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By letter of 11 July 1978 the Commission of the European Communities
submitted to the European Parliament, pursuant to Article 16 of Council
Regulation EEC No. 724/75 of 18 March I975 establishing a European
Regional Developuent Fund, the Third Annual Report (L977) on the European
Regional Developrnent Fund.

By letter of 2L September 1978 the President of the European parliament
referred this report to the Committee on Regional Policy, Regional planning
and Transport as the committee responsible and to the committee on Budgets
for its opinion.

on 22 september 1978 the committee on Regional policy, Regional
Planning and Transport appointed l,lr Delmotte rapporteur.

ft considered the draft report at its nreot,ings of 27 and 28 November

and 19 and 20 December 1978.

At its meeting of 19 December 1978 the committee adopted this report
unanimously.

Present: Lord Bruce of Donington, chairman; I{r McDona1d, vice_chairman;
Mr Delmotte, rapporteur; Mr Albers, Mr Brugger, Mr Corrie, Mr Fuchs, Mr Jung,
Mr Kavanagh, Mrs Kellett-Bowman, Mr Osborn and Mr Seefeld.

The opinion of the Committee on Budgets is attached.
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The Committee on Regional Policy, Regional Planning and Transport

hereby submits to the European Parliament the following motion for a

resolution, together with expla:ratory statement:

on the ftrjrrl Annual

Communities on the

MOTION FOR A RESOLUTION

Report (L977\ of the Commission of the Eurooean

European Regional Development Fund

The European Parliament,

- having regard to the Third Annual ReFort (1977) on the EuroPean Regional

DevelopmenL FunC, submitted by the Ccrunission of the EuroPean Communities

pursuant to Article 16 of Council Regulation (EEC) No. 724/75 of

18 March 1975 establishing a EuroPean Regionat Development Fund

(CoM(78) 310 final),

- having regard to the rePort of the committee on Regional Policy, Regional

planning and Transport 6nd the opinl9n of the committee on Budgets

(Doc. 558/7a),
- referring to its previous opinions of 12

13 Octobe r Lg773 on the Fund Regulation

17 January 19785 on the annual reports,

1?
I,larch L975', 21 April 1977-, and

L

and of 16 December L976 ' and

I. Recalls that the European Regional Development Fund cannot function

satisfactorily because of certain shortcomings, to which attention

has already been drawn, in the Regulation establishing the Fund;

2. Deeply regrets that a who,le year passed before the Council took a final

decision on the new regional policy guidelines, the revision of the

Regional Fund and the creation of a non-quota section;

3. Recal1s that the Regional Fund ought not to be confused with the Communit\'' s

regionat policy, of which it is merely one of the instruments and welcomes

the fact that the Commission has allocated to one of its Members the

specific task of coordinating all community financial instruments used

for structural purposes and created a permanent interdepartmental task

force to carry out the necessary work;

4. points out that a forward-looking common regional policy will have no

chance of success unless it gradually becomes l-ess a matter of financial

compensation between Member States and is based on Community development

criteria;

1 o,l so . c 76, 7.4.L975, p. 19

2 o,l tto. c 118, 16.5. Lg'77 , P-sr
3 oo *o. c 266, 7.LL.L9'77, p.35
4 o, *o. c 6, 10.1. Lg77, P.86 - 55 o, *o . c 36, L3.2.r978, p. rr
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5. Stresses the need to remedy staff shortagcs in the Directorate-General

for Regional Policy which is responsible for allocating the increasing

resources of the Fund and implementing the new projects necessary for
the development of the Community's regional policy;

(a) amount of the endownent

6. Points out that the Fund endowment for L977, which the'council cut by

one half in L974, was further substantially reduced in real terms as a

result of inflation;

7. Emphasizes that the appropriation available has proved totally

inadequate for the purpose of reducing growing disparities in development

and contributing significantly to the campaign against unemployment in

the Community in order to approach the conunon regional policy objective
of reducing regional economic disparities;
(b) e99r!-iegglr!Y

g. Feels that the effectiveness of the funds avaitable, smalJ- b1z comparison

with requirements, depends oD rcspect for the principle of additibnality
with national expenditure in this field and that this must have a multiplying
effect;

9. Oeplores the fact that all the l'lember States have used aid granted from

the Fund to industrial projects as partial repayment of national aid,

whereas, under Article aQl G) of the Fund Requlation, Community aid

shg-u}d supplement public aid, thus facilitating control and publicity;

10. Considers that there is no justification for partial repaYment of national

aid after the initial period of the Fund's oPeration, since only totally

new projects shoul-d be submitted to the Commission;

LI. Considers that Community aid ought to be paid direct to the public or

private investor as a supPlement to national aid, where appropriate

within the 1imits set in the principles for coordinating regional aids;

if the limits are exceeded, national aid may be reduced provided the

difference is credited to other projects in the same regional development

prograrnme; thus, even if Community aid does not increase the total aid

for a specific project it will still increase the total aid for the

regional Programme;

12. Considers that horizontal or overall additionality is needed as it 1s

essential to ensure that national budgets show clearly that community

aid does not induce the Member states to reduce their total contributions

to the regional policy; demands therefore that the amended Regulation

quarantee that the amounts received from the Fund by the I'4ember states

are entered separately in national or regional budgets and are added to

the national funds set aside for regional policy;

-6- PE 55.854/ fLn.
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15,

16,

(c) in.€ormation and publicitv

13. Regrets the fact that Ltre lack of additionaiiLy for individual
industria'l projects makes it more difficult to provide information and
prrblicity on aid from the Fund;

Deplores the fact that in some lt4ember States, information and publiciti,
are practical-ly norr-existent, even in respect of aid to infrastructure
projects, although the Community provides considerable aid to certain
regions, 6uch as Corsica, where it amounts to 34 u.a. pe.r inhabitant;

stresses that, in accordance with Articl-es 4 and 7 of the R"g.rl.tion,
applications for assistance from the Fund should provide information
to enable the commission to publish, in accordance with Articre 14
and for each project or programme, whatever the amount involved, the
identification and nature of the project, the amount of the investment,
of nationar aid and of aid from the ERDF, any other sources of finance
and the numher of jobs created or maint-ained;

( d ) 199_i9!3J_{eye-tepse!!_prggrgggeg

Emphasizes that the programmes are essential to provide a framework for
the Fund's activities and also to facilitate coordination between the
ol-her financial instruments and between national or community policies
with regionar imprications, and draws attention to the development of
transfrontier programmes as a framework for the Fund,s activities and tothe importance of tourism to some regional deveropment prografiunes;

Regrets the comments by the Commission I on the one hand, that these
programmes 'mostly lack the detail necclcd to serve as a guide to the
allocation of the Fund's resources or to coordinate them more closely
with assistance from the other Community financial instruments', and,

on the other hand, that 'the link between the investment project in
question and the achievement of the aims of the programme' is not made

clear;

Insists in parti-cular on the need both to set and quantify the overall
objectives of these regional development programmes, above all in terms
of jobs, and to show a linl< between the project and the development
measures proposed to achieve these objectives;

fnsists also on the need both to estabrj sh the cost of the proposed
development rneasures and to assess the total Community, nationaL and
other resources to be atlocated to a specific regional_ development
prcgraEunne i

I ,ni*U Annual Report, point 122

t7.

18.

19.

-7- PE 55.854i ftn.



(e) control

ZO. Recommends that the Commission eontinue and intensify its technical

and financial controls;

2L. Considers that the absence of additionatity for.individual industrial
projects and of global additionality in the national budgets, the

inaccuracy of and lack of comparability between statistical data, the

taek of information and publicity about the I'rrnd's activities and the

deficiencies in the regional develoDment Drograrnmes Drevent anv scrior.rs

economic analysis of the imoact of Community aid;

22. Instructs its President to forward this resolution and its committee's

report to the Council and commission of the European Communities.

-8- PE 5s.854/ tin.



B

EXPI,ANATORY STATE MEIVI

INTRODUCTI!N

Deficiencies in the basic Requlation establi+hinq the European Reqional
Development Fund

1. 1977 marked the end of the three year'running-in,period for the
European Regional Development Fund, which was established in l4arch 1975I

The Commission drew a number of conclusions from the experience
gained during this period and they form the basis of the proposed amendments
to the Fund Regulation which it submitted to the Council in June 19772.

2. It should, however, be pointed out that, even without this experience,
the European Parliament had emphasized a numher of deficiencies in the basic
Regulation which were likely to affect the operation of the Fund.

Before thF adoption of the requlatio! establishing a European Regional
Development Fund (ERDF), the European Parliament urged in particular that
Community aid should complemeFt national aid.. In its resolution of
12 March 1975 on the anrended proposals for a regulation establishing an
ERDF3, the European Parliament demanded that 'assistance from the Fund
should not lead the Member States to reduce their national aid, which the
Community aid shoutd complement, (paragraph 6).

It was not until three years later that the Commission incorporated
this point in its proposal for a regulation amending the Regionar Fund2.

In the same resolution of L2 March 1975 the European parliament also
ca11ed for a hroad interpretation of the coneept of infrastructure, and
emphasized that it was:

'in favour of assistance which is not soleIy limited to infrastructure
installations directly connected with economic development, (paragraph I0).

ro,
2or
3

O.I

No.

No.

No.

L 73, 2L.3.L975
c 161, 9.7 .L977
c 76, 7.4.1975
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In its proposed amendments.. to the Fund Regt-rlat,ion the Commission also
endorsed the European Parliament's position with regard to the definition
of infrastructures eligible for..assistance from the Fund.

Moreover, in March 1975 Parliament feit'that prolEr results can only
be obtained by launching development proqramnres.' (paragraph 15). However,

these programmes have been compulsory only since I January 1978.

3. These are three examples of deficiencies noted by the European

Parlianent during consideration of the proposal for a regulation establishing
the ERDF. They _show that the Fgnd could not operate satisfactorilv during
the period 1975 Lo L977, since the basic Regulation r^ras itself unsatisfactory..

The European Parliament also pointed out in March 1975:

'that the provisions proposed are based on diverse national policies
and stj.Il only arnount to a policy of assistance to national regional
policies" (paragraph 18)

and emphasized:

'the -ry!,L4. it has on the new regional policy proposals'.

4. To improve the operation of the ERDF, the EurolEan Parliament
proposed to the €ommission, in a report on aspects of the Community's
regional- policy to be developed in the future (Ooc. l5/llll, a number of
quidelines to be considered when the Fund Regulation \^ras reviewed.

The Commission incorporated most of these proposals in its Communication

to the Council concerning guideLines for Community regional policy
a

(Doc. t83/77)'.

In October L977 the European Parliament- delivered a favourable
opinion3 on this communication but the Council subsequently redirced the
rBcotrE of sone of the Commissionrs proposals.

5.. Hence the Elrropean Parliament has repeatedly criticized the principles
on which the ERDF operates. It also delivered unfavourable opinions on the

4av-to-dav manaq,ement of the ERDF when it considered the two anhual reports
on the Fund for 'Lg754 and 19765.

1o, *o. c 11g, 16.5.1977, Delmotte Report
20, No. c 161, g.7.L977
3ro". 3a7/77 - oJ No. c 266,7.1r.Lg77, No6 Report
4ro". 440/76 - oJ No. c 6, 10.1.Lg77, Delmotte Reporr
5ro". 452/77 - o.t No. c 36, 13.10.7g, Johnston Report

--10- PE 55.854 /fln.



6. These two opinions emphasize certain aspects of the operation of the

ERDF and of Community regional policy:

- the inadequacy of the endowment and erosion of its real value as a result
of inflation,

- the need to concentrate assistance from the Fund and to define priorities
on the basis of Community criteria,

- the need to coordinate all financial instruments having a regional impact,

- the vital role of regional developnent .Ppgre,

- the complenentarv role of assistance from the Fund,

-theimportanceofPgL@,and.i.@.!.onaidprovidedbytheFund,

- the importance of aid to help infrastructures and tourism,

- the importance of the verification and control procedures.

7. The EurolEan Parliament pointed out that the operation of the ERDF

was glegllgf3qgggg on all these points. The responsibitity for this lies
not with the Commission, which sees to the implementation of the ERDF, but

with the serious deficiences in the texts adopted by the Council in March 1975.

The Council then substantially amended the Commission's original
proposals of JuIy Lg73]- in a manner completely contrary to the opinion of
the European Parlia*errt2.

So as not to delay the establishment of the ERDF, the European Parliament

accepted the proposed regulation on condition that its opinion should be taken

into consideration when the Regulation was reviewed; this was to be done

before I January L978.

The text to be adopted by the Council does take account of some

criticisms made by the European Parliament as long ago as 1973 and rePeated

in 1975 and L977, but there are further -grn&.+i-ons. in the nev, non-quota

section. Greater account should be taken of the European Parliament's opinion

on this matter during the re-examination of the Regulation, due to take place

before 1 January 1981.

1o, 
"o. 

c 86, 15.10.73
20, No. c ro8, 10.12.1973, Delmotte Report
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8. The opinion of the European Parliament on the Third Annual RePort
1

on the ER.DF' can therefore be extremely brief, since all the criticisms
of the Fund's operation have already been made before; the fact is that its
operation should be based on new principles.

It is important to emphasize the following points:

- the amount of the Fund's endowment,

- the additionality of grants from the Fund,

- information and publicity on such grants,

- developrnent programmes,

- control.

lcor(ze) 310 final
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A. - The amount of the Fund's endowment

g. point 12 of the Third Annual Report' on the ERDF states:

'At regional level, the outcome of the divergent trends since 1974

was that product per head remained well below the Community average in

all reqions of the united Kingdom, Ireland and lta1y. since then, the

situation has not improved and it can be assumed that the economic trend

in t977 has barely altered the scale of existing regional imbalances''

Under point 19, the Commission considers that:

'divergencies between national economies and the imbalances which

persist between regions continue to hinder Progress towards economic

inteqration'.

These points have already been amplified in the opinions of the

committee on Regional Policy, Regional Planning and Transport on the

revival of economic and monetary ,r.rior,r and on the draft generar budget

of the European Communities for the financial year Lg792.

10. In 1973 the European Parliament proposed a minimum initial endowment

of 2,250 m u.a. for the period Lg74-Lg76 (including l,ooo m u.a. for L976)'

In its Regulation the council fixed the endowment at 1,300 m u'a' for

the period Lg75-Lg77. The appropriation of 500 m u.a. for 1977 was

therefore already considered grossly inadequate when the Fund was set up'

Il.Asaresultofinflation,thisappropriationhasprovedtotally
ineffective in helping to reduce disparities in development and making a

significant contribution to the campaign against unemplolrment i-n the

CommunitY.

Underpoint]-LTofitsreporttheCommissionstatesthat:

,The resources available to the Fund in 1977 (500 million u.a.) had

clearly declined in their real value, since they were fixed in December L974

and not subsequently corrected to take account of the very high rates of

inflation which struck the economies of all European countries - and in

particular those which face the most severe regional problems and absorb

three-quarters of alt Fund aid' -

L2. It should be emPhasized

committed during the Period

that all the ERDF appropriat were in fact
t975-L977.

1r-*"""rr* opinion of 2 June 1978
Affairs PE 53.66L/fin.

2^"11"at-Bowman opinion of 25 August 1978 for the Committee on

for the Committee on Economic and Monetary

Budgets PE 54.542/ti
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A table given under point 38 of the report shows that 'all Member

States have virtually used up their quota, with the exception of Germany

which has an unused balance of 10.5 million u.a. (I2.7% of quota)'.

Hence of the 1,300 m u.a. available, 1,289.31 m u.a- have been

committed, or 99.2% of the total (taking account of Germany's unused

balance).

13. The commission's report gives a statement of pavments for the period

under consideration. The table reproduced under point 63 shows that
74O.5OB m u.a. were paid between 1975 and 1977, i.e. 57% of the authorized

commitments.

These payments were less than the total payment appropriations entered

in the budget (850 m u.a.).

rt shourd be pointed out that the total amount of palrment aPproPriations

is linked to the total amount of commitment appropriations. Appropriations

committed in one financial year involve palzments spread over several years,

depending on the duration of the programmes.

The important point is that the commitment appropriations should be

used. However, the Commission states under point 66 that 'the rate of Fund

payments reflects to a large extent the speed at which demands for payment

are presented by the authorities in the Member States' .

The timetable of payments therefore varies from one financial year to
another and is difficult to fix in advance.

Reference to previous years is the only way of fixing in the budget the

approximate amount of payment aPProPriations.

-L4- PE ss.As4 /fLn.



14. Whatever the size of

on respect

B. - Additionqlig,

the ERDF allocation , its effectiveness 5lg]g
. CommunitY aid should have

a multiplying effect. In its resolution
I

of 12 I'larch 1975', the EuroPean

parliament had already insisted: 'that assistance from the Fund should not

lead the Member states to reduce their national aid which the community aid

should complement' (paragraph 6).

rn a resolution of 20 April Lg772 the European parriament fett that:

,the community contribution is justified only if it complements national

aid and has a multiplying effect' (paragraph 39)'

Thereshou}dthereforebeameansofestablishingtowhatextent
community aid complements aid granted by the l"lember states and prevents any

reduction in the national regional development effort'

TheproblemarisesinparticularwhenCommunityaidisusedtorepay
national aid and the individual investor receives no more than he did under

the national aid sYstem.

15. Point 118 of the Annual Report states: 'The commission continues to

insist on the principle that Fund aid is additionat to national and regional

that this principle be respected as far as both infrastructure and industrial

projects are concerned' .

However, point 37 states that: ' ... no Member state used the option

providedforintheregulationoftransferringFundaidtoindustrial
investors. For these projects all Member States treated Fund assistance as

partial repalument of national aid. The Member states report that in both

cases Fund assistance has enabled a greater number of projects to be financed

than would otherwise have been possible' '

On the other hand 'assistance granted for infrastructure projects (also

point 37) was in most cases Paid over to regional and Iocal authorities' if

these were resPonsible for the investments involved''

16.Whiletheprincipteofadditionalitydoesnotalwaysseemtobewell
established in the case of aid to infrastructure proiects, it is completely

impossible to control in the case of aid for industrial investments'

1o, *o.
20, *o.

c '76, 7.4.L975
c 118, L6.5.L977

-15- PE 55 .854 / fin.



Community aid for such investments should in practice complement the

aid granted by the national authorities for each proiect. However, the last
part of Article   (2) (a) of the Fund Regulation allows the Member States to
retain Community aid as a partial repavment of national aidl

This situation was undersLandable when the Fund was first set up in
L975. The fund did not become fully operational until the end of the year

and the repalzment of'advances'made by the Member States was therefore
acceptable. Now the ERDF should finance and

assistance from the Fund should therefore not be used to repav but to
complement national aid for each project in the form of a direct payment

to the public or private investor, where appropriate within the limits set
in the principles for coordinating regional aids. If this limit is exceeded,

the national aid may be reduced provided the difference is credited to other
projects in the same reqional development proqramme.

L7. However, the Commission has made it clear that it is not aiming for
additionality for each individual prqje-cq (or vertical additionality) , and this

attitude is sanctioned by the tast part of Article 4(2)(a) of the Fund

Regulation, which states: 'The contribution from the Fund may ... either

supplement aid granted to the relevant investment by public authorities
or remain credited to those authorities and considered as a partial

repayment of such aid' .

The Commission's aim is to achieve additionality with regard to the

total amount of aid granted (or horizontal additionality) as stipulated in
the eleventh recital of the Fund Regulation: 'the Fund's assistance should

not lead Member States to reduce their own reqional development efforts but

should complement these efforts' .

In other words, assistance from the Fund should enable the Member States

to finance more proiects than would have been possible using only national

resources. The problem of additionality is therefore shifted
budqet 1evel, where the task of control is more complex-

to national

18. Italy is a good examPle.

a distinction between national
concentrated on a single major

rendered feasible bY CommunitY

In its national accounts ltaly has established
aid and Community aid. The latter has been

area, Lhe Mezzogiorno. Additional projects
aid, are indicateli clear1y.

However, not a1l the Member States have been able

satisfactory way of showing how the resources from the

This prompted the oral question with debate (No.

motion for a resolutior,2 a.b1"d by Mr Fuchs, on behalf
Democratic Group, on 12 October 197A. The motion for
referred to the Committee on Regional Policy, Regional

to devise a

Fund have been used.

'I

0-64/78) - and the

of the Christian-
a resolution was

Planning and Transport.

1ro..344/7e
2Do..380/78 -16- PE 55.a54/ rin.



I9. In its re-examination of the Requlation cstablishing the ERDPI the

Commission sought to introduce the concept of overall or horizontal control

of the complementary nature of the Fund.

The new Article I8 proposed by the commission states that:

'I. Member States shall adopt all measures necessary to indicate distinctly,

according to the special characteristics of their relevant national

systems, more particularly of their national budqets and of the budgets

of pubtic bodies, all monies received from the Fund'

At the request of the Commission, I,lember States shall provide info.rmation

on the allocation of the amounts received from the Fund; this shall be

sufficient to confirm the compl-ementary character of the Fund' .

Points 22 and 23 of the relevant exPlanatorY statement
character o

indicate tLrat

2.

the complernenta aid is not

evident for each investment. The wording of this new Article 18, whereby

the amounts received from the ERDF should aPpear in the national budgets,

should therefore satisfy Mr Fuchs.

20. In its guidelines relating to the Commission's proposals the Council

deleted from Article 19(2) the need for the Member States to provide

information enabling the complementary character of Community aid to be

assessed.

The Council agrees only to a reference being made in a recital to

this information on the complementary character of aid from the Fund;

however, Article 19(1) would enable a check to be kept on qlobal

additionalitv within the context of t@

ZL. Under the system of global (or horizontal) additionality the Commission

grants aid from the Fund to projects which it has previously considered, but

aid may be transferred to another project which has not been considered by

the Community bodies. This system could jeopardize the Commission's p@
of decision and control.

The European Parliament considered globaI

but inadequate, and it proposed that until the

each project is applied by the Member States,
proqramme should be adoPted.

additionality to be necessary

concept of additionality for
that of additionality flolS €3-Sh

1o, *o. c 161 of 9.7 .:-977

-L7- PE 55.854/ rtn.



In its resolution of ApriL Lg17 +-he Eul:opean Parliament felt 'that the

principle of global or hori zontal add'Lr--lonaLity observed by the commission

is necessary but inadequalg since it- may ciirtaii the right of assessment and

control of the conmission for certair indivicual projecl-s; as these proiects

havetobeincorporated].rlprcgrar...r.es,ilsugEeststhattheCommissionshould
also use the principle of aclditionaii.ty r-or- eaqh proqramme and considers that'

as a condition for making further: g:ants, the state concerned should prove'

at the end of each programme, tnat the prirciple of additionalitlz has been

observed' (ParagraPh 40) 1 
'

22.Thelastpartofpoint2ToftheCori:municSticnfromtheCommissionto
the councir of 3 .rune Lg772 st--atc's 'chat: 'Mentber states wilr specify the

use of resources received from the F.egionar F.rnci, but it is at the level o:f

these proqrammes that the @i1rg of Community action and that

of ,the Member states wilt be_enEurecr, thli.s glrclranteeing a speeding up of the

oveYall regional development effort'

Iftheprincipleofadclitionaiityforeachprojectisnotapplied,it
would be logical to introduce that of aortil-ionality for each pro-g-Eamme during

theforthcomingrevisionofiheBilI;FRegrilatic'r-'

AconditionshouldbeaddedtotheendofArtj-clea(2)(a)forcases
r+here community aid to a par'"icular investment prolect is not actually used

for that proiect: ,provided that it complements aid granted by the public

authorities for other investmet:ts rn the same reqional proqramme' '

23. As from I JanuarY 11278 aid has

part of a develoPment Progiamme '

been granted onllr to projects forming

TheCommissionistilereforerequiredt-oassesstheconsistencyand
of tlrq-]]Ioiects they comprj-se'

In the absence of ai<]i tionat j-tv i-oi eacir proiect., additionality f or

each development Programme shoul-r1 enable fur,ds to be transferred between

projects within these proqramnres. Hovrever, i-rt-: concept of community aid

logically requires addrtionaiit-y for each pro tr:ct since this aid is intended

to complement national aio ir. the fcrrn of direct' payments to the public or

grrivate investcr, where aPpropraa+-e wj-Eh-rn thc limits set in the principles

for coordinating regional aids-

lorr No. c r1B, 16.5"lgi,
ZD'o". LFl3/77

*18- PE 55.854/t:-n.



C. - Information and publicity

24. In order to check whether the principle of additionalitv fqr-cach

proqrammg or proiect is being observed, information is required on the

utilization of Community aid in the various Member States.

Likewise, anv increase in the Fund's resources is acceptable only

if both investors and public opinion are informed about the utilization
of Community funds.

such publicity is important to show public opinion that the

European Community has become a reality and that it intervenes to help

the least well off in thejr work and general living conditions.

25, Point IlO of the Annual Report states that:

, ... the statistical summaries do not as yet enable the Commrssion to

check the results obtained for each region in the previous year, as

required by the Fund regulation. For that Purpose the Commission would

need comparable statistical data, for each region eligible for Fund

assistance, on the investments aided by the Fund, on resegrssg committed

and on iobs created or maintained for each of the main industrial sectors'.

Hence the commission does not have enough information to assess

,the real impact on regional development of the policies carried out' .

26. It should, however, be pointed out that certain regions receive

considerable assistance from the Fund. The table given under point 44 of

the Commission's report, shows the total assistance, broken down into

regions. The Mezzogiorno was the largest beneficiary, with 423'91m u'a"

followed by the North of England with 108.55m u.a. and Ireland with

83.76m u.a. (for the period L975-77) -

within the Mezzogiorno, campagna received most aid (103.09m u-a.),

followed by sardinia (83.46m u.a.) and sicily (81.57m u.a.).

The information on the amount of aid per head of population is more

interesting. The order is as follows:

- Greenland 265-45 tt.a. per head of population

- Sardinia 54-02 u.a.

- Northern lreland 37 . 98 r'r. a '

- North of England 34.72 u.a.

- Corsica 34.07 u'a'

- Ireland 26.7 9 u'a' rr rr

- Abruzzi 25'02 u'a'
MezzogLorno as a whole 2l-67 u.a. " rr
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2T.Point5Softhereportstatesthat:'RegionalFundaidtoCorsica
(7.5 million u.a. in L975-77, or 3.9/" of total contributions to France)

seems to have been relatively high. The region also benefitted from

nearly one million u.a. received from the Guidance section of the Agricul-

tural Fund over the same three years''

2g. A delegation from the committee on Regional Policy, Regional Plann-inq

and Transport carried out a fact-finding visit to corsica and sardinia

from 21 Eo 26 November L9'77 '

The commission has published in the official Journ.ll . list of

projects in corsica which have been granted community aid. These are

infrastructure projects for water supplies, road works and airport

facili+-ies.

AIl the tocal and regional authorities consulted by the delegation

certain projects in corsica; they were also unable to identifv the

projects on the basis of the lists published in the official Journal,

since the. locality is not indicated'

However, the delegation found that in sardinia, infrastrud:re projects

financedbytheERDFweresignpostedatthesideoftheroad.

29;. Mr Delmotte Put

the very subject of
to the Commission Written Question No' 614/75 on

2_

information on the operations of the ERDF

oneoftheDirectors-GeneraloftheCommissionhadstatedthata
,conspiracy of silence' surrounded certain operations of the Fund; the

CommissionrepliedatthebeginningofLgT6thatit:,...canassurethe
Honourable t"tember that the provisions of Article 14 (1) of council Regula-

tion(EEc)No.724/T5oflSMarchIgT5establishingaEuropeanRegional
Development Fund will be fullv implementgd ... the Commission has received

fuI1 cooperation from the Member States'3'

Nearly two years Iater the corsican regional authorities are unaware

of the detaits of community Aid (locality, amount, etc.)'

)

3

OJ No. C 267, l2-1I-1976
OJ No. C 166, l-3-7 -L977

O.l No. c 80, 5.4-L976

,Article l-4 is quite explicit on the matter of publicising community Aid;
paragraph I states thal: 'the investors concerned shal1 be informed by
,IS."!*."t with the Member States in question that part of the aid granted

to them has been provided by the community. For infrastructure Projects'
the Member Statesl by agreement with the Commission, shall take all
necessary steps to dnsure that assistance from the Fund is given suitable
publicitY'.
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30. The Regulation establishing the Fund lays dorn the type of invest-
ments eligible for Aid (Article 4(1)), but it also stipulates the
maximum amount of Community Aid as a percentage of the investment cost and

a percentaqe of the amount of national .aid. There is also a limit on the
amount of aid per iob created or maintained (for non-infrastructure invest-
ments, Article 4(2) (a)).

The Commission is also required to take account of 'other contributions
made by Community Institutions or by the European Investment Bank'

(erticle 5(1) (e)).

When sr:bmitting applications to the Cormission for assistance from

the Fund, Member States are required to provide a1l this information
(Article 7: total amount of the investment, aid expected from the public
authorities, amount requested from the Community, possible effect on

employment).

In respect of investments of 10m u.a. or more, applications are
presented separately, where6s for investments of less than 10m u.a.,
applications are presented qloballv and qrouped bv reqion at the beginning
of each quarter year (with a distinction between infrastructure and other
investments (Article 7(2)). Checks must be made to ensure that progranmes

of 10m u.a. or more are not split up to avoid the obligation of separate
submission. It must also be ensured that the grouping together of rsgns
does not destroy all the value of the global presentation of projects
of less than 10m u.a. for each region.

31. In order to make an accurate assessment of the proper use of Community

Funds, certain information is to be published.

Article L4(2) states that: 'the list of projects which have received
contributions from the Fund shall be published every 6 months in the
Official Journal of the European Communities'.

In several resolutiorr"l the European Parliament has requested the
Commission to provide the information needed for aid from the Fund to be
qranted to an investment project (in accordance with Articles 4 and 7 of
the Fund Regulations).

For each project of programme, whatever the amount involved and for
each economically significant region the Commission should be able to
provide:

- the identification and nature of the project;
- the total amount of the investment;

1 Resolution of 2L.4.Lg77, trnragraph 26, OJ No. C 1I8, L6.5.1977
Resolution of 13.1O.L977, paragraph 14, oJ No. c 266, 7.1L.I977
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- the amount of national aid;

- the amount of aid from the ERDF;

- the amount of any other sources of finance;

- the number of posts created or maintained.

32. The Corunission continues to publish in the Official Journal regional

Iists of projects which have received aid from the ERDF, but these lists

do not always indicate the tocality of the project and do not provide any

economic data (financing, jobs, etc.).

The Commission also provides information in press releases on the

total amount of aid from the ERDF to each region and on the number of

projects involved.

releases dq not provide anv i on the localitvThese Press
of the projects,
aid, the number

to each project

the total cost of the investment, the amount of national

of iobs created or maintained and the amount of Fund aid

or programme.

33. This is a serious ommission on the part of the commission.

In this connection it is relevant to quote the Commission's answer

to Written Question No. 645/75 by Mr Herbert of 19 Decer0cer 1975 on

regional fund aidl.

To the question (point 4) 'for each of these projects will the

Commission supply the following information:
(h) the effect on emPloyment'

the Commission answered:

' (h) it is not the Commission's practice to release these details' -

' Thi= answer requires no comment given that it is public funds which

lre involved and that one of the conditions for allocating aid is that
jobs should be created or maintained-

1 o, *o. c Bo, 5.4.Lg76
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D. - Reqional Development Proqramme

34. The inadequacy of the reqional proqrammes received by the Commission

in 1977 presents a further serious problem.

These prograrnmes, which have been compulsory since I January 1978,

are intended to provide
that above all they are
instruments used by the
coordination of regional

a framework for ERDF aid. However, we feel
vital for the coordination of the various financial
Community and the Member States and for the
and other policies with regional implications.

The European Parliament has always emphasized the importance of
regional development programmes as a way of concentratinq the available
resources on priority objectives and enabling a check to be kept on the
proper use of Community funds.

35. In point 271 of the Eleventh General Report on the Activities of
the European Communities in L977, the Commi ssion states that 'the pro-
grarnmes are not yet fully operational as qrrides to the alLocation of the
ER.DF's resources' .

The Commission also notes that: 'Ivlember States were havi.ng some

difficult.ies in achieving full compliance with the Common Outline for
regional development programmes. Generally speaking, problems arose
in quantifyinq obiectives and in costinq measures'

36. On the basis of these comments, on 14 April 1978 Mr Damseaux and

Ivlr Durand put to the Commission, on behalf of the Liberal and Democratic

Group, an oral question with debate on regional development progra**."I
in an attempt to define the guidelines needed to bring about a proqressive

improvement in the shape and content of these programmes.

37. The Commission stated that there were problems in quantifvinq
obi ectives.

The second chapter of the outline for regionat development progru*."2,
dealing with development objectives, states:

'This chapter ... should qo beyond a simple indication of broad aims'

The objectives must be: 'as far as possible, quantified, at least in
so far as certain basic elements are concerned'.

1 ,o". 25/78

2 oJ *o. c 69, 24.3.tg76
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38. Among the essential elements to be defined, the outline mentions

'the levet of employment and, where possible, the number of iobs to be

created or maintained' .

It is essential to quantify this objective because Article 5 of the
ERDF Regulation stipulates that: 'the Fund's assistance shall be

decided ... according to ... the direct or indirect effect of the invest-
ment on employment'.

Since hiqh levels of unemplovment are one of the major problems

besetting our economies, it must be emphasized to the Commission that the
quantifying of employment objectives should feature prominently in the
regional development prograrnmes.

I{oreover, in its report on the ERDF the Commission does admit that
'a serious assessment of the impact on employment must in any event be

based on regional development programmes' (end of point 34).

39. The Commission also notes in the Eleventh Generaf Report that
'generally speaking, problems arose ... in costinq measures'.

However, it is essential that a correlation be established between

the development obiectives, the development measures envisaged in order
to attain the objectives indicated, and the financial resources needed

to implement these measures.

If the measures cannot be costed, it is difficult to determine the
total Community resources to be allocated to a specific regional
development programme.

The development prograrnmes should therefore include an estimate of
the.ERDF resources to be allocated to the region in question over the

next few years.

40. Chapter 4 of the outline for regional development programmes, which

deals with financial resources, states that they should be broken down

into sources and tvpe of expenditure.

With regard to sources of financinq, the outline distinguishes between

Community, national and other sources.

With regard to type of expenditure, it distinguishes between outlays
to finance infrastructure and aids to private investment; in both cases,
expenditure qualifying for an ERDF contribution should be clearly indicated
in the regional development programmes.
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4L. Finally, it should be pointed out that
appty to the reqions and that consideration
the geographical size of the regional units
progranunes.

these development programmes

should therefore be given to
to be covered by such

For example, the Commission should cease to regard the Republic of
Ireland as a single region for the purpose of submitting development
progralnmes, since this in effect amounts to merely examj-ning the national
programme. There are obviously considerable social and economic

differences between the West and East of lreland, and this 'region' is
too larqe for a comprehensive and cohesive development proqramme to be

implemented.

42. Under point 122 of its report on the ERDF the Commission states that
the regional development programmes and annual information statements

'mostly lack the detail needed to serve as a suide to the allocation of
the Fund's resources or to coordinate them more closely with assistance
from the other Community financial instruments'.

The Commission also feels that requests for aid from the Fund should

'show more clearly the link between the investment project in question
and the achievement of the aims of the programme for the region in which

it is located'.

The need to improve the development programmes must therefore be

impressed upon the Commission.
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E. - Control

43. The European Parliament has the right to exercise control over the

efficient uLilization of the Community's financial resources. However, it is
prevented from doing so by the lack of additionalitv for each project and

of detailed information on the projects receiving aid. The deficiencies of
the regional proqrammes and lack of accurate statistical data also stand in
the way of any serious economic analysis of the impact of Community aid.

Both the budgetary powers and the powers of control of the European

Parliament are increasing and it should therefore be increasingly strict
with regard to the provision of information on ERDF contributions.

44. The Commission carried out a nurnber of technical and financial checks

to ensure 'proper implementation of the projects aided by the Fund'
(point 67 of the report).

'Over the three-year period 1975 to L977, about 9.3% of all projects
were subject to on-the-spot checks' (point 71).

'No irregularities were discovered in the course of the checks under-
taken during L977' (point 72).

45. When taken in conjunction with the lack of information and statistical
data and above all the deficiencies of the regional development prograrnmes,

which, moreover, were not yet obligatory in L977, these technical and

financial checks do not provide a basis for assessing the economic

effectiveness of ERDF aid.
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OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON BUDGETS

Draftsman: Mr R. RYAN

On 21 November 1978, the Conmittee on Budgets appoinEed Mr Ryan

draftsman.

ft considered the draft opinion at its meetingE of 29/30 November 1978

and 4/5 December 1978 and adopted it unanimously at qhe laEter neeting.

Present: Mr Lange, chairman; Mr Cointag., vice-chairnan;
Mr Ryan, draft,sman; the Earl of Bessborough, Lord BruQe of DoningEon,

lrlrs DahLerup, Mr Fruh, Mr Inchausp6, !!r Ripamonti, llf Shaw and

Mr Spinelli.
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Introduction

l. The European Regional Development Fund had an endowment of I,300 million
u.a. for the three years 1975 - 77. Of this amount, a total of 1,289 million
u.a. was committed during the three years in question.

2. The third annual reportl on the Regional Fund sLates that, in all,
41748 projects were approved and a breakdown of these is shown in appendix 1.

According to the Commission, 35 per cent of the assistance granted over the

three years concerned industrial and service sector projects which resulted
in creating or maintaining 185,OO02jobs; it may be that this estimat.e of
jobs saved or created is on the optimistic side. whilst the projects
involved may have contributed to these savings in jobs or to the creation of
new jobs, it is extremely difficult to quantify the precise impact of Fund

ouLlay. The Committ,ee on Budgets considers that, in selecting projects for
assistance, regard should be had to the welfare of the coutmunity as a whole,
including the impact on existing income sources for women

Pace of makinq pavments

3. As the following table shows, actual payments made have fallen appreciably
short of payment appropriations available in each of the past three years.

Ho\rrever, estimation has improved over the years and the percentage of
unspent payment appropriations in L977 was far lower than that for 1975.

This trend was understandable in the opening years of the operation of a

new mechanism.
(1) (2) (3)

Payment Actua1 (2) .aS percentage
Approbriations payments of' (I) -

m. u. a. m. u.a.

r97 5

L976

L977

Total 19'75/?7

150

300

400

8s0

90.67

277.33

372- 5L

740.51

m. u. a.

60. 48

92.44

93. r3

87.t2

(Source: paragraph 65 of CoM(78)310 final)

Varvinq pattern in different member StaLes

4. For the three years 1975/77, there was an uneven pattern of payments as

betvreen member States, as the following table shows:

T-
coM(78) 310 final

2
The figures for the three years were:

L977 - 70,000.

1975 - 60,000t L976 - 55,000;
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,rD
Denmark 67

United Kingdom 62

Italy 59

Luxembourg 58

Ireland 56

Federal Repubtric of Germany 53

Netherlands 51

France 47

Belgium 46
Community average _ 57

5. The third Annual Report points out that pdyments are made in step with
the corresponding expenditure in member States. Therefore, the raLe of
Fund palzments reflect,s, both the speed at which demands for payment are presenfcC

by the authorities in the mernber States, and the rate of completion of approved
projects. Demands are cleared by the Commission hrithin a few weeks of their
receiPt - except in cases where supplementary information is not made
available rapidly.

Importance of coordinatinq regional development activity
6. In the past, the Committee on Budgets has attached considerable

importance to the need for a comprehenerive approach to the combining of

Community instruments so that there could be a better coordinated approach

to the solution of the Community's regional and structural problems. This

case was put forward in the opiniorrl on the first Annual Report (1975) on the

Regional Fund. The need to have such coordination of these instruments

- the European Regional Development Fund;

- the European Social Fund;

- the Guidance section of the EAGGF;

- EIB loans; and

- certain provisions of the ECSC budget and loans

was reiterateQ by the Committee on Budgets in its opinion on the second
2

Annual Report on the Regional Fund (1976).

7. Therefore, the Committee on Budgets notecl with satisfaction the statement

by the Commission at Chapter 1, paragraph 4, confirming that one of its rnembers

has been given the specific task of coordinating Comrnunity financial structural
instruments.

1ro". 440/76/Annex, paragraphs t4 - 16

2ro.. 452/77, page 28, paragraphs 23 - 26
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The overall economic backqround

g. As the Commission points outl, the general economic background to 1977

regional development efforts was unfavourabLe' overall, the rate of growth

was slow inthe Commrrnity, the volume of fixed investment showed a rise of

only just, over I%, unemployment increased - with a particularly difficult
situation in regard to female unemployed * and industrial produetion fared

poorly. The Committee on Budgets does not consider that this disapp-ointing
background justifies the inadequate action so far taken to correct the imbalances

between the less favoured areas of the Community and the better off regions.

Wideninq qap between the reqions

9. As the following table shows, the gap betwecn the

various member sEates of the Community has widened steadily over the years.

(The graph ats page 67 of the third annual report clearly illusErated that
the trend was even more pronounced over the longerterm period 1950-1978.)

This drift apart is likely to have serious consequences for the overall
well-being of the Community if it is not checked: indeed, as ParliamenE

has pointed out on many occasions, movement Cotirards economic and monetary

union will necessitate, as a prerequisite, a very substantial transfer of
resources within the ComrnunitY.

Index of GDP in EUA per head at current prices

Germany

Denmark

Belgium

Netherlands

Luxembourg

France

United Kingdom

Italy

freland

(Base: EEC = 100)

1970

L24.4

724.5

106. s

98.8

t27 .3

LT2.9

89. 1

70.3

53 .8

197 4

L37 .4

134. 3

120. 5

115 .2

137.0

113.4

76.3

6L.7

48.6

1978

140.5

t37.4

133.7

125.9

L24.2

113.2

75.0

55.8

50. s

The inadequacy of the contribution of the Regional Fund towards transfer of
resourcea within the Community is evidenced by the figures in Appendix 2.

lchapter 11 of the report
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Relevant points fr-om the MacDouqall report
10. Ttre Committee on Budgets feels that it is appropriate, at this point,
to focus attention on the key findings of theMrJorgallreport(1) which was

drawn up by a group of independent economists asked by the Commission to
examine the future role of public finance at the Community level in the

general context of European economic integration. ftre report considers

that it is in the area of structural, cyclical, employment and regional
policies that there is the main need for substantial e:<penditure at
Community 1eveI. It gave priority placing to "more Community participa-
tion than at present in regional policy aids" and stated that "this
could involve, for example, the use of specific purpose matching grants

(the Community providing a share of the total cost)...."

11. The report recognises that a sharp expansion of the Community budget

woutd be like1y to ensue - "Allowing for the Eransfer of expenditure from

national to Community leveI, the CommurLity budget might rlse from O.7%to arorrn.r

2-24'/"". I'5is conclusion, which is in accorA with the view of Parliament,

warrants being cited here because (i) the need for a better endowed

Regional Fund is becoming ever more evident, (ii) the report in question

has been before the Commission since April L977 - and so far the Commission

has not yet adopted a position on it - and (iii) of the failure of the

Commission to put forward substantial Reqional Fund orooosals in the context

of the 1979 preliminary draft budget.

Lack of a sense of urqencv within the Corrunission in reqard to the

Reqional Fund

12. Ttre EuroPean Council,
sum of 1850 million EUA for
broken down as follows:

on 5/6 December l-972 came out in favour of a

the Regional Fund for the years l97B/8O to he

cornmitments in EUA

580

620

650

(1)

L97A

1979

1980

Economic and Financial Series 1977 - A13
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13. Parliament was most unhappy about these figures and, when adopting
the 1978 budget in the December 1977 session, added. I million EUA for the 1978

financialyear. In taking this decision, Parliament was undoubtedly influenced
by the statement of the then President-in-office of the Council,
l'tr Elzskenq who 

"aia(1)
".. ... for the two subseguent years, 1979 and. 1980, despite
the European Council's decision of principle, contacts,
negotiations and amendments will always be possible. I have

already said on anoEher occasion that I do not consider it
illogical for the 1979 and 1980 instalments of 520 and 550 million
respectively, as decided by the European Council, to be

concentrated on a shorter period. Ttrat seems to me to be a

working assumption which will require further discussion from
1978 onwards".

14. In its general introduction to the 1979 preliminary draft budget, the
commission stated(2) that "in accordance with the European Council's
decision" it had "entered 620 rnillion EIIA of appropriations for
commitment in the preliminary draft. budget for 1979". It went on to
staEe that it thinks "that this amount (which is a political fact of tife
in the present circumstances) will only aLlow the ERDF to contribute very
modestly to solving the Community's regional problens".

15. Ttre failure of the Conunission to take a more positive approach to
appropriations for the ERDF - and to follow the possibility out.Iined by
l,tr Eyskens on 13 December 1977 - made it easier for the Council to adhere
to an inadequate level of appropriations in this area. As stated by the
Council,

"By way of commitment appropriations, the Council entered the
620 MEUA proposed by the Commission which take over the amount

laid down for 1979 by the European Council meeting on

5116 December 1977 
(3) 

" .

The gravity of the matter is in no way mitigated by the Commission's
recognition of the modest contribution that the sum can make - rather the
contrary; hence the issue warrants ventilation at this juncture.

(1)r.b"a." of the European Parliament, L3 December L977 o.J.224, December 1977
page 56

(2)voltrrn. 7A, page 5J-

(3)vo1o 
" 7 of the draft budget Lglg, page 44.
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16. The committee on Budgets attaches considerable importance to ensuring
that investments which are the sublecE of I'und aid are carefully ctreckeri.
Provision is made in the Fund reguiation for such verificaEion and, for
convenient reference, the t"tt" (1) 

showing the number of projects inspected
since the establishment of the Fund is set oul below:

On the spot checks bv Member State

Be l9ium
Denmark

France

Germany

Irel and

Italy
Luxembourg

Netherl ands

United Kingdom

Industry I n fr as tru cture TotaI

197 5 L976 L977 197 ) L976 1977

IO

25

33

18

32

50

I
3

7B

5

4

2

5

6

1

4

3

I

13

6

3

L2

L4

4

5

26

8

T7

7

5

10

7

1

3

6

2

7

6

6

19

3I

TOTAL
9 23 48 35 64 7t

250BO 170

17- No irregularities were discovered in the course of these checks.
However, the Commission complains that its officials were not alLowed to
visit certain industrial projects in France. rt is unacceptable that one
Member State should not a1low inspection visits which are envisaged under
Community law and which are a feature of verification work in the other
eight Member States.

18, The report indicated that the mechanisms for the transfer of monies
between different public sector organisations in rreland and rtary made it
difficult for the commission officials to define qualifying expenditure.
The committee on Budgets satisfied itself, having questioned the commission,
that the difficulties were of a technical nature arising out of matching
standardised community procedures to nationar accounting systems. In
Germany, some discrepancies in pubtic expenditure figures were discovered.
These were attEibuted to changes in estimates as work progressed and to
the complicated nature of the relations between t,he Bund and the l-dnder.
Therefore, on the control side, the onry remaining probrem is France.

1)Sorl."": paragraph 70 of the Third Report COM(78) 310
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Publicitv

19. Considerable importance is attached by the Committee on Budgets to
budgetary transparency in the widest sense; this includes keeping the
general public - taxpayers and beneficiaries - fully informed of Community
expenditures. Where the Regional Fund is concerned, this entails the use
of press releases and publicity hoardings. Therefore, the Committee on

Budgets welcomes the comment, in paragraph I11 of the Commission,s report,
regarding the wider distribution of information. Nevertheless, it is
regrettable that the Commission should be ohliged to state that informaE.ion
available to it on hoardings.. should be incomplete.

Statistical summaries

20. The Committee on Budgets deplores the fact that the Commission is
obliged to state that the statistical summaries sent to it do not, as yet,
enable it to check the results obtained in each region in the preceding
year. Specifically, the Commission stated that it would need

. . . "comparable statistical data, for each region eligible for
Fund assistance, on the investments aided by the Fund, on

resources committed and on jobs created or maintained for each
of the main industrial sectors. For infrastructure, it would
need data on the volume of approved investment per major
category. Then for a follovr-up policy, it would be necessary
to know the amount of investment undertaken and expenditure
incurred, and the number of jobs actually created. It is
possible that the collection of this kind of information
still presents statistical or other problems for some

national administrations. Hourever a basic statistical
summary of this nature is indispensable for assessing the
real impact on regional development of the policies carried
out. "

21. Because the Committee on Budgets believes that special reqard must be
had to ensuring that value is had from money spent, the desired improvements
in the preparation and the Presentation of these statistical summaries should
be effected as a matter of urgency.
Additionalit
22. The Committee on Budgets stresses the significance of the additionality
aspect: that is, that the Regional Fund contribution should represent a

clear addition to the amount of total national resources available for
regional development. It will continue to be difficult to confirm that this
criterion is being adhered to,so long as most of the Fund payments must be
made in arrears under Lhe existing rather cumbersome and technical procedures.
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Conclusions

23' fhe committee on Budgets invites the Regional policy, Regional pranning
and TransPort committee to consider including the following points in its
I"lotion for a Resolution:

- notes the improvement in the pattern of palzments according as
experience with the working of the Regional Fund grew, thus making
closer budgetary estimation possible;

- welcomes Lhe evidence of improved coordination of regional
development instruments as evidenced in the third report;

- believes that, in relation to each project assisted out of the
Regionar Fund, the pubric should be furly informed of the
Community involvement ;

- deplores the fact that it is crear that the gap between the
less favoured and the more fortunate areas of the community
is widening and that this is, in part, attributabre to the
inadequate pace of the transfer of resources within the
Community and by way of the Community budget;

- regrets that the commission, whire recognising the feebleness
of the Regional Fund, did not see its way to proposing a
substantiar increase in the 1979 preliminary draft budget;

- urges that continuing crose attention be paid to the auditing
of the Regional Fund;

- strongly deplores the failure of one member state to cooperate
with the commission in carrying out inspection visits;

- insists that the principle of additionality should be adhered
to insofar as outray from the Regional Fund is concerned;

- protests at the inadeguacy of the statisticar summaries and at
the lateness of their submission particurarry as these would
make it more readiry possibre to judge the effectiveness of the
community outlay in the regional sphere and demands that the
situation be improved as soon as possible;

- observes the complexity of the Regionat Fund and the cumbersome
nature of its procedures and urges the commission to continue
to seek for greater transparencyi

- attaches importance to the accereration of the making of payments
out of the Fund which will be easier to effeet under the new
provisions;

- considers that it wourd be herpful if future annuar reports when
outrining the principal reasons why no decisions \^rere taken on
projects would also furnish the number and varue of projects in
each category.
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(1) GDP

United Kingdom

ItaIy
Ireland

1977

OOO MEUA

213.A4

L71.82

8.23

(2) G.oss Do*esti" Fi*"d .apital fo.*"tior, (ritho.,t sto"ks)

OOO MEUA

United Kingdom

rtaly
rreland

38.40
33.96

2.03

(3) 1977 ERDF Commitments

United Kingdom

rtaly
Ireland

MEUA

45.91

t92.ta
30.32

(4)

(s)

(3) as percentage of (1)

United Kingdom

ItaIy
Ireland

0.02
0. 11

0.37

(3) as

United
Italy
Ireland

percentage of (2)

Kingdom o.72

0.56
1.49

Source: Statistics supplied by the Commission of the
European Communities.
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