategic projects;

Recalls that the funding requirements for TEN-T projects for 1996-2020 are estimated at
€900 billion, of which €500 billion remain to be financed, and €395 billion for the 30
current priority TEN-T projects, of which €270 billion remain to be financed;

Notes in this context that for the TEN-T priority projects, excluding Galileo, a total EU
expenditure of €47.4 billion (30.8%) gives rise to investment of €106.6 billion from other
sources for those same projects over the period of the current Financial Perspective, and
that the equivalent figures for the TEN-T network as a whole are €105 billion (27%) and
€285 billion (73%);

Recalls that the main funding contributors to the TEN-T are the Member States, the
Regions and the Union, the latter through the TEN-T budget and the Cohesion and
Structural Funds, that in the current budgetary period (2007-2013), 15% of the investment
needed to complete the works which were due to take place during this timeframe is being
funded and that, as the costs of implementing large infrastructure projects are likely to
increase, the overall envelope available for transport investments in the post-2014
Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) will be critical for the implementation of the
TEN-T;

Notes in particular that in the context of the Europe 2020 Strategy, which is focused on
smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, there are provisions for the TEN-T:

... to mobilise EU financial instruments (TENs among others) as a part of a consistent
funding strategy that pulls together EU and national public and private funding’,

...”(to) accelerate the implementation of strategic projects with high European added value

to address critical bottlenecks, in particular cross-border sections and intermodal nodes
(cities, ports, logistic platforms)’;

Calls therefore for an increase in overall funds, as well as increased coordination between
the funds available for TEN-T and the cohesion funding for transport projects (currently
23.7% of cohesion resources) and for the dedication of this amount from the cohesion
fund to be contingent upon the observation of general principles of European transport
policy and for TEN-T funding to be made conditional upon the concentration of national
funding on, and the systematic application of the tools of Directive 2008/96/EC to, the
TEN-T core and comprehensive networks;

Calls for the development of other funding instruments for TEN-T, particularly via the
allocation of own resources derived from transport activities (earmarking), the use of
specific instruments from the EIB and the improvement of PPP mechanisms together
with aids to the engineering of such mechanisms;

Considers that revenue from the internalisation of the external costs should be earmarked
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particularly for mobility and thereby facilitate the PPPs, inter alia in transport projects;

18. Underlines that the cohesion funding for transport projects should be continued within the
new Financial Perspective with clear commitments from the Member States to cofinance
and implement these transport projects, that cohesion policy remains crucial for countries
seeking to comply with the convergence criteria, and that the successful implementation
of transport projects in these countries largely depends on the availability of cohesion
funding;

19. Notes that only half of one percent of the TEN-T budget for the period 2007-2013 remains
unallocated but insists that the EU commitment to funding cannot be open-ended for those
projects which do not progress because the necessary matching funding from national
budgets is not made available before 2015;

Marco Polo

20. Recalls that the Marco Polo programme aims to free Europe’s roads of an annual volume
of 20 billion tonne-kilometres of freight, the equivalent of more than 700 000 trucks a
year travelling between Paris and Berlin, by freight transfer to other modes; notes its
importance for a transition to a low-carbon economy, a transition which will require
considerable and well coordinated funding; recalls further that in a programme budget for
2007-2013 of €450 million, social and environmental benefits equivalent to approximately
€10 are generated for every euro spent and that no immediate equivalent of the Marco
Polo programme exists at Member State level;

21. Recommends exploring the possibility of introducing loan guarantees as an instrument in
the Marco Polo programme;

22. Points out that the Marco Polo II Regulation approved by Parliament in 2009 is designed
to make access to the programme’s funding easier for small and medium-sized enterprises
and that funding criteria have been adapted to market conditions;

Galileo

23. Insists that Galileo is a project of major strategic importance for the European Union,
especially in view of the commitment to invest in similar systems from national military
budgets shown by other economies, such as China, India and Russia, and that a scenario
where European business is unable to benefit from the multiple economic, environmental,
innovative, research and employment opportunities offered by Europe having its own
satellite navigation system is not desirable; considers moreover that, should a service be
reduced or switched off, the potential disruption to business, banking, transport, aviation,
communication etc., to name but a few, would be very costly (e.g. in terms of revenues for
business, road safety etc.); recalls that the budgetary authority recognised this when it
increased the ceilings for Heading 1A within the current Financial Perspective to
accommodate continued investment in the Galileo programme;

24. Calls on the Commission and the Member States to consider increasing dramatically
GNSS application research funding in order to give European industry, SMEs and all the
stakeholders a chance to increase their level of uptake in the global GNSS market and to
ensure the EU’s independence in a sector on which more than 6% of the whole EU GDP
relies;
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25. Notes that the development and practical application of intelligent transport systems and
Global Navigation Satellite Systems will be major beneficiaries of Galileo;

26. Insists that, given the long lead times that projects such as Galileo or the Single European
Sky, with its technological component SESAR, entail and the levels of capital investment
already committed to these projects, it is necessary for sufficient and consistent financial
commitment over financial planning periods to be made to ensure their successful
implementation and spin-off benefits and specifically to ensure the deployment of
SESAR, as a condition for the full completion of the Single European Sky;

27. Notes that the accelerated implementation of the Single European Sky project and more
specifically the deployment of its technological component SESAR, to begin in 2014,
have been defined as a key priority to achieve an efficient and sustainable air transport
system in Europe and that the SESAR project will make it possible to cut air traffic
management costs by 50%, improve safety records by a factor of 10 and reduce by 10%
the environmental impact of each flight;

ERTMS

28. Notes the importance of the ERTMS project for railway interoperability and making
modal shift a reality; believes that the rolling-out of the ERTMS has, like many other
transport infrastructure projects, recently been suffering the consequences of the
economic recession, in terms of the rate and volume of public sector investment;
acknowledges the European dimension and added value of the project, and therefore calls
for the ERTMS, and in particular its cross-border sections, to be made an EU budgetary
priority in the coming years;

Maritime policy

29. Considers that the Integrated Maritime Policy must be pursued and geared towards
tackling the challenges faced by coastal zones and maritime basins and supporting blue
growth and a sustainable maritime economy in line with the EU 2020 Strategy; insists
that the appropriate budgetary means be put at the disposal of this policy;

New funding instruments

30. Calls for the development of new funding instruments, both by reviewing the policy of
the European Investment Bank to allocate more loans to innovative transport projects,
and by using revenue from the taxation of heavy vehicles and the auctioning of CO,
emission quotas from the aviation sector, in order to fund joint projects aimed at reducing
the environmental footprint of these modes of transport;

Tourism

31. Recalls the importance of tourism to the European economy, to the European natural and
cultural heritage and to particular countries and regions where it is an economic and social
mainstay; draws attention to the significance of the new provision on tourism that is now
included in the Lisbon Treaty, giving Parliament legislative powers in the field of tourism
for the first time, and to the need to exercise those powers to make the sector more
competitive; reiterates its concern that no budget line to assist in the development of
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tourism has been established to reflect this new challenge and insists that in future
adequate levels of EU support for tourism must be provided through the establishment of
a dedicated budget line for sustainable economic development, industrial heritage and
protection of the natural and cultural heritage, aided where appropriate by the Structural
Funds and other funds.
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31.1.2011

OPINION COMMITTEE ON REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT

for the Special Committee on the policy challenges and budgetary resources for a sustainable
European Union after 2013

on Investing in the future: a new Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) for a competitive,
sustainable and inclusive Europe
(2010/2211(INT))

Rapporteur for the opinion: Constanze Angela Krehl

SUGGESTIONS

The Committee on Regional Development calls on the Special Committee on the policy
challenges and budgetary resources for a sustainable European Union after 2013, as the
committee responsible, to incorporate the following suggestions in its motion for a resolution:

1. Points to the increased importance of cohesion policy following the entry into force of the
Treaty of Lisbon, and to the fact that a third pillar — territorial cohesion — has been added
to it, and notes that Member States, regions and cities are best placed to implement that
policy on an active basis and that sectorialisation would therefore be counterproductive
and would not be consistent with the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union;

2. Takes the view that cohesion policy is a key component for the accomplishment of the EU
2020 strategy and that a sound autonomous cohesion policy is the prerequisite for
successful joint action by the EU as it contributes as an effective tool to achieving
common goals of that strategy at regional and local level and allows for a consolidation of
strategic goals and local needs with potential on the ground; stresses that the cohesion
policy with its horizontal character is contributing to all EU2020 objectives — smart,
sustainable and inclusive growth — and that this should be reflected in the structure of the
post- 2013 Multiannual Financial Framework; underlines that objectives which are
included in the Lisbon Treaty but are not part of EU2020 goals should also be achieved
and that the relationship between the objectives of the EU2020 Strategy and other
objectives should be clarified; supports the Commission in optimising the exploitation of
synergies between the existing funds;

3. Considers economic, social and territorial cohesion to be a fundamental prerequisite for
achieving the competitiveness objective, specifically through encouraging economic
growth and job creation;
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4. Points out that the success of economic and social cohesion policy can be clearly seen in
the 271 regions of the 27 Member States and notes that the subsidiarity principle, the
partnership principle, and multilevel governance are fundamental prerequisites for that
success; reaffirms its position on best practice, as set out in its resolution of 24 March
2009 on best practices in the field of regional policy and obstacles to the use of the
Structural Funds';

5. Stresses that the European added value of cohesion policy, which accounts for the largest
individual budget, is uncontested, as this policy constitutes a well-established mechanism
of delivery of European objectives and has been one of the EU’s most significant, visible
and successful policies for decades with the capacity to promote synergies among the
other European internal policies;

6. Points out that a modern cohesion policy must take on the remaining needs of structural
reforms and the new challenges facing all the EU regions; considers that it is therefore
necessary to set the following priorities:

— we need sustainable economic growth which has a positive impact on the labour
market in both urban and rural areas;

— we need smart, effective and modern infrastructure (transport, communications,
water/sewage, waste, energy);

— we stress the need, within cohesion policy, for increased support for:

(i)  smart growth based on research, development and innovation, as well as ICT
deployment,

(i)  education, training and further training,
(i) employment,

(iv) integrated urban development (including, for example, promoting building energy
efficiency),

(v)  strengthening the social dimension, including the services of general interest, and
demographic change issues,

(vi) small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) as the motor of regions’ economic and
social development,

(vil) climate change objectives,

(viil) regions which suffer from severe and permanent natural or demographic handicaps
such as the northernmost regions with very low population density and island,
cross-border and mountain regions,

(ix) the establishment of more integrated and balanced regional economic structures as
a guarantee of more harmonious economic and social development;

"OIC 117E, 6.5.2010, p. 38.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Draws attention to the fact that the means of achieving greater competitiveness depend on
the specificities of each region, including the development levels thereof, and therefore
that due attention must be paid to providing flexibility to Member States and regions in
order to draw up the best policy mixes;

Endorses the view that the ESF must remain an integral component of cohesion policy and
be strengthened; calls for greater coordination both with cohesion policy and rural
development measures under the ERDF and the EAFRD with a view to using resources in
the most effective and efficient manner possible, not only by taking into account the
characteristics and convergence problems of each region but also by properly involving
rural regions;

Takes the view that all forms of territorial cooperation (cross-border, interregional and
transnational cooperation) and the budgets allocated to them must be strengthened;

Insists, in keeping with a spirit of solidarity, on specific support for the EU-27’s least
developed and most disadvantaged regions (Objective 1); stresses, at the same time, the
need for a powerful Objective 2 for the more developed regions as well as for appropriate
transitional rules; considers, however, that, in order to ensure harmonious and balanced
development in all the EU regions, cohesion policy must necessarily embrace the whole
territory of the EU;

Points out that there is a significant threshold effect between the regions eligible for
funding under the convergence objective and the other regions, and takes the view that
this threshold effect should be reduced;

Stresses that a successful, strengthened cohesion policy needs adequate funding, which
cannot in any circumstances be less than in the current 2007-2013 programming period;

Recalls that one of the main criticisms directed at cohesion policy has to do with the
complexity of its rules; insists on the importance of simplifying the rules and procedures
of this policy and reducing complexity and administrative burdens in order to ensure more
transparent and effective allocation of resources to the cities, municipalities and regions,
while the frequency of checks should be commensurate with the risk of irregularities in
keeping with the proportionality principle;

Underscores the fact that a better mix of financing instruments, including grants, loans or
revolving funds, can support more efficient use of resources; encourages local and
regional authorities to make as much use as possible of the financial engineering and
technical support instruments introduced by the Commission in order to boost investment
at local and regional level;

Emphasises the need to strengthen the leverage effect of Structural Funds through better
use of public procurement; stresses in this respect the need to further develop and
implement rules of procurement with reduced environmental impacts (‘green
procurement’); encourages the Commission and the Member States to further stimulate
the use of pre-commercial procurement in order to contribute to more R&D and
innovation in the EU;

Insists that, in future, expenditure control should be streamlined and more result-oriented
in order not to put excessive administrative burden on final beneficiaries;
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

Stresses that conditionality agreed ex ante in areas directly linked to the cohesion policy
and appropriate outcome indicators should be designed to constitute an opportunity for
improving regions’ policy-making and a more open debate with a view to strengthening
cohesion effectiveness;

Notes that a five-year period is too short, since authorisation procedures would be much
too long and would not make it possible to use resources efficiently; points to the fact that
a seven-year period has proved its worth in the past and that the programming period
should in no circumstances be shorter; underscores the fact that a seven-year or, past
2020, even longer multiannual financial framework (MFF) period, would safeguard
efficiency; stresses that a period thus established ought to be designed so as to match the
scheduling of financing priorities with the terms of office of Parliament and of the
Commission,;

Stresses that cofinancing and the n+2 and n+3 rules should be maintained, possibly
combined with greater flexibility to cover exceptional situations which might be expected
to arise within the next programming period; takes the view that cofinancing for the next
programming period should remain similar in overall terms to that for the current period;
insists that while a degree of flexibility in the use of resources should be guaranteed, de-
committed funds arising from the above rules should remain in the cohesion budget and
not be returned to the Member States;

Points out that monies from funds set up in connection with cohesion policy should not be
used, under the Stability and Growth Pact, as a means of ‘punishment’; insists that this
would be counterproductive for the regions and Member States affected and the EU and
that such measures would treat Member States and regions unequally as they would
punish the poorest the most;

Points to the fact that any conditionality rules provided for should be limited in their scope
to the framework of cohesion policy measures and instruments;

Demands a proposal with the aim of stricter financial sanctions for Member States which
do not adhere to the stability criteria, and therefore suggests that stronger automatisms be
provided for;

Takes the view that, in addition to assisting the regions, cohesion policy measures also
raise the EU’s profile in the regions, and points out that better visibility in the regions
could demonstrate this even more clearly and contribute to the added value of European
action;

Particularly stresses the fact that cohesion policy, which is at the same time ‘smart’,
‘sustainable’ and ‘inclusive’ plays a crucial role within the EU 2020 strategy and can give,
as all policy fields, a contribution to these goals; points out that this provides further clear
evidence of the importance of cohesion policy as a whole, and rejects any fragmentation
of this policy across various budget headings as cohesion policy should have its own
heading within the EU budget.
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29.3.2011

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND RURAL
DEVELOPMENT

for the Special committee on the policy challenges and budgetary resources for a sustainable
European Union after 2013

on investing in the future: a new multiannual financial framework (MFF) for a competitive,
sustainable and inclusive Europe
(2010/2211(IND))

Rapporteur: Giovanni La Via

SUGGESTIONS

The Committee on Agriculture and Rural Development calls on the Special committee on the
policy challenges and budgetary resources for a sustainable European Union after 2013, as the
committee responsible, to incorporate the following suggestions in its motion for a resolution:

1. Regards the current debate on the new common agricultural policy (CAP, which is the
EU’s only communitarised policy) as vital, given agriculture’s major role as a strategic
sector and in generating genuine added value in the European Union, in order to enable
the EU to maintain its production capacity in the context of climate change and increased
pressure on natural resources, and thereby guarantee food security at European and world
level;

2. Recalls that, in addition to its fundamental objectives, the CAP has a multifunctional role
in delivering public goods, such as environmental protection, high-quality food
production, biodiversity conservation and high animal welfare standards, as well as in
shaping and preserving the diversity and quality of valued landscapes in the EU,
particularly in disadvantaged and mountainous regions, where agriculture is the only
economic activity that can be carried out; notes that the CAP also plays an important role
in achieving European energy objectives, plays a key part in avoiding territorial
imbalances and combating the abandonment of agricultural land, rural depopulation and
the ageing of the rural population in the EU by providing appropriate funding for rural
communities, and is an essential precondition for sustainable development in many EU
regions;

3. Notes the importance of innovation and sustainability in the context of European
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10.

11.

12.

agriculture, which makes an important contribution towards achieving the objectives of
the European Union; calls for greater policy coherence and better use of existing cohesion
and research policy instruments with a view to boosting investment in agricultural
research;

2 a. Recalls that the JEREMIE initiative has been very successful with more than six
billion euro made available for SMEs, and suggests that a similar financial mechanism,
which could be called JERICHO (‘Joint European Rural Investment CHOice’), is
developed for the rural development programmes in the next programming period;

2a. Notes that the EU will continue to need efficient agriculture even after 2013; takes
the view that food sovereignty must remain a fundamental objective of the European
Union;

2 a. Recalls that in the coming decades the European Union and the rest of the world
will have to face new challenges, such as food security, water and energy shortages;
believes that agriculture could help mitigate the possible negative effects of these
problems;

Notes that this is the first CAP reform in an EU of 27 Member States and that, in order to
ensure food security at European and world level, it is important to encourage the
continuation of all types of agriculture by making it possible for them to be practised,
taking due account of the different levels of development in the various European
countries and territories while resisting any attempt to renationalise what is a common
policy; stresses that the new CAP must ensure a reasonable distribution of resources
among the Member States;

Stresses the need both for direct payments (1st pillar) to make agriculture possible
everywhere in Europe and ensure a decent living for famers, and for programmes to
help rural areas (2nd pillar) particularly in relation to agriculture; favours a reduction
in red tape (particularly in the case of cross-compliance) and for the simplification of
procedures so that farmers can concentrate on their main tasks and have a maximum of
planning security;

Notes that the CAP’s share of the total EU budget has steadily decreased, from about 75%
in 1985 to what is expected to be 39.3% by 2013 — a figure which represents less than
0.45% of total EU GDP, even though agricultural policy makes an essential contribution
to food security for 500 million Europeans, provides 13.6 million jobs, forms the basis for
5 million jobs in the EU’s agri-food industry and directly protects and maintains 47% of
the territory of the European Union;

Considers that, given the wide range of objectives which agricultural policy is called upon
to meet in the Europe 2020 strategy and elsewhere and the need to broaden them to take
account of a range of new challenges for European action, as well to ensure real added
value, the budget allocated to EU agricultural policy must be at least equal to its current
budget;

Recalls that the recent economic crisis has had a significant adverse impact on
agriculture;

Recalls that European producers are obliged to comply with high European standards,
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in particular as regards product quality, food safety, the environment, social legislation
and animal welfare; takes the view that, in the absence of adequate budget resources for
the CAP, European producers will no longer be able to guarantee compliance with
these standards;

13. Notes that the EU has experienced a steadily-widening trade deficit in agricultural
products and has lost a significant market share in the past 10 years; recalls that the
European economy is highly dependent on imports in areas such as raw materials rich
in plant proteins;

14. Considers that the duration of the multiannual financial framework (MFF) must be chosen
in such a way as to allow for adequate and effective budget implementation capable of
achieving the targets of a strong Europe and that a high degree of flexibility is needed,
given the new challenges the CAP is already facing;

15. 7. Believes that, in light of past experience, short programming periods can generate
inefficiencies in terms of both spending and the achievement of aims, and therefore
proposes a period of at least seven years, so that problems and mistakes which have arisen
or occurred in the recent past will not be repeated, providing a stable framework that will
Javour investment in agriculture;

16. Calls for the MFF and current budget structure as well as the present two-pillar structure
of the agricultural budget to be maintained in order to guarantee a single heading for
agriculture and rural development.

17. Recommends that, as a matter of principle for the future, the level of EU co-financing
should reflect the European added value of the different investments made under the
rural development programmes;
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13.4.2011

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON CULTURE AND EDUCATION

for the Special Committee on Policy Challenges and Budgetary Resources for a Sustainable
European Union after 2013

on Investing in the future: a new Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) for a competitive,
sustainable and inclusive Europe
(2010/2211(INI))

Rapporteur: Catalin Sorin Ivan

SUGGESTIONS

The Committee on Culture and Education calls on the Special Committee on Policy
Challenges and Budgetary Resources for a Sustainable European Union after 2013, as the
committee responsible, to incorporate the following suggestions in its motion for a resolution:

Structure and duration of MFF

1. Notes that the existence of small headings, such as Heading 3b in the current MFF,
hampers the reallocation of funds between programmes; urges that small headings and
sub-headings be reviewed in the next MFF;

2. Underlines the importance of striking the right balance between predictability and
flexibility in multiannual expenditure; believes that a seven-year MFF would achieve this;
takes the view that a five-plus-five-year MFF might also be satisfactory, provided that it
included a comprehensive mid-term review with full involvement of Parliament;

European added value: in general

3. Points out that the current education, youth, media and culture funding programmes
generate European added value by pooling resources and enhancing cooperation;
underlines that these programmes contribute to the EU’s economy and notes that they
were developed according to the needs of the sectors concerned, have high
implementation rates and produce noticeable leverage and spill-over effects;

4. Recalls that one of the five Europe 2020 headline targets is to reduce the share of early
school-leavers to less than 10% and increase the share of the younger generation with a
degree or diploma or proper professional training to at least 40%; is concerned that no
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national programmes yet exist to achieve these objectives; underlines that education,
training and youth mobility — and also mobility in adult education and professional
training — are essential for creating and safeguarding jobs and reducing poverty, and are
thus crucial for both Europe’s short-term economic recovery and its longer-term growth
and productivity; points out that unemployment among young people up to the age of 25
in the EU is currently almost 20%; recalls that EU policy initiatives in cooperation with
the Member States have helped to modernise education and training policies;

Underlines that education, training, mobility and investment in R&D are important
cornerstones for innovation, employment and economic growth in Europe;

Takes the view that EU programmes play an important role in steering national policies in
the direction agreed at inter-governmental level, and towards the targets of the Europe
2020 strategy; recalls that EU policy initiatives have helped to modernise education and
training policies and institutions within the Member States;

Stresses the importance of the educational, cultural, creative and media sectors, which are
important elements of the economic value chain, in achieving the Europe 2020 targets
relating to employment, productivity and social cohesion; notes that, beyond their direct
contribution to GDP, the cultural and creative industries have a positive spill-over effect
on other sectors of the economy such as tourism, enterprise and digital technologies; takes
the view that EU policy initiatives and programmes in these areas have demonstrable
‘European added value’;

European added value: individual programmes

Lifelong Learning

8.

10.

Notes that the Lifelong Learning Programme contributes in a broad sense to the individual
development of European citizens by organising mobility schemes at EU level and thus
maximising synergies; notes that the Member States would not be able to finance similar
actions unaided, and that the programme therefore facilitates access to learning mobility
for all EU citizens; notes that international experience and multilingualism are
increasingly valued on labour markets; is therefore convinced that studying abroad
improves employment prospects;

Notes that the programme’s Erasmus sub-programme has an implementation rate of close
to 100%; recalls the well-documented evidence that Erasmus considerably facilitates
study abroad and provides students with a wider range of skills, and that this, in turn,
significantly improves subsequent employment prospects for those students participating
in Erasmus and thereby contributes substantially to Europe’s competitiveness;

Notes that the Comenius, Leonardo da Vinci and Grundtvig sub-programmes promote
partnerships and exchanges of best practices across Europe, helping both educators and
learners to acquire new skills; acknowledges that they therefore bring to school, adult and
vocational education a better understanding of cultural and linguistic diversity, and
improve the skills base of Europeans, thereby directly contributing to an increase in
Europe’s competitiveness; takes note of the success of the Erasmus Mundus programme
(2009-2013) in establishing partnerships with universities outside the EU and highlighting
the distinctive characteristics of European higher education capable of attracting gifted
young people with a view to increasing the EU’s competitiveness at world level;
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11. Underlines that the internationalisation of education is of socio-cultural and economic
importance; recognises that European universities are losing ground as centres of
excellence and believes that measures should be taken to attract top talent from outside the
EU; insists that the Commission boost cross-border mobility of researchers, students,
scientists and teachers, in and outside the EU;

Culture 2007

12. Notes that the Culture 2007 programme plays a unique role in supporting cross-border and
European-wide cooperation in the cultural sphere, fostering mobility and Europe’s cultural
and linguistic diversity; recalls its significant economic spill-over effects; underlines the
transversal character of culture and supports it as a vital element in the EU’s external
relations;

13. Highlights that the programme reaches a wide audience, plays a special role in developing
citizenship and social inclusion and therefore fully supports the process of European
integration;

14. Notes that the programme is very differentiated between many categories of beneficiaries
and actions, which ensures, in part, its successful implementation;

Youth in Action

15. Recalls that the Lisbon Treaty encourages the participation of young people in democratic
life in Europe; takes the view that the Youth in Action programme contributes to this and
reinforces the renewed EU Youth Strategy (2010-2018);

Europe for Citizens

16. Recalls that the Europe for Citizens programme supports European civic participation
through transnational cooperation projects (such as town-twinning partnerships) and
thereby contributes to the development of active European citizenship; stresses that
voluntary work is fundamental to active citizenship and democracy, giving concrete
expression to European values such as solidarity and non-discrimination, thereby
contributing to the harmonious development of European society; reiterates the
importance of renewed commitment to voluntary work as part of the Europe for Citizens
programme;

MEDIA

17. Stresses the important role that the MEDIA and MEDIA Mundus programmes have
played in strengthening the competitiveness of the European audiovisual industry and
increasing its worldwide audiences; notes, in particular, that since national support
mechanisms apply mainly to the production phase, these programmes have demonstrated
significant European added value by supporting cross-border (and indeed global)
distribution of European audiovisual works; insists therefore that these programmes be
maintained/renewed as individual programmes, thereby guaranteeing their added value
and visibility;

18. Recognises that digitisation of the sector is important for the MEDIA programmes;
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Future sports programme

19. Recalls the importance of sport for health, economic growth and jobs, tourism and social
inclusion, and the fact that Article 165 TFEU gives the EU new competences in this field,
welcomes the Commission communication entitled ‘Developing the European Dimension
in Sport’ (COM(2011)0012) as a first step in assessing the added value of sport, and in
particular of everyday exercise, and focusing on the societal, economic and organisational
dimension of sport;

Budgetary consequences

20. Considers that the allocation of adequate resources to education, a component of the
Europe 2020 Strategy, could contribute significantly to the achievement of its objectives;

21. Notes that EU education, youth, media and culture programmes are successful in that they
enjoy high implementation rates and generate clear European added value, which can be
measured in economic terms, strengthening the sense of European identity and belonging,
and calls for adequate funding, meaning a substantial increase in the resources;

22. Calls for adequate funding for an ambitious programme in the field of sport, in line with
the Union’s new responsibilities in this area;

23. Underlines the importance of maximising synergies and multiplier effects between
different parts of the budget, in particular between structural policies, on the one hand, and
lifelong learning, youth and cultural projects, on the other;

24. Considers it necessary to take measures for the public promotion of cultural, educational,
youth and mass-media programmes.
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20.4.2011

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON WOMEN’S RIGHTS AND GENDER EQUALITY

for the Special committee on the policy challenges and budgetary resources for a sustainable
European Union after 2013

on Investing in the future: a new Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) for a competitive,
sustainable and inclusive Europe
(2010/2211(IND))

Rapporteur: Eva-Britt Svensson

SUGGESTIONS

The Committee on Women’s Rights and Gender Equality calls on the Special committee on
the policy challenges and budgetary resources for a sustainable European Union after 2013, as
the committee responsible, to incorporate the following suggestions in its motion for a
resolution:

A. whereas the challenges faced by the Union and its citizens, such as the global economic
crisis, the rapid rise of emerging economies, the transition to a low-carbon society, ageing
populations threatening the sustainability of its social model, the need for real equality
between women and men, the shift in the global distribution of production and savings to
emerging economies, and the threats of terrorism and organised crime require a strong
response from the Union and its Member States,

B. whereas the Europe 2020 strategy should help Europe recover from the crisis and come
out stronger, through job creation and smart, sustainable and inclusive growth; whereas
this strategy is based on five headline targets for promoting employment, improving the
conditions for innovation, research and development, meeting climate change and energy
objectives, improving education levels and promoting social inclusion, in particular
through the reduction of poverty and gender inequalities,

C. whereas the Strategy for equality between men and women 2010-2015 asserts that the
next Multiannual Financial Framework will provide support for implementation of the
actions envisaged in the strategy,

The challenge of demography

1. Insists that the Union must tackle its demographic challenge; notes that the combination
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of a smaller working population and a higher share of retired people will place additional
strains on its welfare systems and its economic competitiveness, raising increasingly
significant problems in relation to gender poverty, given the high number of elderly
women and current welfare disparities;

2. Stresses that priority should be given to comprehensive action which links the topic of
equal opportunities with country growth indicators, highlighting the links between
women, work, the economy, fertility and an ageing population, to break the vicious circle
between women’s participation in the workplace, a low birth rate, insufficient growth and
the unsustainability of welfare systems;

3. Highlights the considerable differences in women’s and men’s access to and opportunities
to exert power over economic structures, as women are poorly represented in economic
decision-making, including the formulation of financial, monetary, commercial and other
economic policies;

4. Underlines the importance of gender budgeting as a good governance tool to improve
efficiency and fairness, proper monitoring of how budgetary allocations affect the
economic and social opportunities of women and men, and flexibility to restructure the
ones that negatively affect the achievement of gender equality; believes that a substantial
analysis of gender issues in the European budget planning process will improve the
targeting of resources in such a way that equality and social cohesion are enhanced;

5. Calls for SMEs and entrepreneurs, with a particular focus on women entrepreneurs, who
are statistically less risk-averse but are strongly discriminated against with regard to
access to financing, to be placed at the heart of the Europe 2020 strategy; demands,
accordingly, enhanced support in the next MFF for all programmes and instruments aimed
at fostering SMEs, in particular the Competitiveness and Innovation Programme (CIP);
stresses, further, the need for greater accessibility of financing instruments, without any
distinction of gender, and adaptation of those instruments to the needs of SMEs, inter alia
through the extension and expansion of the CIP’s guarantee instruments and the Risk-
Sharing Finance Facility (RSFF) under the Research Framework Programme;

6. Points to the importance of adequately funding education, mobility, the promotion of
gender equality and lifelong learning programmes, as this would make an important
contribution to the fight against unemployment and towards reaching the Europe 2020
headline target of a 75% employment rate; highlights that achieving this target will require
not only a reduction in unemployment but also many of the inactive persons, most of them
women, to enter the labour market;

7. Recognises that, through the integration of gender perspectives, the effectiveness of
policies to achieve growth and employment can be enhanced, as it is often the case that
insufficient attention has been given to gender analysis, which has meant that women’s
contributions and concerns have not been adequately addressed;

8. Takes the view that the flagship initiative on new skills and jobs should allow a wider
focus on youth, early school-leavers, single mothers, older people, disadvantaged and
disabled people and migrants; emphasises that the European Social Fund (ESF) should
provide adequate resources for measures aimed at improving labour market access and
combating unemployment and social exclusion;
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Takes the view that specific measures to develop the technical and scientific skills of
young women need to be included in the European investment plan for employment, the
environment and innovation, in order to improve their qualifications and employability, in
particular in strategic growth sectors in which they are under-represented;

Notes that economic, cultural and social growth of the Union can only thrive in a stable,
lawful and secure environment, safeguarding civil liberties and promoting equality
between women and men and equality of opportunities; considers, accordingly, that
efficient home affairs policies are a prerequisite for economic recovery and an essential
element in a wider political and strategic context; underlines the important role of ‘home
affairs’ policies in the Union’s external dimension;

Emphasises the need for stronger and more efficient integration of gender equality
policies and gender mainstreaming tools during the next programming period;

Stresses that EU foreign policy should be based on the Union’s founding principles and
values, namely democracy, respect for human rights and the rule of law, and the
promotion of equality between women and men; reiterates the need to equip the Union
with adequate and targeted means to promote these values globally;

Reiterates that crisis prevention and management are major EU priorities; stresses,
accordingly, the need to ensure effective and adequately funded instruments in this
respect; takes the view that the current Instrument for Stability remains an important
means of providing an immediate Union response to crisis situations, but that more
emphasis should be placed on longer-term, preventive actions, namely via more
responsive geographic and gender programmes;

Calls on the Commission to come up with proactive measures through the European
Agricultural Fund for Rural Development in order to support women’s employment in
rural areas;

Stresses the necessity to increase the budgetary allocations for the ESF in order to provide
adequate resources for measures to improve education and training so as to improve
labour market access and combat unemployment, and for measures and activities under
the Social Inclusion Strategy and the EU 2020 flagship initiative on combating poverty
and social exclusion in favour of disadvantaged and vulnerable persons, especially
women, including those confronted with precarious and insecure contracts;

Proposes, therefore, the following structure for the next MFF:
1. Smart, sustainable and inclusive growth (Europe 2020)

la. Knowledge for growth and employment
Including research and innovation, education and lifelong learning, the internal market
and social policies.

1b. Sustainable development
Including agriculture, fisheries, environment, climate change, energy and transport
policies.

lIc. Cohesion for growth and employment
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Including cohesion policy (economic, social and territorial).
2. Citizenship

Including culture, youth, equality between women and men, communication and freedom,
security and justice policies.

3. Global Europe

Including external action, neighbourhood and development policies.
4. Financial Governance

Including a link to the European Stability Mechanism.

5. Administration.
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RESULT OF FINAL VOTE IN COMMITTEE

Date adopted 20.4.2011
Result of final vote +: 26
— 0
0: 3
Members present for the final vote Regina Bastos, Edit Bauer, Emine Bozkurt, Andrea Ceskova, Marije

Cornelissen, Silvia Costa, Edite Estrela, Ilda Figueiredo, Zita Gurmai,
Mary Honeyball, Rodi Kratsa-Tsagaropoulou, Constance Le Grip,
Barbara Matera, Elisabeth Morin-Chartier, Angelika Niebler, Siiri
Oviir, Antonyia Parvanova, Raiil Romeva i Rueda, Nicole Sinclaire,
Joanna Katarzyna Skrzydlewska, Eva-Britt Svensson, Marc Tarabella,
Marina Yannakoudakis, Anna Zaborska

Substitute(s) present for the final vote Izaskun Bilbao Barandica, Anne Delvaux, Christa Klaf3, Katarina
Nevedalova, Rovana Plumb
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RESULT OF FINAL VOTE IN COMMITTEE

Date adopted 25.5.2011
Result of final vote +: 39
— 5
0: 4
Members present for the final vote Alexander Alvaro, Marta Andreasen, Richard Ashworth, Francesca

Balzani, Thijs Berman, Reimer Boge, Jos¢ Bové, Michel Dantin,
Isabelle Durant, Bas Eickhout, Frank Engel, Hynek Fajmon, Goran
Férm, José Manuel Fernandes, Jos¢ Manuel Garcia-Margallo y Marfil,
Eider Gardiazabal Rubial, Salvador Garriga Polledo, Gerben-Jan
Gerbrandy, Ivars Godmanis, Kinga Goncz, Jutta Haug, Gunnar
Hokmark, Catalin Sorin Ivan, Anne E. Jensen, Ivailo Kalfin, Jiirgen
Klute, Giovanni La Via, Marian-Jean Marinescu, Mario Mauro, Jan
Olbrycht, Marit Paulsen, Markus Pieper, Miguel Portas, Czestaw Adam
Siekierski, Georgios Stavrakakis, Laszl6 Surjan, Konrad Szymanski

Substitute(s) present for the final vote Frangois Alfonsi, Sophie Auconie, Andrea Cozzolino, Frédéric
Daerden, James Elles, Derk Jan Eppink, Robert Goebbels, Sidonia
Elzbieta Jedrzejewska, loannis Kasoulides, Constanze Angela Krehl,
Riikka Manner, Barbara Matera, Elisabeth Schroedter, Theodor
Dumitru Stolojan, Giommaria Uggias, Vladimir Urutchev, Derek
Vaughan, Joachim Zeller, Milan Zver

Substitute(s) under Rule 187(2) present | Mario David, Jolanta Emilia Hibner, Carlos José Iturgaiz Angulo, Sean
for the final vote Kelly, Hans-Peter Mayer, Georgios Papanikolaou, Jutta Steinruck,
Patrice Tirolien, Graham Watson, Pablo Zalba Bidegain
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