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President’s foreword

The following pages summarise the main remarks that the European Court of Auditors
submitted to the EU’s co-legislators — the European Parliament and the Council — for
them to consider when discussing and deciding upon the Commission’s legislative
proposals for the 2021-2027 multiannual financial framework (MFF).
This publication provides a succinct overview of those contributions in relation to
several areas of the budget. It mainly draws on the opinions we issued on the
Commission’s proposals during 2018, but also on our recent briefing papers and other
reports dealing with EU finances, and on our cumulative experience. Our remarks
focused in particular on the proposed process of setting spending priorities for the EU,
the flexibility of the EU budget, the performance orientation and administrative
simplification, as well as accountability and audit arrangements.
We are bound to emphasise that, to be effective, parliamentary oversight should be
based on robust accountability arrangements. For this reason, we proposed that the
European Court of Auditors, as a general rule, should be appointed as the external
auditor for all bodies set up by the European Union.
Our overall position is that we welcome the Commission’s efforts to modernise the
EU budget for the post-2020 period. At the same time, in our opinions on the
Commission’s legislative proposals and our reports we highlight several potential risks,
identify a number of weaknesses and propose specific improvements. Some of these
improvements would require amendments to the basic legislative acts themselves, but
the Commission could address many others when adopting delegated and
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implementing acts to put this legislation into practice. The Commission has seldom
ever consulted the European Court of Auditors on non-legislative acts — even though
they often contain key provisions affecting the regularity and effectiveness of
EU spending.
The Commission now aims to have the MFF legislative package adopted by the end of
2019, already well behind the original schedule. The timeline is therefore tight.
Experience from the 2014-2020 period has shown how difficult it is to catch up if there
are delays in adopting the legislative framework. We therefore encourage the
European Parliament and the Council to reach a political agreement as early as
possible so that implementation can start as soon as the programme period begins in
2021.

Klaus-Heiner Lehne
President
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Our remarks on the Commission’s
proposal for the 2021-2027 MFF
General issues – what did we say?
This first section summarises our remarks on the Commission’s main proposal for the
2021-2027 multiannual financial framework (MFF) as regards four specific aspects:
—

the process of setting spending priorities based on strategic considerations;

—

the flexibility of the EU budget and the proposed allocation of funding;

—

simplification and performance orientation in spending programmes;

—

accountability arrangements.

It is important at all times to bear in mind that it is not our role to assess the proposed
political priorities or allocation of funding in the new MFF.

Were spending priorities based on strategic considerations?
We welcome the Commission’s proposal to closely align the structure of the budget
and the allocation of resources with its political priorities and to focus spending on
measures that demonstrably bring EU added value.
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However, we note that the Commission started its financial planning negotiations for
the 2021-2027 period despite the absence of a political agreement with and among
Member States on the EU’s strategic objectives for the years to come. The current
strategy — “Europe 2020” — will end before the start of the new period. As a result,
the Commission’s proposal is a vehicle for shaping the EU’s political objectives after
2020, rather than a response to those objectives. We consider it important for the
EU legislators to ensure throughout the MFF period that the EU’s financial planning
takes due account of any changes to the objectives.
We would also observe that the Commission has yet to propose a robust concept of
EU value added, which could then form the basis for a comprehensive assessment of
the costs and benefits of EU membership.

What changes are proposed to improve budgetary flexibility and the allocation of
funding?
The Commission makes several proposals that would increase the overall flexibility of
the budget (such as raising the own resources ceiling, removing the limits on the
margin between the MFF ceiling for annual payment appropriations and the payments
executed in a given year, and setting up a reserve for unused commitments and
decommitments).
From the point of view of sound financial management, we agree that these changes
could make it easier to respond quickly and effectively to unforeseen demands. We
also note that the proposal to count special instruments — such as the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund, the European Union Solidarity Fund, the Emergency
Aid Reserve and the Flexibility Instrument — on top of the annual ceilings for payment
appropriations would clarify the situation.
As regards the evolution of spending for the 2021-2027 MFF, a number of factors (such
as inflation and the budgetary impact of the UK’s withdrawal from the EU) need to be
taken into account when making any comparison with the 2014-2020 MFF (see also
Annex II). We also note that the Commission does not base its proposals for changes in
spending priorities on an assessment of each area’s EU added value. Lastly, the
Commission should clarify the key assumptions behind the MFF proposal in a
comprehensive financial plan.
In addition, the MFF spending priorities and the allocation of funding in general might
have to be reconsidered in the light of the UK’s withdrawal from the EU, which may
reduce the amount of money available.
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Finally, the Commission should make it a priority to provide for sufficient payment
appropriations in the 2021-2027 MFF to honour outstanding commitments from the
current MFF and any new commitments falling due before the end of 2027.

How convincing is the emphasis on simplification and performance?
The Commission proposes to reduce the number of spending programmes and apply
simplified rules. Doing so would lessen the administrative burden for beneficiaries and
national or regional authorities managing EU funds. On the revenue side, the
Commission also proposes to discontinue the correction mechanism that applies to
Member States’ budget contributions.
We welcome the broad lines of these proposals. However, we believe that it is too
early to assess whether measures of this kind will increase the efficiency of EU action.
In particular, simplification should be used to eliminate unnecessary rules or
procedures rather than just consolidating existing rulebooks. In addition, particularly in
shared management, the Commission will need to make sure that Member States’
rules strike the right balance between ease of implementation and ensuring that EU
funds are spent correctly.
The Commission also intends to strengthen the focus on performance in all spending
programmes. In part, this would be done by setting clearer objectives and fewer, but
higher-quality, performance indicators.
However, we agree that it is essential to equip all programmes with a single strong
performance framework that can be used consistently to monitor the effectiveness of
EU spending.
How would accountability be improved?
The Commission proposes a more coherent and transparent framework for its
spending programmes. Fewer instruments would be funded outside the EU budget.
We believe that both measures are likely to enhance accountability in general.
It is essential that EU spending programmes conform to the highest standards of public
accountability and transparency. In this regard, we advocate developing an
overarching set of accountability principles, which could be included in the
interinstitutional agreement accompanying the MFF proposal.
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More details in our
—

Briefing paper on the Commission’s proposal for the 2021-2027 Multiannual
Financial Framework, published on 10 July 2018;

—

Opinion No 5/2018 on own resources, published on 11 October 2018

Revenue – what did we say?
This section summarises our remarks on the Commission’s legislative proposals for
own resources, which were published, as part of the MFF package, on 2 May 2018.

For the next MFF the Commission proposes to retain customs duties as one of the EU’s
own resources, but at a lower collection rate for Member States. It also proposes to
retain the GNI-based resource as a significant source of revenue and simplify the
calculation for contributions based on the VAT component. Together, these three own
resources would make up 87 % of EU revenue. In addition, three new own resources
would be introduced, based on a new tax scheme for EU companies, the EU Emissions
Trading System (ETS) and a tax on unrecycled plastic packaging.
Our overall conclusion is that the proposed EU financing system remains complex. In
addition, we note several issues which are likely to undermine the effectiveness of the
proposed new own resources. For example, the Commission proposes calculating the
resource based on the EU ETS as a percentage of receipts from the auctioning of
emissions allowances, the overall volume of which is fixed. While this would certainly
generate revenue, it would not create an additional incentive for Member States to
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reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The common consolidated corporate tax base
(CCCTB) would not be phased in until several years after the start of the new MFF. And
finally, Member States would need to harmonise how they collect and calculate plastic
recycling data, which would then have to be verified by the Commission.
We also believe that the Commission should reconsider its proposal to simplify the
VAT-based resource, as the assumptions it uses to calculate the new contributions do
not match the steps in the reasoning behind the simplification.
To offset the impact of the UK’s withdrawal from the EU and the inclusion of the
European Development Fund (EDF) in the EU budget, the Commission proposes
increasing the ceilings on own resources. It also proposes phasing out the correction
mechanisms that currently apply to certain Member States. Doing this would lead to a
more transparent and less complex system. However, the Commission does not
propose to complete the process until 2026.
More details in our
—

Opinion No 5/2018 on own resources, published on 11 October 2018.

Spending – what did we say?
This section summarises our remarks on the Commission’s proposals for the following
main expenditure areas:
—

Research and innovation;

—

Cohesion;

—

Agriculture and natural resources;

—

Neighbourhood, development and international cooperation;

—

InvestEU.
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Research and innovation
On 7 June 2018 the Commission adopted its proposal for Horizon Europe, a
€100 billion research and innovation programme that will succeed Horizon 2020.

We have not been asked to provide an opinion on this proposal. However, in a recent
briefing paper we made a number of proposals for simplifying participation in Horizon
2020.
For example, we suggested that the Commission further extend the use of simplified
cost options to expand the number of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) and
first-time entrants participating in EU research programmes. In doing so, the
Commission should be careful to mitigate any associated risk of simplified cost options
(see section on Cohesion, p. 12).
We also suggested that research proposals that have already been assessed as high
quality by the Commission, but for which no EU research funding is available, could be
financed through other European or national programmes without the need for
another selection procedure. This could help to reduce the administrative burden for
participants.
More details in our
—

Briefing paper “A contribution to simplification of EU research programme
beyond Horizon 2020”, published on 21 March 2018.
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Cohesion
On 29 May 2018, the Commission published its proposal for a common provisions
regulation (CPR) for seven EU funds under shared management: the European
Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund Plus, the Cohesion Fund, the
European Maritime and Fisheries Fund, the Asylum and Migration Fund, the Internal
Security Fund and the Border Management and Visa Instrument. Taken together, these
funds are worth around €360 billion, approximately 30 % of the total budget for 20212027.

Funding conditions and performance orientation
We consider that the Commission’s efforts to strengthen the link between the use of
EU funding and the European semester, and the move from ex-ante conditions to
simpler “enabling” conditions, mark a positive development. However, in the absence
of an EU-wide strategy or set of targets which would provide a clear vision of what the
EU wishes to achieve through its policies, it will be up to the Member States to define
strategic goals for the funds concerned. Care will be needed to ensure that these
national/regional goals are sufficiently ambitious.
Flexibility
Broadly, we welcome the various measures in the CPR proposal to increase the
flexibility of the EU budget. However, some of them might increase the administrative
burden for national or regional authorities (e.g. the planning of allocations in two
stages) or require further clarification.
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Simplification
The proposal clearly reflects the Commission’s ambition to simplify, which we fully
support. However, in some instances we consider that the potential benefits of
simplification are outweighed by risks to compliance and sound financial management.
In particular:
—

simplification may come at the cost of clarity for beneficiaries and national or
regional administrations;

—

the wide range of measures proposed (e.g. simplified cost options, financing not
linked to costs) could mean reimbursements that are disproportionate to the
costs incurred, which poses a value-for-money risk; and

—

the suppression of certain features, such as ex-ante programme assessments,
appraisals of major projects, strategic reporting and the performance reserve,
would weaken the mechanisms in place to deliver results.

Finally, annual funding in this policy area is allocated to each programme at the
beginning of the programming period. Any share of annual funding which a Member
State does not claim within a pre-determined period is automatically deducted from its
allocation and returns to the EU budget. The Commission proposes to reduce the takeup period from 3 to 2 years, which we welcome as a step in the right direction.
Accountability
The proposal would shift responsibility for implementation to the Member States,
broaden the single audit arrangements and reduce the role of the Commission. If
applied correctly, these changes certainly have the potential to reduce administrative
costs and increase efficiency. However, they would also eliminate supervision, at the
risk of greater levels of irregularities in spending, and could ultimately jeopardise the
past 20 years’ progress in internal control.
More details in our
—

Briefing paper on simplification in the post-2020 delivery of cohesion policy,
published on 28 May 2018;

—

Opinion No 6/2018 on the CPR, published on 31 October 2018.
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Agriculture and natural resources
On 1 June 2018, the Commission published its proposal for the post-2020 common
agricultural policy (CAP), which will have funding of around €330 billion. The key
changes compared to the current programming period can be summarised as follows:
—

one CAP strategic plan per Member State for all CAP expenditure (direct
payments, rural development and market measures);

—

efforts to move towards a performance-based system;

—

a redefinition of eligible spending (based on reported outputs and a new concept
of legality and regularity).

—

changes in control systems, in particular for certification bodies.

Funding conditions and performance orientation
We welcome the Commission’s intention to shift to a performance-based model for
the CAP. However, the absence of clear, specific and quantified EU objectives creates
uncertainty about how the Commission would assess Member States’ CAP strategic
plans. We also regret the fact that the proposed performance framework provides only
weak incentives: targets could be missed by a considerable margin with little impact on
EU funding, and successful performance could trigger at best a marginal ‘performance
bonus’.
We have our doubts as regards the Commission’s view that the proposal will reinforce
the CAP’s links with environmental and climate objectives. And we also question how
the Commission intends to assess or measure the environmental impact of the
proposed changes.
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Finally, we note that the largest share of CAP spending would continue to consist of
direct payments to farmers. The proposal contains insufficient evidence that farmers
really need this form of income support.
Simplification
The Commission proposes to reduce the legislative framework from five to three
regulations. Certainly, the combined programming of measures currently divided
between the European Agricultural Guarantee Fund (EAGF) and the European
Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) through a single national CAP
strategic plan could help to ensure consistency. However, it is not clear that the CAP
would be simpler overall, as in other respects complexity would increase (for example
the proposal introduces an eco-scheme with similar objectives to two other
environmental instruments).
Accountability
The Commission’s assessment of eligibility would be based on outputs and an
operational governance system, but would exclude rules contained in the CAP strategic
plans in respect of individual beneficiaries. The proposal gives no definition of ‘output’.
In our view, however, for certain measures output depends upon beneficiaries’
compliance with commitments set out in the strategic plans. It is thus not clear how
the eligibility of some expenditure would be assessed.
In addition, the proposal weakens the supervisory role of both Member States and the
Commission in the following ways:
—

as in the past, paying agencies would be tasked with ensuring the legality and
regularity of operations financed by the CAP, while certification bodies would
check the functioning of governance systems. However, it is unclear whether
those checks would also cover definitions and any specific eligibility criteria in
strategic plans. Moreover, it would no longer be mandatory for certification
bodies to verify legality and regularity;

—

the Commission, although ultimately responsible for implementing the budget,
would no longer receive control statistics from paying agencies and would
therefore be unable to quantify ineligible expenditure. The current practice of
certification bodies giving assurance with regard to payments to individual
farmers would also cease.
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More details in our
—

Briefing paper on the future of the CAP, published on 19 March 2018;

—

Opinion No 7/2018 on the CAP, published on 7 November 2018

Neighbourhood, development and international cooperation
On 14 June 2018 the Commission presented its proposal for the Neighbourhood,
Development and International Cooperation Instrument (NDICI), formed by merging
several existing external action instruments. €89.2 billion is proposed in funding to
implement the NDICI for the 2021-2027 period.

Simplification and flexibility
The proposal clearly has the potential to simplify operations in this policy area. In
particular, we welcome the fact that incorporating the EDF into the NDICI would bring
it under the EU budget. The result would be more consistency between the various EU
funds providing financial support, and stronger democratic oversight for the European
Parliament. It remains to be seen whether the merging of funds would be enough on
its own to allow more flexible responses to unforeseen challenges and crises.
The Commission also proposes to increase the thresholds above which action plans
and measures must be adopted by means of implementing acts. The proposed
thresholds are twice as high as for the EDF. This could weaken the oversight
arrangements.
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Performance
We consider that the proposed performance-based approach should apply in all cases,
not only to ‘Neighbourhood’ countries. Similarly, the use of results-based
programming should also extend to thematic programmes.
We recommend that, in its evaluation of the NDICI, the Commission distinguish more
clearly between the regulation itself and the resulting measures. Moreover, the
specific objectives set out in the regulation should be more closely linked to key
performance indicators.
Given that the EDF would be brought into the EU budget, we consider that the rules on
budget support in the EDF financial regulation should also be aligned with those
applicable to the EU’s general budget. In addition, the scope of the Commission’s
discretionary power over budget support to overseas countries and territories (OCTs)
remains to be clarified.
More details in our
—

Opinion No 3/2018 on the proposal for a Council Regulation on the financial
regulation applicable to the 11th European Development Fund, published on
1 October 2018;

—

Opinion No 10/2018 on the Neighbourhood, Development and International
Cooperation Instrument, published on 17 December 2018.

InvestEU
On 6 June 2018, the Commission proposed the ‘InvestEU’ Programme to support
investments in the EU. The Commission estimates that the new fund will mobilise
additional investment of around €650 billion. This will be achieved by making available
a €38 billion guarantee from the EU budget, following the example of the demanddriven European Fund for Strategic Investments (EFSI) established during the 20142020 period.
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We have not been asked to provide an opinion on this proposal. However, in recent
reports and an opinion we made a number of remarks on the complementarity of the
EFSI with other financial instruments and budgetary guarantees, the methods used to
estimate the level of additional investment mobilised and the geographical distribution
of projects and, more generally, the use of financial instruments to fund EU policies.
Moreover, we have previously noted accountability gaps in the management and
reporting of spending from the EU budget. Bringing all centrally managed financial
instruments together in a single programme is a positive step towards mitigating that
risk. We consider that this assessment applies equally well to the Commission’s
proposal.
Finally, the Commission will need to exercise care when delegating the power to
assume liabilities for the EU budget, potentially to a wide range of partners. We also
consider that the Commission should provide a comprehensive analysis of the overall
financial exposure of the EU budget whenever it proposes legislative acts that result in
the creation or addition of sizeable contingent liabilities.
More details in our
—

Opinion No 2/2016 on the EFSI, published on 11 November 2016;

—

Opinion No 6/2018 on the CPR, published on 31 October 2018.
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Cross-cutting aspects – what did we say?
This fourth section provides an overview of our remarks in relation to horizontal
aspects of the Commission’s proposals for EU revenue and expenditure.

Safeguarding the rule of law
The Commission proposed a draft regulation to protect the EU budget against
‘generalised deficiencies’ as regards the rule of law in Member States (such as
insufficient independence of the judiciary or failure to prevent, correct and punish
unlawful decision-making by public authorities) in May 2018.

We welcome the aim of this legislative proposal, in the view that such contingencies
may affect the sound financial management or other financial interests of the Union.
This new mechanism is more specific than other options available to the Commission
in terms of scope, effectiveness and applicability. However, we consider that the
proposal in this stage lacks certain clear and specific criteria defining what would
constitute a ‘generalised deficiency’ or how measures would be implemented. Hence,
we also see a need for additional clarification of the procedure and scope of the
measures. Finally, we advocate including safeguards to avoid any adverse impact on
beneficiaries of EU programmes.
More details in our
—

Opinion No 1/2018 on the rule of law, published on 17 July 2018.
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Fight against fraud and corruption
European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF)
On 23 May 2018, the Commission presented its proposal to adapt the operations of
the European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF) to accommodate the establishment of the
European Public Prosecutor’s Office (EPPO), and to improve OLAF’s effectiveness.

We consider that the proposal does not guarantee that the protection of the EU’s
financial interests would be effectively strengthened. We also point out that the
proposed changes would not be sufficient to significantly increase the effectiveness of
OLAF’s investigations.
We have reservations about the proposed arrangements for cooperation between the
EPPO and OLAF. For example, we recommend that OLAF be given a more strategic role
in EU anti-fraud action, which should result in better oversight at EU level. In the
medium term, the Commission should re-evaluate these arrangements and, if
necessary, propose supplementary legislation.
Anti-Fraud Programme
On 30 May 2018, the Commission presented its proposal concerning protection of the
EU’s financial interests and the correct application of EU law in the fields of customs
and agriculture. The total budget proposed for this programme is €181 million.
We consider that there is a risk of overlap and a lack of synergies between this
programme and others funding similar actions. We therefore question the
programme’s capacity to deliver EU added value. We also have doubts about the
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proposed performance indicators’ suitability for monitoring and evaluating programme
results.
Whistleblowing
On 29 May 2018, the Commission presented its proposal on the protection of persons
reporting on breaches of Union law.
We welcome the broad lines of this proposal and have made a number of specific
recommendations.
More details in our
—

Opinion No 4/2018 on whistleblowing, published on 15 October 2018;

—

Opinion No 8/2018 on OLAF and the EPPO, published on 22 November 2018;

—

Opinion No 9/2018 on the EU Anti-Fraud Programme, published on
22 November 2018.

Assessing the impact of legislation: the “better regulation” principle
Impact assessments form a key part of the Commission's “better regulation” agenda,
which seeks to design and evaluate EU policies and laws so that they achieve their
objectives in the most efficient and effective way 1. In particular, they examine whether
there is a need for EU action and analyse the possible impacts of available solutions.
Assessments are required whenever a Commission initiative, of any kind, is expected
to have significant economic, social or environmental impacts. Assessments are
therefore possible for legislative proposals, non-legislative initiatives (e.g. financial
programmes, recommendations for the negotiation of international agreements) and
implementing/delegated acts. The findings of the impact assessment process are
summarised in a report. The Commission’s Regulatory Scrutiny Board checks the
quality of each report and issues an opinion accordingly.
In accordance with the Financial Regulation, programmes and activities which entail
significant spending are also subject to ex-ante evaluation 2. Where a programme or
activity is expected to have significant economic, environmental or social impacts, this
1

European Commission, Better Regulation: Delivering better results for a stronger Union,
COM(2016) 615 final, 14.9.2016.

2

Article 34 of Regulation (EU, Euratom) No 2018/1046 of the European Parliament and the
Council of 18 July 2018 on the financial rules applicable to the general budget of the Union.
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evaluation may take the form of an impact assessment — and in this case, the
Commission will also need to examine a range of options for implementation.
The Commission had made comprehensive and documented impact assessment in the
areas concerned by only two of the six opinions we issued on proposals for the MFF
package. Of the four cases where we found no impact assessment, there was only one
ex-ante evaluation (see Table 1).

Table 1 - Commission evaluations accompanying the proposals
Opinion on…

Impact assessment?

Ex-ante evaluation?

Rule of law

No

No

Own resources

No

No

CPR

No

No

CAP

Yes

No

EU Anti-Fraud Programme

No

Yes

NDICI

Yes

No

We still consider that the Commission should have carried out comprehensive,
documented impact assessments for all of these major legislative proposals. This
would have provided a more robust basis for assessing these proposals and their
potential for EU added value and would furthermore ensure compliance with the
Better Regulation rules.
The Commission did carry out a comprehensive impact assessment for the CAP, which
is one of the largest spending areas. However, some of the analysis therein differs
from our own findings. One point on which our views differ is that of traditional CAP
measures (e.g. direct payments to farmers), which are maintained and still represent
the largest part of the CAP budget although they are neither appropriate for
addressing many environmental and climate concerns, nor the most efficient way of
ensuring a viable income.
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More details in our
—

Opinion No 1/2018 on the rule of law, published on 17 July 2018;

—

Opinion No 5/2018 on own resources, published on 11 October 2018;

—

Opinion No 6/2018 on the CPR, published on 31 October 2018;

—

Opinion No 7/2018 on the CAP, published on 7 November 2018;

—

Opinion No 9/2018 on the EU Anti-Fraud Programme, published on
22 November 2018;

—

Opinion No 10/2018 on the Neighbourhood, Development and International
Cooperation Instrument, published on 17 December 2018.

Conditions not yet in place for the attestation engagement approach
In our review of the Commission’s proposals for Cohesion, the CAP and the NDICI, we
also analysed whether those proposals would allow us to carry out an attestation
procedure as part of our Statement of Assurance (SoA) work.
We consider that the Cohesion proposal does not yet fully offer the minimum
conditions for an attestation engagement approach. However, we also note that the
CPR on its own cannot address all the conditions for attestation. To remedy all
shortcomings, Member States and the Commission would each need to design the
necessary arrangements in the areas falling within their remit. In particular, Member
States’ audit authorities need to improve their sampling and documentation, their
audit work, and their audit of advances for financial instruments and state aid projects,
and the Commission should review how it estimates the residual error rate.
The CAP proposal is affected by several issues and uncertainties — mainly relating to
the proposed definition of eligible expenditure, the assurance framework and the role
of certification bodies — which would make it difficult for us to carry out an attestation
engagement type of SoA audit.
Finally, we consider that the NDICI proposal does not yet contain a suitable internal
control framework for us to pursue our intended move towards an attestation
engagement.
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Reinforcing the independent external audit function of bodies set up by
the European Union
Effective parliamentary oversight of all bodies involved in implementing EU policies
and programmes requires robust accountability arrangements, which make use of
independent external audit opinions. Multiple audit mandates should be avoided to
reduce conflicting opinions, duplication or overlaps.
We therefore propose that the ECA, as a general rule, should be appointed as the
external auditor for all bodies set up by the European Union. Moreover, when
negotiating the Commission’s legislative proposal, the Council and the Parliament
should insist that our audit rights are unrestricted in all areas where EU policies and
programmes are implemented, revenue is collected and EU funds are put at risk or
spent.
More details in our
—

Briefing paper on the Commission’s proposal for the 2021-2027 Multiannual
Financial Framework, published on 10 July 2018;

—

Opinion No 2/2018 on the European Monetary Fund, published on 8 October
2018.
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Background information
The 2021-2027 MFF package – 51 legislative proposals
The multiannual financial framework is the long-term budget of the European Union. It
sets the maximum funds available for each of the main spending categories (headings).
On 2 May 2018, the Commission published its overarching legislative proposal for the
next MFF. This was followed by sectoral proposals covering, among other things, the
main EU spending programmes. Overall, the MFF package comprises 51 legislative
proposals (see Annex I).
The next MFF will cover a 7-year period, from 2021 to 2027. For this period, the
Commission proposes total expenditure of €1 135 billion at 2018 prices. This
represents an increase of around 5 % on the previous MFF. In particular, the
Commission proposes increased funding for ‘Single market, innovation and the digital
economy’, ‘Migration and border management’ and ‘Neighbourhood and the world’.
At the same time, it suggests reduced funding for ‘Natural resources and the
environment’ (see Annex II).

The MFF legislative procedure
Before the start of each 7-year financial period, the Council unanimously adopts the
MFF regulation after having obtained the consent of the European Parliament. The
Parliament can either approve or reject the Council's position, but it cannot amend it.
With a few exceptions, the Council and Parliament jointly adopt sector-specific
legislation through the ordinary legislative procedure (also known as co-decision).
Finally, the Council unanimously adopts any changes to the EU's overall financing
system (own resources) — though this also needs to be ratified by national
parliaments.
The two co-legislators can also authorise the Commission to adopt implementing acts,
which introduce measures to ensure that laws are enforced in the same way
throughout the Union, and/or delegated acts, which amend or supplement existing
laws, notably in order to add new secondary rules.

Timing
Initially, the Commission intended to reach political agreement with the co-legislators
by spring 2019 so as to provide early legal and financial certainty to Member State
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authorities implementing the EU budget. It is now planning to complete the
negotiations for the MFF package by the end of 2019 — 1 year before the start of the
new spending period.
Figure 1 contains a detailed timeline showing the legislative procedure for the next
MFF package.

Figure 1 — Timeline for MFF negotiations
2 MAY 2018
Commissioners
adopt EU budget for
the future; Budget
proposals are
presented to the
European Parliament

MFF

14 MAY
Future budget
presented to the
Council of Ministers

29 MAY
Commission's
legislative proposals
for spending
programmes (1 of 3)

negotiations

6 JUNE
Commission's
legislative proposals
for spending
programmes (2 of 3)

12 JUNE

10-13 SEPTEMBER

2-5 JULY

28-29 JUNE

European Parliament
plenary

European Council
meeting, Brussels

Commission's
legislative proposals
for spending
programmes (3 of 3)

European Parliament
plenary

20 SEPTEMBER
Informal European
Council, Vienna, Austria

1-4 OCTOBER
European Parliament
plenary

18-19 OCTOBER

20-25 OCTOBER

European Council
meeting, Brussels

European Parliament
plenary

13-14 DECEMBER
European Council
meeting, Brussels

21-22 MARCH 2019
European Council
meeting, Brussels

END 2019

OCTOBER

23-26 MAY

European Council
meeting, Brussels

European elections

Adoption of MFF

Source: ECA, based on Commission data.

9 MAY
EU leaders' summit,
Sibiu, Romania
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Our role in the MFF legislative procedure
The European Court of Auditors (ECA) is the EU’s independent external auditor. Our
mission is to contribute to improving EU financial management, to promote
accountability and transparency and to act as the independent guardian of the
financial interests of the citizens of the Union. We warn of risks, provide assurance,
indicate shortcomings and successes, and offer guidance to EU policymakers and
legislators on how to improve the management of EU policies and programmes and
ensure that Europe’s citizens know how their money is being spent.
With respect to the Commission’s legislative proposals, our specific contributions take
the form of opinions. These are either issued at the request of one of the other
institutions or, where a proposal has an impact on financial management or concerns
the methods and procedures for collecting revenue, they are mandatory (see
Annex III).
We base our examination of legislative proposals on the results of our previous audit
work (published in annual and special reports). For the next MFF, we have also issued a
number of briefing papers in which we set out our views before the Commission
presented its legislative proposals.
The Commission has sought our opinion on a select number of legislative proposals
(see Table 2). In addition, the Council and/or the European Parliament have asked us
separately for our opinion on some of these proposals, generally in accordance with
Article 287(4). We have also been asked to provide opinions on four other legislative
proposals which are not part of the MFF package, but relate to it.
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Table 2 – Requests for ECA opinions in relation to next MMF
Opinion

Institution

Relevant TFEU article

MFF package
Opinion No 1/2018: Rule of
law

Commission

322(1)(a)

Opinion No 5/2018: Own
resources

Commission
Parliament
Council

322(2)
287(4)
287(4)

Opinion No 6/2018: Common
Provisions Regulation

Commission
Council

322(1)(a)
287(4)

Opinion No 7/2018: CAP

Commission
Parliament

287(4)
322

Opinion No 9/2018: AntiFraud Programme

Commission
Council

325
287(4)

Opinion No 10/2018: NDICI

Commission
Parliament
Council

322(1)
322
287(4)

Opinion No 2/2018:
European Monetary Fund

Parliament

287(4)

Opinion No 3/2018: 11th
European Development Fund

Commission
Council

287(4)
287(4)

Opinion No 4/2018:
Protection of persons
reporting on breaches of
Union law

Commission
Council
Parliament

325
287(4)
325(4)

Opinion No 8/2018: OLAF

Commission
Parliament
Council

325
322
287(4)

Outside MFF package
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Finally, in audit reports and reviews issued in recent years (see Table 3), we have made
a number of recommendations, proposals and suggestions addressing systemic issues
that the Commission needed to address when preparing the new MFF.

Table 3 – Briefing papers issued in relation to the 2021-2027 MFF
Title

Publication date

Briefing paper on the Commission’s proposal for the 20212027 Multiannual Financial Framework

10 July 2018

Briefing paper on simplification in the post-2020 delivery
of cohesion policy

28 May 2018

A contribution to simplification of EU research
programme beyond Horizon 2020

21 March 2018

Briefing paper on the future of the CAP

19 March 2018
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Annexes
Annex I: Overview of the Commission’s legislative proposals in
relation to the MFF package
No Programme

Proposals — MFF package
1

2

3
4

MFF package

5

6
7
8

Justice, Rights and Values

9
10

European Social Fund+

11

European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund

12

PERICLES — Protection of the euro
against counterfeiting

Legislative instrument
Proposal for a Council Regulation laying down the
multiannual financial framework for the years 2021 to
2027
Proposal for an interinstitutional agreement between
the European Parliament, the Council and the
Commission on budgetary discipline, on cooperation in
budgetary matters and on sound financial management
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council on the protection of the Union's
budget in case of generalised deficiencies as regards the
rule of law in the Member States
Council Decision on the system of own resources of the
European Union
Council Regulation on the methods and procedures for
making available the own resources based on the
Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base, on the EU
Emissions Trading System and on plastic packaging
waste that is not recycled, and on the measures to meet
cash requirements
Council Regulation amending Regulation (EEC, Euratom)
No 1553/89 on the definitive uniform arrangements for
the collection of own resources accruing from value
added tax
Council Regulation laying down implementing measures
for the system of own resources of the European Union
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council establishing the Rights and Values
programme
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council establishing the Justice programme
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council on the European Social Fund Plus
(ESF+)
Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council on the European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council establishing an exchange, assistance
and training programme for the protection of the euro
against counterfeiting for the period 2021-2027 (the
"Pericles IV programme")
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No Programme

Proposals — MFF package
13
14

15

16

17

18

19

20

European Investment Stabilisation
Function for the Economic and
Monetary Union

Legislative instrument

Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council on the establishment of a European
Investment Stabilisation Function
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
Reform Support Programme
and of the Council on the establishment of the Reform
Support Programme
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
LIFE — Programme for the
and of the Council establishing a Programme for the
Environment and Climate Action
Environment and Climate Action (LIFE) and repealing
Regulation (EU) No 1293/2013
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council on the financing, management and
monitoring of the common agricultural policy and
repealing Regulation (EU) No 1306/2013
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council establishing rules on support for
strategic plans to be drawn up by Member States under
the common agricultural policy (CAP Strategic Plans) and
financed by the European Agricultural Guarantee Fund
(EAGF) and by the European Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development (EAFRD) and repealing Regulation (EU)
No 1305/2013 of the European Parliament and of the
European Agricultural Guarantee
Council and Regulation (EU) No 1307/2013 of the
Fund and European Agricultural Fund
European Parliament and of the Council
for Rural Development
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council amending Regulations (EU)
No 1308/2013 establishing a common organisation of
the markets in agricultural products, (EU) No 1151/2012
on quality schemes for agricultural products and
foodstuffs, (EU) No 251/2014 on the definition,
description, presentation, labelling and the protection of
geographical indications of aromatised wine products,
(EU) No 228/2013 laying down specific measures for
agriculture in the outermost regions of the Union and
(EU) No 229/2013 laying down specific measures for
agriculture in favour of the smaller Aegean islands
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council establishing 'Erasmus': the Union
Erasmus+
programme for education, training, youth and sport and
repealing Regulation (EU) No 1288/2013
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council establishing the Creative Europe
Creative Europe
programme (2021 to 2027) and repealing Regulation
(EU) No 1295/2013
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No Programme

Proposals — MFF package
21
22

23

European Regional Development
Fund and Cohesion Fund

24

25
Horizon Europe
26

27

Euratom Research and Training
Programme

28

International Thermonuclear
Experimental Reactor (ITER)

Legislative instrument
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council on the European Regional
Development Fund and on the Cohesion Fund
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council on a mechanism to resolve legal and
administrative obstacles in a cross-border context
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council on specific provisions for the
European territorial cooperation goal (Interreg)
supported by the European Regional Development Fund
and external financing instruments
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council laying down common provisions on
the European Regional Development Fund, the European
Social Fund Plus, the Cohesion Fund, and the European
Maritime and Fisheries Fund and financial rules for those
and for the Asylum and Migration Fund, the Internal
Security Fund and the Border Management and Visa
Instrument
Proposal for a Decision of the European Parliament and
of the Council on establishing the specific programme
implementing Horizon Europe — the Framework
Programme for Research and Innovation
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council establishing Horizon Europe — the
Framework Programme for Research and Innovation,
laying down its rules for participation and dissemination
Proposal for a Council Regulation establishing the
Research and Training Programme of the European
Atomic Energy Community for the period 2021-2025
complementing Horizon Europe — the Framework
Programme for Research and Innovation
Proposal for a Council Decision amending Decision
2007/198/Euratom establishing the European Joint
Undertaking for ITER and the Development of Fusion
Energy and conferring advantages upon it
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No Programme

Proposals — MFF package
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Single Market Programme, including:
− Competitiveness and Small and
Medium-Sized Enterprises
(COSME)
− Food Safety
− Animal health and welfare and
plant health
− Statistics
− Financial services
− Consumer
− Competition
− Regulatory and administrative
cooperation
− Rules and standard-setting

30

EU Anti-Fraud Programme

31

European Space Programme,
including:
− Galileo and EGNOS
− Copernicus
− Fostering an innovative European
space sector
− Space situational tracking and
space weather GOVSATCOM
(secure satellite communications)
− European Agency for Space

32

33

InvestEU Fund, with four windows:
− Sustainable infrastructure
− Research and innovation
− Social investment and skills
− Small and medium-sized
enterprises

34

Cooperation in the field of customs
(Customs)

35

Cooperation in the field of taxation
(Fiscalis)

36

European Solidarity Corps

Legislative instrument

Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council establishing the Programme for single
market, competitiveness of enterprises, including small
and medium-sized enterprises, and European statistics
and repealing Regulations (EU) No 99/2013,
(EU) No 1287/2013, (EU) No 254/2014, (EU)
No 258/2014, (EU) No 652/2014 and (EU) No 2017/826

Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council establishing the EU Anti-Fraud
Programme
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council establishing the space programme of
the Union and the European Union Agency for the Space
Programme and repealing Regulations
(EU) No 912/2010, (EU) No 1285/2013,
(EU) No 377/2014 and Decision 541/2014/EU
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council establishing the InvestEU Programme
Proposal for a Council Regulation amending Council
Regulation (EU) No 2015/1588 of 13 July 2015 on the
application of Articles 107 and 108 of the Treaty on the
Functioning of the European Union to certain categories
of horizontal state aid
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council establishing the 'Customs'
programme for cooperation in the field of customs
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council establishing the 'Fiscalis' programme
for cooperation in the field of taxation
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council establishing the European Solidarity
Corps programme and repealing [European Solidarity
Corps Regulation] and Regulation (EU) No 375/2014

34

No Programme

Proposals — MFF package
37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

Connecting Europe Facility, for three
sectors:
− Transport
− Energy
− Digital
Digital Europe Programme, with five
pillars:
− High performance computing
− Cybersecurity
− Artificial intelligence
− Advanced digital skills
− Large-scale deployment projects

Legislative instrument
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council establishing the Connecting Europe
Facility and repealing Regulations (EU) No 1316/2013
and (EU) No 283/2014

Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council establishing the Digital Europe
programme for the period 2021-2027

Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
European Maritime and Fisheries
and of the Council on the European Maritime and
Fund/International Fisheries
Fisheries Fund and repealing Regulation (EU)
Agreement
No 508/2014 of the European Parliament and of the
Council
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
Asylum and Migration Fund
and of the Council establishing the Asylum and
Migration Fund
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council establishing, as part of the Integrated
Integrated Border Management
Border Management Fund, the instrument for financial
Fund,
support for border management and visa
− with two components:
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
− Border management and visa
and of the Council establishing, as part of the Integrated
− Customs control equipment
Border Management Fund, the instrument for financial
support for customs control equipment
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
Internal Security Fund
and of the Council establishing the Internal Security
Fund
Proposal for a Council Regulation establishing the
nuclear decommissioning assistance programme of the
Nuclear decommissioning in Lithuania Ignalina nuclear power plant in Lithuania (Ignalina
programme) and repealing Council Regulation
(EU) No 1369/2013
Nuclear safety and decommissioning,
including:
− Assistance to Bulgaria
Proposal for a Council Regulation on establishing a
dedicated programme for decommissioning of nuclear
− Assistance to Slovakia
− Decommissioning of Commission facilities and management of radioactive waste, and
repealing Council Regulation (Euratom) No 1368/2013
sites
− Nuclear safety and nuclear
safeguards
European Defence Fund, covering:
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
− Research
and of the Council establishing the European Defence
Fund
− Capability development

35

No Programme

Proposals — MFF package
47

48

49

European Peace Facility
Neighbourhood, Development and
International Cooperation
Instrument, including:
− European Development Fund
− Development Cooperation
Instrument
− European Neighbourhood
Instrument
− European Instrument for
Democracy and Human Rights
− Partnership Instrument
− Instrument contributing to
Stability and Peace
− Instrument for Nuclear Safety
Cooperation
− Common Implementing
Regulation
− European Fund for Sustainable
Development
− Macro-financial assistance
− External Lending Mandate
− Guarantee Fund for External
Action
− Africa, Caribbean and Pacific
Investment Facility
− External aspects of migration

Legislative instrument
Proposal of the High Representative of the Union for
Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, with the support of
the Commission, to the Council for a Council Decision
establishing a European Peace Facility
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council establishing the Neighbourhood,
Development and International Cooperation Instrument

Proposal for a Regulation of the Council establishing a
European Instrument for Nuclear Safety complementing
the Neighbourhood, Development and International
Cooperation Instrument on the basis of the Euratom
Treaty

50

Cooperation with overseas countries
and territories (including Greenland)

Proposal for a Council Decision on the Association of the
Overseas Countries and Territories with the European
Union including relations between the European Union
on the one hand, and Greenland and the Kingdom of
Denmark on the other ('Overseas Association Decision')

51

Instrument for Pre-Accession
Assistance

Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council establishing the Instrument for Preaccession Assistance (IPA III)

Proposals related to MFF package but not part of it
+1
+2

Proposal for a Council Regulation on the establishment
of the European Monetary Fund
Proposal for a Council Regulation on the financial
regulation applicable to the 11th European Development
Fund
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No Programme

Proposals — MFF package
+3

+4

Legislative instrument
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council amending Regulation No 883/2013
concerning investigations conducted by OLAF as regards
cooperation with the EPPO and the effectiveness of
OLAF investigations (COM(2018) 338 final)
Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and
the Council on the protection of persons reporting on
breaches of Union law (COM(2018) 0218 final)
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Annex II: Commission’s proposal for the 2021-2027 MFF — Proposed changes to the EU 7-year budget
Structure and headings

Competitiveness for
1a growth and jobs
(including research)

Erasmus + other
Nuclear Safety and
Decommissioning + other

1b Economic, social and
territorial cohesion

2

3

Single Market,
Innovation and Digital

1

Food and Feed + Consumer
Creative Europe + other

4

Migration and Border
Management

5

Security and Defence

6

Neighbourhood and
the World

EU Aid Volunteers Initiative + other
4

5

Global Europe

Union Civil Protection Mechanism

2014-2020 MFF

€1 082 bn

(adjusted and in 2018 prices)

European Public
Administration

7

Administration

5%

34.5 %
36.9 %
29.7 %

(including Common
Agricultural Policy)

2021-2027 MFF

INCREASE

Source: ECA, based on Commission data.

€1 135 bn
(in 2018 prices)

+€49.9 bn

(+43 %)

35.8 %

Natural Resources
and Environment

Additional funds for priority areas

€49.9 bn

14.6 %

Cohesion and Values

3

(including Common
Agricultural Policy)

10.8 %

(including research)

2

Sustainable Growth:
Natural Resources

Security and
citizenship

Priority areas: big increases in smaller headings

1.1 %
4.9 %
8.9 %
9.6 %
6.5 %
6.7 %
MFF 2014-2020
MFF 2021-2027

€166 bn

€4.7 bn

(+1 %)
+€4.7 bn

€392 bn

€63.0 bn

(-16 %)

€43.1 bn

(+359 %)

115

€12.6 bn

(+13 %)

€4.8 bn

(+7 %)

billion euros for
reprioritisation

new funds
reshuffled

52
63

-€63.0 bn

+€43.1 bn
+€12.6 bn
+€4.8 bn

€337 bn

€55 bn
€109 bn
€76 bn

2021-2027 MFF

€1 135 bn
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Annex III: Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union
(TFEU) — the legal basis for ECA opinions
Non-mandatory
Article 287(4): “[…] The Court of Auditors may also, at any time, submit observations,
particularly in the form of special reports, on specific questions and deliver opinions
at the request of one of the other institutions of the Union.”
Mandatory
Article 322(1)
“The European Parliament and the Council, acting in accordance with the ordinary
legislative procedure, and after consulting the Court of Auditors, shall adopt by
means of regulations: (a) the financial rules which determine in particular the
procedure to be adopted for establishing and implementing the budget and for
presenting and auditing accounts; […].”
Article 322(2)
“The Council, acting on a proposal from the Commission and after consulting the
European Parliament and the Court of Auditors, shall determine the methods and
procedure whereby the budget revenue provided under the arrangements relating to
the Union's own resources shall be made available to the Commission, and determine
the measures to be applied, if need be, to meet cash requirements.”
Article 325(4)
“The European Parliament and the Council, acting in accordance with the ordinary
legislative procedure, after consulting the Court of Auditors, shall adopt necessary
measures in the fields of the prevention of and fight against fraud affecting the
financial interest of the Union with a view to affording effective and equivalent
protection in the Member States and in all the Union’s institutions, bodies, offices
and agencies.”
Article 336
“The European Parliament and the Council shall, acting by means of regulations in
accordance with the ordinary legislative procedure and after consulting the other
institutions concerned, lay down the Staff Regulations of Officials of the European
Union and the Conditions of Employment of other servants of the Union.”
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