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JAI 328 

NOTE
from: General Secretariat of the Council 
to: Delegations 
Subject: Summary record of the meeting of the European Parliament Committee on 

Budgetary Control (CONT), held in Brussels on 22 and 23 April 2013 

The meeting was chaired by Mr THEURER (ALDE, DE) and Mr STAES (GREENS, BE).. 

Items 1 and 2 on the agenda 

The agenda was adopted. There were no announcements by the Chair.  

Item 3 on the agenda 
Approval of minutes

The minutes were approved. 

Item 4 on the agenda 
Joint meeting with the Committee on Development - Presentation of a study on "Budget 
support - conditional results - Review of an instrument (2000-2011)" by the IOB (Policy and 
Operations Evaluation Department, MFA, Netherlands)
CONT/7/12340

• Presentation of the study and exchange of views in the presence of Prof. Ruerd Ruben,
Director of IOB 

112839/EU XXIV. GP
Eingelangt am 29/04/13
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Mr De Kemp from the IOB presented a policy review of budgetary support (BS) in international 

aid. He noted that the theory of BS was that good policy planning could lead to BS, hence ensuring 

ownership and more effective poverty reduction strategies. In its application, however, BS had been 

used to improve policies and give an incentive for change. He argued that despite frequent 

allegations that BS financed corrupted governments, no evidence of this had been found 

empirically. 

Countries which received BS had a higher reduction of poverty level, and a higher improvement of 

human development index, thus proving that BS was effective. However, BS was not very effective 

in bringing about reform if not backed by government. 

In the course of the debate that followed, Mr Berman (S&D, NL) and Mr Neuser (S&D, DE) argued

that BS as an instrument should be consistent with the human rights based approach of EU 

international aid, which the report showed to be not always the case. The latter in particular 

proposed for EU delegations to developing countries to audit the use of BS aid. Mr Geier (S&D, 

DE) asked whether imposing conditions to aid had proven more beneficial than BS. Mr Moulder 

(ALDE, NL) considered that BS money was going towards corruption and military expenditures. 

Ms Sargentini (Greens, NL) noted that BS, just like other sources of aid, always came with 

conditions and asked how much BS was being used to fund projects, to which Ms Grassle (PPE, 

DE) responded that if aid conditions were clear enough, overall BS was more effective than project 

support.

Mr De Kemp noted how ownership of reforms was essential. He acknowledged the difficult debate 

concerning human rights, but noted that when countries received aid a political choice was already 

been made. He argued that there was a clearly positive impact on financial management, 

transparency, accountability etc, whilst on wider reforms, donors did not have much impact. He also 

considered that there was no evidence of increased expenditure on defence and military (except for 

Uganda) in countries receiving BS.

A Commission representative from DEVCO expressed appreciation for the evaluation, which had 

produced the same results as internal Commission studies. BS could deliver better output in social 

sectors, and could improve public management. Crucially, it brought no crowding out of public 

spending or increase in corruption. He agreed that BS could only support reforms when they were 

genuinely owned. 
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A representative from the European Court of Auditors instead expressed serious concerns about BS, 

which made the tracking of funds basically impossible. Transfer of money to countries with very 

high level of corruption and a poor human rights record needed to stop.

Ms Joly concluded by noting that support in many countries seemed to have been wasted, with no 

documented lowering of the level of poverty. This kind of study helped to establish that progress 

was being made and how. 

End of the joint meeting. 

Item 5 on the agenda 
Hearing on "The Commission Action Plan towards an Integrated Internal Control 
Framework"
CONT/7/12213
Rapporteur: Ms EŠKOVÁ (ECR) 

This item was not covered 

Item 6 on the agenda 
Special report No 16/2012 (2011 discharge) - 'The effectiveness of the Single Area Payment 
Scheme as a transitional system for supporting farmers in the new Member States'
CONT/7/11404
Rapporteur: Mr GERBRANDY (ALDE, NL) 
• Exchange of views and consideration of a working document 

Mr CRETIN, Member of the European Court of Auditors, explained that Member States that joined 

in 2004 were offered, as an alternative to coupled direct payments, the option to implement, during 

a transition period, a simplified income support system: the ‘Single Area Payment Scheme’ (SAPS). 

The Acts of Accession provide that, for each new Member State, the Commission will fix an annual 

financial envelope for SAPS expenditure within the national budgetary ceiling established by the 

Council. Under SAPS farmers submit to the competent national authority an annual declaration 

comprising all agricultural parcels. Farmers have no obligation to produce or to employ factors of 

production, but they must maintain the parcels in good agricultural and environmental condition 

(GAEC).  According to the ECA, the scheme had led to three main shortcomings, as regards in 

particular the lack of definition of agricultural activity and the concept of active farmer, the 

incapacity of the majority of the MS concerned to check whether the land was kept in good 

agricultural and environmental condition and the fair distribution of aid amongst farmers.
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Mr Cretin pointed out that in its conclusions the Court had stated that income support should be 

directed to the active farmer who conducts concrete and regular agricultural activities. In particular, 

public entities managing state land and not otherwise involved in farming should be excluded from 

SAPS income support. The Court also recommended that the eligibility of land for aid should be 

clearly defined and limited to parcels on which GAEC standards require concrete and regular agri-

cultural activities to be carried out. In the event of the introduction of an entitlement-based aid 

scheme, payment entitlements should be allocated only to such parcels. Finally, the Court 

recommended a more balanced distribution of aid between farmers, either by capping higher 

individual payments or by taking into consideration the specific circumstances of the farms in the 

different regions. 

Mr  GERBRANDY, rapporteur, welcomed the Court's special report and endorsed its 

recommendations. 

In his view, in the future income support should be directed to the active farmer who 

conducts agricultural activities. In particular, public entities managing state land and not 

otherwise involved in farming should be excluded from SAPS income support. With a view to the 

new CAP, the Member States should ensure that aid is only paid to active farmers and that no 

derogations to this principle are applied. The Commission should ensure that rules are 

implemented coherently amongst the Member States and ensure, for example, that the 

same types of beneficiaries are excluded in all Member States. 

He stressed that the eligibility of land for aid should be clearly defined and limited to parcels on 

which good agriculture and environmental condition (GAEC) standards require agricultural 

activities to be carried out. Furthermore, aid should only be paid for land on which concrete and 

regular activities are carried out. He called on the Commission for a more balanced distribution of 

aid through several measures such as progressive reduction and capping of direct payments, and 

regional allocation of national ceilings. 

He invited the Member States to consult with the Commission in their preparations for the 

introduction of a future entitlement-based scheme. Ms ORTIZ (EPP, ES) considered that SAPS, 

which was a transitional scheme,  should end in 2014/2015.  She agreed with the rapporteur that 

only active farmers should be beneficiaries of the scheme. She also called for a negative list of 

agriculture operators and said that areas eligible for direct payments should not overlap with those 
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eligible for SAPS. Mr GEIER (S&D, DE) warned against criticism that, in his view, was only an 

attempt by net contributor Member States to repatriate money.  Mr CZARNECKI (ECR, PL) 

underlined the fact that abuse also occurred in other parts of Europe and was not necessarily linked 

to a certain scheme. The representative of the Commission provided some explanation on the lack 

of production obligation or links to production factors as eligibility criteria because of WTO rules. 

He also said that a single redistribution mechanism was not applicable, in view of the variety of 

producers and products. As for the impact of the scheme on rent prices, he ensured CONT that the 

issue had been addressed in depth by the Commission.

The rapporteur, in his closing remarks, took note of the position of the Commission but insisted that 

further simplification of the CAP was needed to allow real farmers to take advantage of the scheme.

Item 7 on the agenda 
Fight against Tax Fraud, Tax Evasion and Tax Havens
CONT/7/11731
Rapporteur: Mr STAES (Verts/ALE) 

• Adoption of draft opinion 

The opinion was adopted as amended by unanimity, with 17 votes in favour. 

Item 8 on the agenda 
Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived
CONT/7/11059
Rapporteur: Mr SKYLAKAKIS (ALDE) 
Rapporteur for the responsible committee (EMPL): Ms COSTELLO (S&D) 
• Adoption of draft opinion 

The opinion was adopted as amended by unanimity, with 18 votes in favour. 

Item 9 on the agenda 
Annual Report 2011 on the Protection of the EU's Financial Interests - Fight against fraud
CONT/7/11212
Rapporteur: Mr VAUGHAN (S&D, UK) 

• Consideration of draft report 
Mr VAUGHAN welcomed the report from the Commission but regretted that it was limited to data 

reported by Member States in different ways, so that  it was not possible to evaluate the overall 

scale of irregularities and fraud in individual MS. Nevertheless, he welcomed the overall decrease 

in irregularities reported as fraudulent. After recalling that the proper collection of VAT and 

customs duties directly influences both the economy of MS and the EU budget, he welcomed the 
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fact that the 2011 recovery rate in the area of pre-accession assistance had improved compared with 

the previous years. He nevertheless deplored the fact that the Commission and the MS had been 

unable to ensure timely implementation of the Modernised Customs Code and the fact that two 

legislative initiatives aimed at combating VAT fraud, i.e. the proposal for a Council Directive 

amending Directive 2006/112/EC on the common system of value added tax as regards a quick 

reaction mechanism against VAT fraud and the proposal for a Council Directive amending 

Directive 2006/112/EC as regards an optional and temporary application of the reverse charge 

mechanism in relation to supplies of certain goods and services susceptible to fraud were currently 

blocked in the Council. As for cigarette smuggling, he recognised that the eastern border represents 

a particularly problematic geographical area in this context and welcomed the publication by the 

Commission of an action plan to fight against cigarette and alcohol smuggling along the EU's 

eastern border. 

Ms MACOVEI (EPP, RO) complained about the lack of reliable statistics at EU level and was 

concerned that in its report the Commission did not offer a definitive answer to the question of 

whether the low suspected fraud rates reported by France, Germany, Spain and the UK were the 

result of non-compliance with reporting principles, or of the ability of the control systems put in 

place in these Member States to detect fraud. She considered that judicial cooperation needed to be 

reinforced at EU level. She was looking forward to receiving a study by OLAF on the cost of 

corruption in public procurement procedures. Mr SKYLAKAKIS (ALDE, EL) considered that 

suspected fraud in EU funding should be investigated in an appropriate way by OLAF and asked 

OLAF about own-initiative investigations.  Ms GRÄßLE raised the issue of a complaint made by an 

NGO, involving the responsibility of the former President of the Committee of the Regions and 

asked OLAF why the case had been rejected. The representative of OLAF (a fire alarm disruption 

had further delayed his arrival) said that all questions would be answered in writing. More 

generally, the representative of the Commission referred to note 6 of the consolidated annual 

accounts of the EU for 2011, that provided useful information on issues relating to the financial 

corrections and recoveries1.

• Deadline for tabling amendments: 26 April 2013, 12.00 
Vote at CONT: 27 May 2013 

1 COM (2012) 436 final, p.60. 
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Item 10 on the agenda 
Annual report of OLAF Supervisory Committee
CONT/7/12339

• Rapporteur for the opinion: Ms GRÄßLE (PPE) 

Mr THEURER (ALDE, DE), chair, after pointing out that the report had only reached CONT on 22 

April 2013, gave the floor to the representatives of the SC. Mr DENOLF, chair of the SC, and Mr 

MADSEN and Ms PIGNON, members of the SC, largely summarised the activity report recently 

adopted, attached hereto in Annex I. Ms GRÄßLE (EPP, DE) welcomed the report and said that 

the SC had performed a difficult job well, with a spirit of initiative, given the background of 

unacceptable attempts to manipulate the SC's work by Mr KESSLER, Director General of 

OLAF. She pointed to what she qualified as severe violations of human rights by OLAF and 

complained about OLAF's methods, and considered that instructions given by OLAF to officials 

were illegal. In her view, this justified a further examination of the reform of Regulation 1073/1999 

on the basis of the SC's experience in monitoring Olaf's investigations.  

She also considered that further investigations and a follow-up to the Dalli case should be carried 

out. Mr BALCYTIS (S&D, LT) complained about the short time allowed for reading the report and 

considered that better cooperation was needed between OLAF and the SC, in order to ensure its 

core mission of fighting against fraud. He acknowledged the main issues of the SC, in particular the 

need for more staff and resources, and data protection, but considered that the 508 people working 

at OLAF were highly professional and warned against an exaggerated request by the SC for 

information on ongoing investigations.  Mr STAES (Greens, BE) strongly criticised the DG of 

OLAF, since the SC was, in his view, put in the position of not being able to perform its work 

correctly. He pointed to the procedure in the Dalli case as an example of poor cooperation and 

mentioned some cases in which OLAF had, in his view, breached the law (such as telephone 

tapping and access to personal email traffic). Mr MULDER (ALDE, NL) considered that a specific 

session should be devoted to the report, in order to allow Mr Kessler to defend himself. Mr GEIER 

(S&D, DE) complained of the little time left for his comments but considered that the remarks from 

the SC had come too late to postpone the adoption of a revised regulation. Mr DEUTSCH (EPP, 

HU) supported the request by Mr STAES and Mr MULDER for a specific meeting and 

invited/requested Mr KESSLER and Commissioner SEMETA to reply to OLAF SC in writing.

Mr THEURER invited Mr KESSLER to take the floor, despite the end of the presence of 

interpreters.   
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Mr KESSLER underlined three points: 

-  He welcomed the good cooperation with the SC, such as it emerged, in his view,  from the 

report.  He recalled that, after initial difficulties encountered by the SC regarding access to 

information, since February 2012 the SC had been given access to all 61 requests for access it had 

submitted. He also stressed the fact that the DG's authorisation for the SC to accede to files had 

been requested by an opinion of the Data Protection Supervisor in 2008.

 - As for the reform of Regulation 1073/1999, he underlined the fact that the text was already a 

compromise and warned against further delaying a badly needed new legal framework.    

 - Regarding the allegation of a breach of human rights and other illegal activities by OLAF and 

himself: Mr KESSLER pointed out that no sign of such calumnies was to be found in the SC's 

report. He referred in particular to the report's section devoted to OLAF's respect for fundamental 

rights and procedural guarantees and considered that these paragraphs referred to 'shortcomings', 

never to illegal behaviour, violations or breaches of law. He considered that the content of the report 

was encouraging for the DG and cut short any leaks and anticipated press reports of systemic 

illegalities in OLAF. He called on the EP to stop the spiral of leaks and manipulation of words.  

In her closing remarks, Ms GRÄßLE repeated her accusations to Mr KESSLER of manipulation 

and not telling the truth, while essentially asking for his resignation. 

Item 11 on the agenda 
Coordinators’ meeting (in camera)
This item was not covered.  

Item 12 on the agenda 
Study on "Competitiveness and Innovation Programme"
CONT/7/10087
Rapporteur: Mr RÜBIG (PPE) 
• Presentation of the study and exchange of views 

This item was not covered. 
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Item 13 on the agenda 
Study on "Potential for reorganisation within the ITER project to improve cost-effectiveness"
CONT/7/10089
Rapporteur: Mr GEIER (S&D) 
• Presentation of the study and exchange of views 

This item was not covered. 

Item 14 on the agenda 
Any other business 
No other business was discussed. 

Item 15 on the agenda
Next meeting(s) 
• 27 May 2013, 15.00 – 18.30 (Brussels) 
• 28 May 2013, 9.00 – 12.30 and 15.00 – 18.30 (Brussels) 

_________________
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