EVROPSKY PARLAMENT

* K Kk

2004 £ 2009

LTS

Dokument ze zasedani

KONECNE ZNENi
A6-0060/2005
21.3.2005
*k* I
o navrhu natizeni Evropského parlamentu a Rady o zfizeni nastroje pro
financovani rozvojové a hospodaiské spoluprace
(KOM(2004)0629 — C6-0128/2004 — 2004/0220(COD))
Vybor pro rozvoj
Zpravodaj: Gay Mitchell
Zpravodaj (*) : David Martin, Vybor pro mezinarodni obchod
(*) UZsi spoluprace mezi vybory — ¢lanek 47 jednaciho fadu
RR\561100CS.doc PE 353.674v02-00

CS

CS



CS

PR _COD lIrej

Vysvétlivky k oznaceni legislativnich postupii
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Postup konzultace

vetsina odevzdanych hlasii

Postup spoluprace (prvni cteni)

vétsina odevzdanych hlasii

Postup spoluprace (druhé éteni)

veétsina odevzdanych hlasii pro schvdleni spolecného postoje
vetsina hlasu poslancii Parlamentu pro zamitnuti nebo zménu
spolecného postoje

Postup souhlasu

veétsina hlasi poslancii Parlamentu s vyjimkou pripadii uvedenych
v ¢lancich 105, 107, 161 a 300 Smlouvy o ES a ¢lanku 7 Smlouvy o
EU

Postup spolurozhodovani (prvni ¢teni)

vetsina odevzdanych hlasi

Postup spolurozhodovani (druhé ¢teni)

veétsina odevzdanych hlasii pro schvaleni spolecného postoje
vetsina hlasii poslancii Parlamentu pro zamitnuti nebo zménu
spolecného postoje

Postup spolurozhodovani (teti cteni)

vetsina odevzdanych hlasii pro schvalent spolecného navrhu

(Druh postupu zavisi na pravnim zékladu navrzeném Komisi.)

Pozmeéiniovaci navrhy k legislativnimu textu

V pozménovacich navrzich Parlamentu je pozménény text zvyraznén tu¢nou
kurzivou. Zvyraznéni normalni kurzivou oznacuje ¢asti legislativniho textu,
u nichz je navrzena oprava, a ma slouzit k usnadnéni vypracovani kone¢ného
znéni (napf. zjevné chyby nebo vynechéni textu v nékteré jazykové verzi).
Tyto navrzené opravy podléhaji dohod¢ ptislusnych oddéleni.
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NAVRH LEGISLATIVNIHO USNESENi EVROPSKEHO PARLAMENTU
o navrhu narizeni Evropského parlamentu a Rady o zfizeni nastroje pro financovani
rozvojové a hospodarské spoluprace
(KOM(2004)0629 — C6-0128/2004 — 2004/0220(COD))
(Postup spolurozhodovani: prvni ¢teni)

Evropsky parlament,

— s ohledem na navrh Komise pfedlozeny Evropskému parlamentu a Radé
(KOM(2004)0629)",

— s ohledem na ¢l. 251 odst. 2 a ¢I. 179 odst. 1 a ¢l. 181a odst. 2 Smlouvy o ES, v souladu s
nimiz Komise pfedlozila sviij ndvrh Parlamentu (C6-0128/2004),

— s ohledem na ¢lanek 51 jednaciho tadu,

— s ohledem na zpravu Vyboru pro rozvoj a stanoviska Vyboru pro zahrani¢ni véci, Vyboru
pro mezinarodni obchod a Rozpocétového vyboru (A6-0060/2005)

1. zamita navrh Komise;

2. vyzyva Komisi, aby vzala sviij ndvrh zpét a ucinila spolecné s Parlamentem patficné
kroky pro piedlozeni nového navrhu;

3. povetuje svého piedsedu, aby predal postoj Parlamentu Radé a Komisi.

! Dosud nezvetejnény v Utednim véstniku.
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EXPLANATORY STATEMENT

The Commission’s proposals for a series of regulations to rationalise the legislative
instruments relating to external policy are broken down into geographical and thematic
instruments, and additional elements.

The Committee on Development is particularly concerned at the Commission proposal to
establish a single financing instrument for development cooperation and economic
cooperation (DCECI). The DCECI would replace 16 existing regulations.

Parliament fully recognises the Commission's concerns regarding the need for an effective
European development policy, and agrees that the present structure is in need of
rationalisation, and that Parliament should play its part in bringing about all necessary
reforms, including any new instruments that may be required. The Committee on
Development is willing to work closely and constructively with the Commission and the
Council to bring about a reformed structure.

However, if the draft regulation currently proposed were to be adopted, it would have far-
reaching political and budgetary management consequences.

The proposed regulation poses two kinds of problems:

- Marginalisation of the role and the powers of Parliament (proposed procedures);

- Merging together in an unnatural alliance two policy domains (economic cooperation and
development cooperation) with quite distinct finalities and work methods, to the detriment of
development cooperation.

1) The Commission claims that the proposed instruments are policy-driven. This may be the
case for other proposals, but it is difficult to discern any single policy, either development or
economic, behind the DCECI proposal:

- The existing development policy, as defined in the Development Policy Statement of
November 2000, is notably absent - indeed, the proposal runs counter to both the spirit
and the letter of that Statement;

- As the November 2000 Statement is currently being revised, and the discussion has only
just started, the new Statement can clearly not underpin this legislative proposal.

The Commission should define clearly the policy objectives that give rise to this instrument

and engage in debate with Parliament on them.

2) The DCECI proposal covers a wide range of countries, both developing and industrialised,
while the Constitution and the EC Treaty provide the basis for a separate development policy
for developing countries. It should be of major concern to Parliament that the DCECI contains
provisions that fail to distinguish between the two, and which run counter to the principles
laid down in the EC Treaty and the Constitution.

The DCECI proposal gives the strong impression that it is intended to serve a "default"
function, i.e. encompassing anything not covered by the other regulations, thereby enabling
the Commission to carry out a wide variety of actions in all countries not covered under other
geographical instruments.
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As a result, the only geographical limitation on its scope is a negative list, indicating the
countries to which it is not applicable (Member States, countries eligible for Community
assistance under the Pre-accession or the Neighbourhood and Partnership Instruments, and
international measures in multilateral frameworks).

3) Commission sources claim that it is necessary to have an "economic and development
instrument" to facilitate economic actions in developing countries. However, in 2001 they
themselves proposed under the development legal base (Art. 179 TEC) a regulation for
cooperation with Asia and Latin America which included provision for cooperation to
"promote economic and trade cooperation, strengthen investment relations, and foster the
integration of Asian and Latin American countries into the multilateral trading system and the
implementation of WTO agreements". The Commission clearly considered then that the
development legal base was appropriate for actions in the economic sphere in developing
countries. However, even if the new Article 181A on economic cooperation is required for
economic actions in developing countries, nothing would prevent the Commission from
proposing separate instruments for developing and industrialised countries.

4) No general objective is given in the proposal. In its place is a non-exhaustive list giving, in
very general terms, the sectors which may be supported. This is given as: "inter alia,
development cooperation, economic, financial, scientific and technical cooperation and all
other forms of cooperation with partner countries and regions, and international measures to
promote the objectives of the EU's internal policies abroad". While the Commission,
Parliament and the Council have repeatedly insisted that the Millennium Development Goals
must be at the core of Community development policy, they are not mentioned as an objective
(in fact, they are mentioned only once in the DCECI proposal, in a recital - which is not
legally binding). Within the very broad definition of the objectives, decisions on sectors to be
supported would be made without need to refer to Parliament. The current proposal therefore
leaves open to question whether the Commission would use the very broad powers afforded to
it under this text to address the basic objectives of development cooperation (i.e. poverty
alleviation through the MDGs).

The proposal gives a detailed list of 31 sectors to which measures may relate, but the
inclusion of "inter alia" in the introduction makes it non-exhaustive. Furthermore, the final
sector, given as "any other area appropriate for achieving the objectives laid down in Articles
177 to 181A of the Treaty", also opens the door for actions in other sectors not included in the
list.

As a result, the proposal contains, in terms of political coverage, a mixture of objectives and
policies (including encouraging trade between the European Community and industrialised
countries, managing asylum and migration flows, as well as counter-terrorism measures,
mentioned several times in the Legislative Financial Statement and therefore presumably
covered by "inter alia" in the legal text).

5) The financial envelope does not earmark funds for specific policy objectives, and the only
specific envelope mentioned is that corresponding to the EDF, for ACP countries. Apart from
this, the proposal allows for fungibility (interchangeability), so it is not possible to separate
the financial allocation for development from that for other objectives, notably economic
policy objectives. These allocations are to be determined by "programming documents" over
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which Parliament would have no say. Although separate budget lines could be introduced
during the annual budget procedure, these may still be subject to transfers without
parliamentary approval if they are within the same budget chapter. Parliament should be
extremely concerned about the implications of such provisions.

6) Certain consequences of the proposed DCECI are especially serious and would not be
acceptable to Parliament. The proposal gives very extensive powers of implementation to the
Commission and Council, which also extend to policy formulation and management of
resources. This is at the expense of the powers currently exercised by Parliament under the
codecision procedure and also its powers under the annual budgetary procedure.

How far Parliament could continue to exercise its current influence under the annual
budgetary procedure is open to question. The Commission has not yet released any indication
of their likely proposals on the structure of the budget under the new Financial Perspectives.
At present many budget lines relate directly to programmes that would be replaced and
subsumed into the DCECI. While the Commission has indicated it will not seek to propose a
single line to correspond to the DCECI regulation, it has for several years sought to simplify
the current structure of the budget by reducing the number of development lines. It will
therefore be necessary for Parliament to be very vigilant to forestall erosion of its powers.

At present, most development policy initiatives are based on separate codecided regulations
that are usually in force for a limited period, after which time the policy is reviewed and a
new regulation adopted. Thus Parliament has its say, on a regular basis, in determining the
objectives, scope and methods to be employed for each policy sector. However, the current
proposal would itself serve as the legal base for all future actions, whether under new
initiatives or not, making new legislation unnecessary. Periodic legislation would give way to
a comitology procedure, involving only the Commission and Council, which would adopt
strategy and other programming documents. The effect would be that the legislative power of
Parliament in this area would be abolished at a stroke. Furthermore, the proposed regulation
would be in force for an indeterminate period, and contains a provision for review only at the
initiative of the Commission. Parliament would therefore be unable to recover its lost powers.

7) The Commission may view the current revision of the Development Policy Statement as a
means to add a development policy orientation to the all-encompassing administrative
provisions of the DCECI proposal. However, this is a political statement that is not legally
binding and, as mentioned previously, has not been respected at all in the current proposal.
Such a Policy Statement would therefore be a poor recompense for relinquishing codecision
powers.

8) Under the proposed regulation consultation with civil society on geographic and thematic
programmes would only be envisaged by the Commission "when possible", calling into
question the Commission's stated commitment to civil society participation in EC aid
programming and undermining the basis for non-state actors’ participation under the Cotonou
Agreement. This is not acceptable.

9) The Commission admits that the structure of the proposed instruments under Heading 4

(dealing with all external action of the EU) means that "a precise figure for ODA under
Heading 4 of the new Financial Perspectives cannot be provided as it will depend on the
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future programming of funds under the different instruments"'. This is largely due to the
DCECTI's lack of financial visibility for development funding.

Conclusions

To quote UN Secretary General Kofi Annan, for selfless reasons and for reasons of healthy
self interest the needs of the developing world must be at the top of the political agenda.
Parliament would therefore welcome a more effective, more efficient, more generous and
more targeted commitment on the part of the Union to the developing world. However,
marrying economic cooperation with non-developing countries and development cooperation
with the poorest countries does not take due account of the needs of the developing world and
either selfless duty or "healthy self interest". To meet our objectives, whatever agreed reforms
are necessary should be put in place, but reforms must be accompanied by accountability and
transparency.

The proposed regulation fails to meet the considerations stated above, notably with regard to
transparency, which is linked to democratic oversight. In addition, tying development
cooperation to economic cooperation with industrialised countries is neither necessary nor
desirable.

It is quite clear that many of the difficulties from a development perspective posed by this
draft regulation are a direct consequence of the hybrid nature of the text. The attempted 'tour
de force' of merging two different and distinct sets of objectives and tools into a single
regulation has detrimental consequences for development cooperation. This is because most
of the internationally accepted and adopted best practices in development cooperation have
been abandoned in the proposal. This 'acquis' of 35 years of development cooperation has
become part of the legal framework governing EU development policy, which is in line with
what most donors do. It includes concentration, coherence, coordination, harmonisation,
ownership by the beneficiaries and involvement of all stakeholders. The Commission seeks to
move outside this framework and, in doing so, has greatly diluted the development focus of
the Regulation.

There is a major imbalance between a desire on the part of the Commission for more
flexibility at the level of micro-management (which is perfectly understandable) and the need
for accountability and for an open and transparent democratic debate on the strategies and
priorities of EU aid. Defending Parliament's democratic role and influence can and must be
seen as a worthy objective in itself. It may also be necessary for achieving the modifications
to the Commission package which Parliament deems necessary. Accountability to the elected
representatives of EU citizens should not be abandoned for managerial and efficiency
imperatives. A good balance between the two principles is feasible and must be struck.

The proposed regulation is so out of step with the development cooperation policies favoured
by the European Parliament and is so inherently deleterious to Parliament’s powers as to be

unamendable.

It is consequently proposed that the Commission withdraw this draft regulation and replace it

! Technical Fiche 37.
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with forward-thinking proposals that would correspond to current thinking on development
while respecting the powers and prerogatives of the European Parliament. As a starting point
Parliament must insist that the Commission take account of its concerns, as set out in this
report, in the drafting of proposals to replace the current draft regulation.
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15.3.2005

STANOVISKO VYBORU PRO ZAHRANICNI VECI

pro Vybor pro rozvoj

k navrhu natizeni Evropského parlamentu a Rady o zfizeni nastroje pro financovani rozvojové
a hospodarské spoluprace
(KOM(2004)0629 — C6-0128/2004 — 2004/0220(COD))

Navrhovatelka: Irena Belohorska

KRATKE ODUVODNENI

Po diikladném zvazeni navrhu natizeni Komise o zfizeni nastroje pro financovani rozvojové a
hospodaiské spoluprace je navrhovatelka nucena dojit k zavéru, Ze névrh je ve své soucasné
podobé nepiijatelny. Mnoho mySlenek obsazenych v ndvrhu Komise je znacné zajimavych, a
jestlize budou fadné provedeny, mohly by politice vnéjSich vztahtt EU dodat novou dynamiku
a poskytnout daleko konkrétnéjsi vysledky. Avsak v diisledku podstatného naruSeni
pravomoci Parlamentu, které by z piijeti navrhovaného néstroje tak, jak stoji, vyplynulo,
zpravodajka doporucuje, aby vybor hlasoval proti navrhu, konkrétné z téchto davodi:

Komise navrhuje ,,novy ramec upravujici planovani a provadéni podptrnych ¢innosti..., aby
byla zlepSena ti¢innost vnéjsi podpory Spolecenstvi®, a za timto ucelem piedstavuje n€kolik
novych finan¢nich néstrojii. Navrhované nové natizeni predloZzené vyboru je ,.tfeti obecny
nastroj pfimo podporujici evropské zahrani¢ni politiky.* (Ostatni jsou: pfedvstupni opatieni,
nastroj evropského sousedstvi a partnerstvi, nastroj stability.) Je vSak zfejmé, Ze tato Ctyfi
nova nafizeni o vnéjsich finan¢nich nastrojich musi byt chapana jako soucast balicku a musi
se k nim takto pristupovat.

Vybor pro zahrani¢ni véci uznava vyznam racionalizovaného/konsolidovaného ptistupu, aby
bylo mozné vnéjsi pomoc lépe koordinovat. Upozoriuje vsak také na skutecnost, ze tyto
nastroje tak, jak jsou navrhovany, by do zna¢né miry narusily koncepcni llohu Parlamentu.
Vysledkem by bylo, Ze by Parlament jiz nemohl vykonavat svou demokratickou ulohu

v koncepénim postupu pifidélovani finan¢nich prostredkii konkrétnim programtim.

Je nutné, aby Evropsky parlament mohl vykonavat pravomoci, které¢ mu byly svéfeny podle
smluv, a tedy aby mohl pro jakékoliv nové finan¢ni néstroje zajistit vétsi legitimitu,
demokratickou kontrolu a transparentnost.

Dalsi — a hlavni — obava se tyka toho, Ze nova nafizeni jsou oteviend, pokud jde o na¢asovani.
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Clanek 26 posuzovaného navrhovaného nafizeni (finanéni nastroj pro rozvojovou spolupraci a
hospodaiskou spolupraci) odkazuje na moznost ptezkoumani, ale je tfeba upozornit, Ze se
jedné pouze o moznost (,,Do 31. prosince 2011 piedlozi Komise Evropskému parlamentu a
Rad¢ navrhy o budoucnosti tohoto natizeni a v piipadé potieby vhodné zmény*). Je zapotiebi
jasna specifikace pevné stanovené¢ho obdobi pouzitelnosti natizeni, aby se po jejim uplynuti
Parlament mohl pln¢ podilet na prezkoumani nastroje/nastroju.

Jelikoz vySe uvedené prvky jsou ztetelné zcela neuspokojivé, navrhuje Vybor pro zahrani¢ni
véci schvalit stanovisko hlavniho vyboru, Vyboru pro rozvoj, a doporucuje, aby Parlament
navrh Komise zamitl. Zaroven vyzyva Komisi, aby bez prodleni znovu posoudila cely
,balicek a vzala pln¢ v ivahu obavy Parlamentu.

Legislativni navrh

Vybor pro zahrani¢ni véci doporucuje navrh Komise zamitnout.
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14.3.2005

STANOVISKO VYBORU PRO MEZINARODNi OBCHOD

pro Vybor pro rozvoj

k navrhu natizeni Evropského parlamentu a Rady, kterym se zfizuje finan¢ni néstroj pro
rozvojovou a hospodaiskou spolupraci
(KOM(2004)0629 — C6-0128/2004 — 2004/0220(COD))

Navrhovatel (*): David Martin

(*) Uzsi spoluprace mezi vybory — ¢lanek 47 jednaciho tadu

KRATKE ODUVODNENI

Po peclivém zvazeni navrhu natizeni Komise, kterym se zfizuje finan¢ni néstroj pro
rozvojovou a hospodaiskou spolupraci, je navrhovatel nucen dojit k zavéru, ze v disledku
podstatného naruseni pravomoci Parlamentu, ke kterému by doslo po pfijeti navrzeného
nastroje, je navrh v souc¢asné podob¢ nepfiijatelny.

I kdyZ navrhovatel vita celkovy cil zjednodusit a racionalizovat legislativni nastroje tykajici
se vnéjsi politiky, je presvédCen, ze novy navrh Komise vazné zasahuje do pravomoci
vykonéavanych v souc¢asné dob¢é Parlamentem ve shod¢ se smlouvami v rdmci postupu
spolurozhodovani a kazdoro¢niho rozpoctového procesu.

Ctyii nové navrhy vngjsich finanénich nastrojii, které by podle logiky samotné Komise mély
byt chapany jako bali¢ek, znacné omezuji tlohu Parlamentu.

Nové nastroje ve své soucasné podobé¢ brani Parlamentu vykonavat demokratickou ulohu
v postupu vytvareni politik tykajicich se pfidélovani finan¢nich prostiedkli konkrétnim
programim.

Navic oproti dosavadni a standardni praxi jsou nova natizeni oteviena, a branila by tedy
Parlamentu podilet se na budoucim prezkoumani nastroji. Parlament by si mél zachovat
moznost pravideln€ plné spoluurcovat cile, rozsah a metody riznych nastroju. Proto je
zapotiebi pevné stanovit obdobi uplatiiovani.
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Strucné feceno, ma-li byt vnéjsi pomoc Spolecenstvi ucinnéjsi, je nezbytné nutné, aby
Evropsky parlament mohl nadéle vykonavat pravomoci, které mu byly udéleny smlouvami,
¢imz se novym finan¢nim ndstrojiim dostane vétsi legitimity, demokratické kontroly

a pruhlednosti.

Ze vsech téchto diivodit Vybor pro mezinarodni obchod navrhuje, aby byl ndvrh Komise
zamitnut.

Vybor pro mezinarodni obchod vyzyva Komisi, aby spolu s Parlamentem bez prodleni
podnikla ptislusné kroky k predlozeni nového balicku finan¢nich nastrojt, ktery bude brat
v tvahu z4jmy Parlamentu.

LEGISLATIVNiI NAVRH

Vybor pro mezinarodni obchod doporucuje, aby byl ndvrh Komise zamitnut.
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16.3.2005

STANOVISKO ROZPOCTOVEHO VYBORU

pro Vybor pro rozvoj

k navrhu natizeni Evropského parlamentu a Rady, kterym se zfizuje financni néstroj pro
rozvojovou a hospodaiskou spolupraci
(KOM(2004)0629 — C6-0128/2004 — 2004/0220(COD))

Navrhovatel: Reimer Boge

1.

KRATKE ODUVODNENI

The draftsman notes that the proposed Regulation is a piece of "enabling" legislation
(concentrating very much on procedure and only referring to other documents where
policy is actually formulated). The Parliament would seem to have little influence of the
real policy formulation. The scope of the Regulation is large encompassing 16 current
ones and ranging from poverty alleviation in Africa to trade promotion with industrialised
countries.

From a point of view of parliamentary oversight, clear objectives and transparency the
draftsman finds this doubtful although it will be for the lead committees to evaluate. The
draftsman notes, however, that the proposal has been met with very grave concerns by the
committees responsible in the external field.

3. The proposed Instrument would operate at four different levels:

The Co-Decision Financial Framework proposed in Article 24: EUR 44 229 million
for 2007-2013 out of which EUR 23 572 for the ACP States (budgetization of the
EDF). This framework would replace the budgetary envelopes of 16 current
regulations (some co-decisions and some not).

A "Strategic Level" at which geographical or thematic programmes will be drawn up
(by the Commission in co-ordination with Member States) and under which Strategy
Papers will be adopted.

Multi- Annual Indicative Programmes (normally 3 years) setting the medium-term
planning and the priority areas selected. These will set out the indicative financial
allocations, overall and per priority area.

Annual Action Programmes based on the levels above. These will specify in more
detail the objectives and lay down the management procedures and the total amount of
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financing planned.

. Article 14 states that "Budget commitments shall be made on the basis of decisions taken

by the Commission in accordance with Articles 7(1), 8(1) and 11(2)". This means in
accordance with Strategy Papers (art. 7.1), multi-annual indicative programmes (art.8.1)
and other support measures (art. 11.2). The Parliament has no say in establishing these.

The draftsman has noticed great concern among committees as to the influence the
Parliament would have. At the same time, questions have surfaced as to whether the
budgetary powers of Parliament could/should offset this perceived lack of influence over
policy. The draftsman is not ready to proceed along those lines, as there are limits to what
could reasonably be expected through the annual budget. For example, even if the
Parliament where to adopt budget appropriations for a particular priority, there could be
real problems of implementation if the Commission considered that it was not in line with
the letter and objectives of the legal text. This creates some serious problems of
interpretation because, as mentioned before, the regulation itself is only of a framework
nature and does not really contain the policy.

The draftsman must conclude that it would be dangerous to simply hope to use the
budgetary powers of Parliament as a "saviour" if there is a serious problem with the legal
text as it is proposed.

Therefore, the lack of involvement of the Parliament in policy choices would lead the
draftsman to support the lead committee's draft report recommending the rejection of the
draft regulation, and asking the Commission to bring forward new proposals.

. Lastly, it should be recalled that the draft Constitution will confer new powers upon the

European Parliament during the period covered by the next financial framework ;
therefore is determined to reject any legal commitment which would undermine the
Parliament’s legislative and budgetary prerogatives in future .

LEGISLATIVNI NAVRH

Rozpoctovy vybor doporucuje, aby byl navrh Komise zamitnut.
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