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SUGGESTIONS 

The Committee on Employment and Social Affairs calls on the Committee on Budgets, as the 

committee responsible, to incorporate the following suggestions in its motion for a resolution: 

1. Regrets the strategy defined by Parliament, namely to negotiate legislative proposals 

without interfering in the MFF figures; believes that Parliament needs to assess the 

strategy’s outcome; 

2. Regrets that the 2011 figures at constant prices proposed by the Commission as the basis 

for the negotiation did not allow for fully taking into account the reality of the needs of the 

Member States, especially in terms of employment and social regression; stresses that 

having insufficient data, especially insufficient statistical data, will negatively impact on 

policies as well as adding to possible negative perceptions regarding the EU budget; 

3. Regrets that elements pertaining to legislative proposals have been discussed and decided 

upon by the European Council instead of being negotiated and agreed on at the level of 

the appropriate Council formation and the committee responsible; stresses that the Council 

has ignored Parliament in its role of co-legislator, in particular with regard to the Youth 

Employment Initiative; reminds the European Council that under the Treaty provisions it 

has no legislative powers; thus, warns that both co-legislators must avoid in the future any 

shift of legislative powers to the European Council; 

4. Points out that the conclusions of the European Council are to be seen as negotiating 

instructions for the Council; deeply regrets the fact that this problem marked the 

negotiations on EU multiannual programmes, notably regarding the European Social Fund 

and the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund;  

5. Regrets that where the co-legislators agreed to extend the scope of the proposed financial 

programmes this could not be matched by corresponding increases in financial allocations, 

and that reductions could not be prevented; regrets in particular that the allocation to the 

ESF has been constantly been reduced since the Fund’s foundation, despite the fact that 

the scope of the Fund has been extended over time; deplores the fact that the proposed 

ESF envelope of 25 % of cohesion policy funds could not be maintained in the 

negotiations for 2014-2020; deplores also the fact that the annual ceiling for the EGF has 

been disproportionally reduced compared to other financial instruments; regrets the 

invocation of Rule 20 of Parliament’s Rules of Procedure for all MFF-related files, since 

this has limited Members’ democratic right to express themselves, for example on the 

minimum share for the ESF envelope; 

6. Emphasises that one of the aims of the reform embodied in the Lisbon Treaty was to 

democratise the process of establishing the Union’s financial framework, and regrets that, 

in this context, and in relation to the legislative proposals for the 2014-2020 period, the 

opportunity to act fully in line with the spirit of the Treaty has not been properly used; 

7. Regrets that despite obvious time pressure stemming from the upcoming expiry of the 

MFF and the European elections, the negotiations on the EGF and the FEAD were 

substantially delayed for reasons not pertaining to content, resulting in unacceptably tight 

timetables for reaching timely agreements; regrets the fact that the Commission’s proposal 
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for the FEAD was well behind schedule; 

8. Notes that changes in negotiating positions were not always fully communicated in good 

time between the relevant actors in Parliament, which, at times, affected the consistency 

of Parliament’s approach; 

9. Points out, on the basis of the experience of EaSI, the difficulty of individually negotiating 

horizontal elements which are similar to several multiannual programmes in different 

policy areas, resulting in diverse outcomes and preventing a uniform approach and thus 

further weakening Parliament’s negotiating power; believes that a more systemic 

approach would deliver better results; 

10. Stresses the problematic dependency of the negotiations concerning legislative proposals, 

in particular with regard to the ESF, on the progress made in the negotiations on the global 

framework of the MFF; 

11. Regrets that, despite the Treaty provisions, the Council decided to negotiate legislative 

proposals only on the basis of partial general approaches or general approaches without a 

mandate based on the amendments proposed by Parliament, which led to delays and 

blockages in the negotiations, in particular with regard to the ESF, EGF and FEAD; 

12. Regrets that Parliament decided not to make full use of the possibilities provided by the 

ordinary legislative procedure in the negotiations with the Council on the legislative basis; 

considers, in this context, that special attention should be paid to the cases where a 

legislative proposal has been recognised to fall within the competences of more than one 

committee; is of the view that in these special cases, the mandate for negotiations with the 

Council should be obtained from the plenary in order to assure broad support, strengthen 

Parliament’s negotiating position and guarantee transparency; 

13. Considers that, while agreements negotiated with the Council should be given the 

possibility of a smooth adoption in plenary, this cannot be at the price of denying the 

plenary any possibility of amending the agreed texts; is of the view that such procedures 

could only be applied where a very broad political consensus has been found on the 

agreed text; calls, therefore, on its competent committee to examine the possibility of 

applying the provisions of Rule 138 of the Parliament’s Rules of Procedure to first and 

second reading agreements; 

14. Recalls that margins left available below the MFF ceilings for commitment appropriations 

for the years 2014-2017 shall constitute a Global MFF Margin for commitments to be 

calculated by the Commission and to be made available above the ceilings established in 

the MFF for the years 2016-2020 for policy objectives related to growth and employment, 

in particular for the Youth Employment Initiative; 

15. Invites the next Commission and Parliament to carefully look at the achievements of the 

Europe 2020 strategy, especially the employment-related targets, and to use the review 

clause to add financial resources to boost the strategy, taking into account that the 

negative impact of the ongoing crisis has jeopardised it; 

16. Recalls that the upcoming revision of the MFF must not have a downward impact on any 

pre-allocated national envelopes for cohesion policy, in particular ESF allocations; 
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17. Calls on the next Commission to tackle the issue of youth unemployment by proposing a 

substantial increase of the Youth Employment Initiative budget in the framework of the 

MFF revision process; 

18. Draws the attention of the next Commission and Parliament to the fact that the Regulation 

on the European Social Fund provides, on top of the MFF revision process, that ‘the 

resources for the YEI may be revised upwards for the years 2016 to 2020 in the 

framework of the budgetary procedure in accordance with Article 14 of Regulation (EU) 

1311/2013’; 

19. Is deeply concerned at the fact that any budgetary debate in the Council has for many 

years been poisoned by the logic of ‘fair returns’, and stresses that this situation is largely 

due to the current system of EU financing, whereby some 85 % of revenues stem from 

national contributions instead of genuine own resources as foreseen in the Treaty of 

Rome; 

20. Notes that the European Council took a top-down approach in deciding the overall size of 

the MFF 2014-2020, which in turn demonstrates a worrying discrepancy between EU 

political commitments which the European Council has been making and its reluctance to 

adequately finance them; stresses that Parliament has underestimated the ability of the 

European Council to evaluate the impact of the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty 

regarding Parliament’s powers concerning adoption of the MFF, and to maintain this 

approach; 

21. Is convinced that any decision on the financial framework should be preceded by – and 

based on – a genuine political debate on the role, function and added value of the EU 

budget and on its compatibility with the political strategy adopted by the Union and the 

operational objectives assigned to the Union. 
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