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SUGGESTIONS

The Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety calls on the Committee 
on Budgetary Control, as the committee responsible, to incorporate the following suggestions 
in its motion for a resolution:

1. Considers the overall implementation rates of the budget headings for environment, public 
health and food safety satisfactory;

2. Calls on the Commission to take steps to promote further assistance to applicants of multi-
annual programmes; welcomes the efforts to better focus calls for tenders and to provide 
more assistance to applicants in order to avoid the submission of project applications 
which are clearly not eligible for funding or of poor quality; notes that further work is 
needed in order to attain a satisfactory situation; invites the Commission to examine 
different stages of implementation in order to bring the implementation cycle forward in 
the year; 

3. Notes that the payment rates for both environment and health and food safety policy areas 
were below 80%; acknowledges the difficulties in planning payment credit needs, as the 
Commission depends in part on a swift submission of bills for beneficiaries and 
contractors; calls on the Commission, however, to continue its efforts to improve its own 
procedures which have an impact on the implementation of payment credits;

4. Hopes that the model introduced under the new Financial Perspectives, i.e. to gather all 
activities within one policy area under one single programme and budget line, will increase 
the efficient use of available appropriations;

5. On the basis of the data available, is of the opinion that the Commission can be granted 
discharge in respect of expenditure in the areas of environmental policy, public health and 
food safety in 2005.
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SHORT JUSTIFICATION

This opinion examines the execution of the budget in the areas of environment, public health 
and food safety policy for the financial year 2005. 

ENVIRONMENT 

The implementation rates for commitments for the environment budget lines were very good 
as regards internal policies, reaching the average level of almost 97%. This was largely due to 
the high commitment rates of the LIFE and Forest Focus programmes, which together 
represent 2/3 of the budget for the environment policy area. Also the appropriations for NGO 
core funding were committed almost completely. 

Following the pattern of previous years, the implementation of two smaller programmes, civil 
protection and marine pollution, proved to be more difficult. For civil protection, the level of 
commitments increased slightly from 2004 (75%) to 2005 (81%), largely due to the 
Commission's increased efforts to communicate better on the call for proposals. For the 
programme of marine pollution, the appropriations available more than doubled (from 
€800.000 to €1.900.000) but only 58% could be executed. In both cases, the fields are fairly 
specialised and the number of potential applicants small. As regards marine pollution, the low 
contribution ceilings defined in the Council decision for co-financing further limited the 
overall use of the funds.

Resources under the budget lines on 'legislation, awareness raising and other actions' and 
'legislation in the field of environment' are used to support a wide range of actions taken by 
DG Environment to implement existing legislation and to develop new policy initiatives. The 
6th Community Environment Action Programme sets the base for these activities. The 
resources are implemented through calls for proposals for grants and procurement procedures 
for studies or service contracts, where the Commission selects offers giving best value for 
money, often at prices lower than originally anticipated. These implementation rates rose 
from 81% in 2004 to 87% in 2005. 

Implementation rates for the international environmental activities, including LIFE third 
countries were considerably higher than the year before, 96%. Efforts by the Commission to 
improve the Call for proposals and to make it better known have borne fruit with some delay.

The overall picture is again less satisfactory when it comes to payments. The average 
implementation rate was 78%, i.e. approximately the same as in 2004. Problems in 
commitments in 2004 have transformed into problems in payments the year later. Again, the 
Commission can control and improve the situation only to a certain extent, as the payment 
rates depend largely on the submission of bills by contractors and beneficiaries. 

PUBLIC HEALTH

Year 2004 was the third year of the multi-annual Public Health programme (2003-2008). The 
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programme continued to attract applications of sufficient quality, and consequently, most of 
the appropriations could be committed (94%). 

Efforts to bring the programming cycle forward and thus adopting the financing decisions 
earlier bore fruit: the value of payments increased by 21% to 2004. Moreover, the call for 
proposals was made more focused and specific, which decreased the number of proposals 
received and shortened the time needed for their evaluation. At the same time, however, a 
number of factors overruled some of these achievements: the finalisation of individual 
commitments of 2004 was forwarded to 2005, and the setting up of the Public Health 
Executive Agency and the preparations for the new Public Health and Consumer Protection 
Programme consumed a lot of resources. According to DG SANCO, all this resulted in the 
late finalisation of individual commitments for grant agreements for projects selected in 2005. 
The inevitable consequence was the under-spending of payment credits which led DG 
SANCO to ask for a considerable reduction (€17.6 million) of its payment credits.

DG SANCO continued to manage one half of the Tobacco Fund, the other half remaining in 
the control of DG AGRI. The funds were used to finance the Community-wide "Help"-
campaign against smoking. The transition from the earlier model of several small projects into 
one single multi-annual campaign has improved the overall implementation of the Tobacco 
fund but also caused a systematic delay of one year between the commitment and the 
payment. 


