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125.  Takes the view that an EU-wide code of conduct for the provision of long-term care, outlining
minimum guidelines and service outcomes, needs to be drawn up and to be adopted by Parliament and the
Council;

Involvement in society

126.  Takes the view that every individual should have the opportunity to become engaged with society;
stresses, nevertheless, that social engagement must always remain a voluntary commitment;

127.  Stresses that in view of the demographic trend the guiding principle of an active civil society is
gaining ever greater weight, making it necessary to reappraise the relationship between citizens and the state
in the exercise of duties in society;

128.  Takes the view that the provision of care requires a high level of skill and an exceptional degree of
responsibility on the part of the carer, which must be duly recognised in social and financial terms; and
considers that this is the only way of ensuring that quality standards can be maintained in the long term
and sufficient numbers of well trained and motivated carers can be recruited;

* *

129. Instructs its President to forward this resolution to the Council and the Commission and to the
governments and parliaments of the Member States.

Implementation of the Research Framework Programmes

P7_TA(2010)0401

European Parliament resolution of 11 November 2010 on simplifying the implementation of the
Research Framework Programmes (2010/2079(INI))

(2012/C 74 E/06)
The European Parliament,

— having regard to the Commission Communication on simplifying the implementation of the Research
Framework Programmes (COM(2010)0187),

— having regard to the Commission decision of 23 June 2009 on Acceptability Criteria for Average
Personnel Cost Methodologies (C(2009)4705),

— having regard to the Expert Group Report ‘Ex-post Evaluation of the Sixth Framework Programmes
(2002-2006)"  (‘the Rietschel Report) and the subsequent Commission Communication
(COM(2009)0210),

— having regard to the Commission Communication of 26 May 2010 entitled ‘More or less controls?
Striking the right balance between the administrative costs of control and the risk of error’
(COM(2010)0261),

— having regard to the Council conclusions on ‘guidance on future priorities for European research and
research-based innovation in post-2010 Lisbon strategy, adopted on 3 December 2009, and the
Competitiveness Council conclusions on ‘simplified and more efficient programmes supporting
European Research and Innovation’, adopted on 26 May 2010,
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— having regard to the Berlin declaration on Open Access to Knowledge in the Sciences and Humanities,

— having regard to Rule 48 of its Rules of Procedure,

— having regard to the report of the Committee on Industry, Research and Energy and the opinions of the
Committees on Budgetary Control and Regional Development (A7-0274/2010),

A. whereas the Seventh Framework Programme (FP7) is the largest transnational R&D programme in the
world and a critical element in the realisation of a European Research Area and the fulfilment of
objectives of the EU2020 strategy,

B. whereas research provides a fundamental contribution in terms of economic growth, job creation and
green and sustainable energy,

C. whereas the FP requires the highest standards of excellence, efficacy and efficiency in research to attract
and keep the best scientists in Europe and foster a more innovative and knowledge-based EU economy
able to compete in a global economy,

D. whereas there is still limited coordination between national, regional and European research policies,
which causes major obstacles to achieving cost-effective solutions,

E. whereas the current management of FP7 is, despite the improvements made in relation to FP6, still
characterised by excessive bureaucracy, low risk tolerance, poor efficiency and undue delays that act as
a clear disincentive to the participation of the research community, academia, civil society organiz-
ations, businesses and industry (especially smaller research actors, including SMEs),

F.  whereas all stakeholders are calling for further simplification and harmonisation of rules and
procedures, with simplification not an objective per se, but rather a means to ensure the attractiveness
and accessibility of EU research funding, and to reduce the time that researchers have to invest in the
process itself,

G. whereas result-based funding might limit the scope of the research projects to less risky projects and
research orientated towards the market, something that would hamper the EU in pursuing excellence in
frontier research and innovation,

H. whereas research and innovation need to be clearly distinguished as two different processes (research is
turning investment into knowledge and innovation is turning knowledge into investment),

. whereas the current simplification process comes at a crucial moment, providing impetus for the
Midterm Review of FP7 and for the preparations of the forthcoming FP8,

J.  whereas the design and implementation of the current FP7 and future Framework Programmes must be
based on the principles of simplicity, stability, transparency, legal certainty, consistency, excellence and
trust,

1. Supports the Commission Communication’s initiative in simplifying the implementation of the
Research Framework Programmes, providing serious and creative measures in dealing with the bottlenecks
faced by the FP participants;

2. Draws attention to the fact that, despite the importance of the simplification process, it is only one of
the necessary reforms required to improve EU research funding;
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3. Highlights the need to stipulate, in the case of each individual simplification measure, whether it enters
into force under the current legal framework or whether changes to the rules of the Financial Regulation,
Rules for Participation or the specific rules applying to FP programmes are required;

4. Calls on the Commission to contribute to the present reform of the Financial Regulation, which
pursues the following aims: increase of coherence in the present legal framework; reduction of provisions;
clarity, unambiguousness and manageability; to this end, calls for the incorporation of the Rules for
Participation into the body of the Financial Regulation;

5. Emphasises the fact that, alongside the simplifications the Commission has proposed, it should draw
up a detailed plan for developing research infrastructure in the new Member States, in order to create equal
opportunities for all Member States to access funding under FP7 and the future FPS;

6. Notes that the participation of the private sector in the FP remains low due to complex and time-
consuming rules governing participation, high personnel costs and excessive red tape;

A pragmatic shift towards administrative and financial simplification

7. Welcomes the increasing efforts towards the administrative and financial simplification of FP rules
throughout programme and project life cycles (application, evaluation and management), something that
should be of primary benefit for stakeholders;

8.  Highlights that any simplification process should be carefully deployed within the current FP7 to
maintain stability, consistency and legal certainty, providing mutual trust between all the stakeholders; in
that regard stresses that, whereas uniform interpretation of existing rules should be pursued as a matter of
urgency, for ongoing contracts the application of post-conclusion ‘guidelines’ should be avoided;

9.  Expresses its concern that the current system and the practice of FP7 management are excessively
control-oriented, thus leading to waste of resources, lower participation and less attractive research land-
scapes; notes with concern that the current management system of ‘zero risk tolerance’ seems to avoid,
rather than to manage, risks; calls therefore for the revision andfor extended interpretation of the EU Staff
Regulation on the issue of personal liability, as well as for the presentation of concrete proposals in the
ongoing reform of the Financial Regulation (e.g. insurance or risk-pooling system);

10.  Considers that EU monitoring and financial control carried out by the Commission and OLAF should
be primarily aimed at safeguarding public funds and combating fraud, whilst distinguishing clearly between
fraud and errors; in that regard considers it necessary to establish a clearer definition of ‘errors’ in all binding
legal documents, including the mechanisms for the establishment of errors as opposed to differing inter-
pretations; calls, therefore, for thorough analysis and communication of errors and remedial actions relating
thereto;

11.  Believes that the management of European research funding should be more trust-based and risk-
tolerant towards participants at all stages of the projects, while ensuring accountability, with flexible EU
rules to align better, where possible, with existing different national regulations and recognised accounting
practices;

12.  Supports fully the adoption of a higher rate of tolerable risks of error (TRE), something that reduces
both complexity and ex-post audits, ensuring a proper balance between sound financial management and
appropriate controls; emphasises that it is crucial to ensure that the rules of participation are interpreted and
applied in a uniform manner, leading to a decrease in the error rate;

13.  Requests that beneficiaries who receive grants under FP should be informed about the Commission’s
relevant audit strategies; recommends disseminating these strategies via the National Contact Points and
including them in Cordis;
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14.  Agrees to, and recommends, broader acceptance of usual accounting practices for the eligible costs of
participants once they have been clearly defined and agreed upon, especially for average personnel cost
methodologies, provided that these procedures are in accordance with national rules and certified by
competent authorities, leaving enough flexibility for each beneficiary to use either actual personnel costs
methodology or average personnel costs methodology;

15.  Urges the Commission to actively pursue Parliament’s requests as raised in its discharge decisions for
the years 2007 and 2008, in particular for concrete proposals to be made on simplifying the calculation of
average personnel cost and for these proposals to be applied;

16.  Considers that in the case of public bodies the statements of assurance on the reliability of the
organization’s annual accounts and on the legality and regularity of the underlying transactions issued by
the national Court of Auditors andfor the national Public Auditors should be accepted by the European
institutions when auditing the whole methodology of costs;

17.  Supports a further reduction in combinations of funding rates and methods for defining indirect
costs across the different instruments and between activities (management, research, demonstration and
dissemination) without jeopardising the current level of funding rates; acknowledges, however, that the
current differentiation between universities/research centres, industry, non-profit organizations and SMEs
should be maintained; calls on the Commission to retain the use of actual costs as one method of
combining funding rates and defining indirect costs;

18.  Is of the opinion that lump sums and flat rates should be used on a voluntary basis and only applied
where appropriate; calls on the Commission to further clarify the terminology in use on flat rates and lump
sums;

19.  Favours the introduction of lump sums covering ‘other direct costs’, provided that the option of real
costs remains; calls on the Commission rigorously to assess the use of lump sums for personnel costs;
highlights that lump sums are the most effective alternative for International Cooperation Partner Countries
within the FP;

20.  Acknowledges that reducing the size to smaller consortia, whenever possible, contributes to
simplifying the process, shortening the calendar of the projects and reducing administrative costs;

21.  Believes that larger teams should be justified by the multidisciplinary nature of the work to be
performed;

22.  Proposes, for example, a tacit approval procedure in order to facilitate modification of the grant
award agreement, particularly in order to take account of changes in the composition of consortia or their
administrative and financial configuration;

23.  Favours the total abolition of time-recording mechanisms, such as time-sheets (this abolition should
not be restricted to the use of lump sums);

24.  Welcomes the immediate lifting of the obligation to recover interest fees on pre-financing;

25.  Agrees that the use of prizes is to be encouraged but not as a substitute for properly structured
funding;

26.  Calls on the Commission to allow the reimbursement of costs incurred after the presentation of the
proposal, once successfully selected, in order to ease the participation of industrial partners, and particularly
of SMEs;
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27.  Requests simplified interpretation and further clarification on the definition of eligible costs (such as
taxes and charges in personnel costs, sick leave and maternity leave), as well as on the question whether
VAT can be covered under eligible costs; calls on the Commission to examine the possibility of considering
VAT an eligible cost item where non-deductible; requests further clarification on procedures related to
exchange rates for partners using different currencies;

28.  Regrets that the introduction of the participation identification code (PIC) has not reduced repeated
requests for legal and financial information (and supporting documents) and that the reception of PIC
during the application process is not always followed by a validation process; calls, therefore, on relevant
actors to improve the PIC and make its usage more efficient;

29.  Asks the Commission to present more precise, consistent and transparent rules of procedure for
audits, including rules and principles ensuring that the rights of the audited body are respected and that all
parties are heard, and to report on the cost/benefit ratio of the audits;

30.  Urges the Commission to implement the ‘single audit approach’ and to switch to real-time auditing
performed by a single entity, thereby allowing beneficiaries to correct any systemic errors and hand in
improved cost statements the following year; believes that such a single audit approach should further
ensure that finished projects will not be audited more than once by various auditors, so that the opinion of
the first appointed independent auditor is trusted by the Commission and documents are provided only
once, however many audits are carried out;

31.  Calls on the Commission to provide legal certainty by refraining from applying a stricter definition of
the rules for participation retroactively and by refraining from asking recipients to recalculate financial
statements already approved by Commission services, hence reducing the need for ex-post audits and
retroactive corrections; asks the Commission rapidly to resolve prior situations arising from inspections
in progress, acting with discernment and respect for the principles of sound financial management;
recommends that disputes regarding such prior situations be resolved by agreement between all parties,
based for example on an independent re-audit andfor with the intervention of an ad hoc independent
mediator;

32.  Proposes the introduction of a response procedure under which, in the absence within a deadline to
be established of any reaction from the Commission to information received, the latter shall be considered
as validated by the Commission;

33.  Invites the Commission to report regularly to Parliament on the administrative cost of FP7, including
the management costs for both the Commission and participants, as well as on measures taken or planned
to reduce this cost;

A radical shift towards improving quality, accessibility and transparency
Moving to a ‘science-based” approach

34.  Reminds the Commission that beneficiaries of EU programmes are assumed to carry out funded
activities in good faith and making their best effort to achieve the results expected;

35. Is therefore concerned about the current Commission’s overall trend towards result-based funding
(essentially justified by the principles of sound accountability) and is deeply concerned about the possible
impact of result-based funding on the quality and nature of research, with possible constraints on scientific
research and a negative impact on projects with non-measurable objectives or with an objective measurable
using parameters other than that of immediate utility; is equally concerned about the potential outcome in
terms of further ex-ante and ex-post evaluation of project output/results and about the pinpointing of the
criteria necessary to define them;
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36.  Regards as inadequate, save in exceptional and duly justified circumstances, the general use of lump
sums such as negotiated project-specific lump sums or pre-defined lump sums per project; favours instead
the ‘high-trust’ approach tailor-made for frontier research; recommends launching pilot tests of the ‘result-
based funding’ with project-specific lump sums paid against agreed output/results for research and demon-
stration projects in specifically challenging areas;

37.  Favours instead a ‘science-based’ funding system, with emphasis on scientific/technical criteria and
peer review based on excellence, relevance and impact, with simplified and efficient financial control,
respecting the right of all sides to be heard; believes that this science-based approach will entail a major
shift from the financial to the scientific/technical side with regard to control mechanisms; considers that this
approach allows stakeholders to focus their efforts on their core competences, on scientific/technical matters
and on the construction of the ERA;

Optimising time

38.  Welcomes the overall trend towards shortening the average time-to-grant and time-to-pay but
expresses some reservations about the generalised use of larger-scope calls and calls with cut-off dates;
recognizes, however, that such calls are appropriate for SMEs as a means of decreasing uncertainty on
funding opportunities and of encouraging further participation;

39.  Expresses its concern that current average time from proposal deadline to signed contract (time-to-
contract) is still too long, with discrepancies within different services of the Commission; calls on the
Commission to shorten time-to-contract to maximum 6 months and to set appropriate deadlines for
evaluation and contract negotiation, based on a benchmark system;

40.  Invites the Commission to extend the average time from the publication of the call for proposals to
the deadline for submitting the application;

41. Has strong reservations about the effects of abolishing the legal requirement for an opinion by
committees of Member State representatives on selection decisions on individual projects, especially those
with impact on ethics, security and defence;

42.  Believes that the approach aimed at favouring the identification of common basic principles should
not prejudice national ethical options and specificities in the matter of research;

43, Supports the general trend towards a ‘two-stage’ application procedure, particularly in cases where
the expected oversubscription is very high, provided that the evaluation is undertaken thoroughly in the first
stage (objectives, scientific approach, competences of participants, added value of scientific collaboration and
overall budget); stresses that this increases the chances of success at the second stage, provided that it is not
at the expense of longer time-to-contract or grant periods; believes that this approach reduces application
costs;

Shifting to a ‘user-centred’ approach in terms of access

44, Underlines that the FP management must place beneficiaries at the centre of its missions and provide
better access to FP;

45.  Calls for a substantive improvement in the clarity and accessibility of guidance documents, which
should be compiled in a handbook and translated into the EU official languages;

46.  Stresses the need for increasing participation by the new Member States in FP projects by means of
simplification of the application and contractual procedures, which represent significant obstacles to entry at
the proposal stage, in particular for first-time applicants;
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47.  Recommends improving the stability provided to stakeholders by having, as far as possible, one
single Commission project officer, delivering personalised support throughout the lifetime of a project with
consistent implementation of rules, as well as a ‘one face to the customer’ approach, in which advice on
multiple programmes can be received from just one contact point;

48.  Requests that each document provided by the Commission and its services should clearly establish its
legal status, specifying both who is bound by its content and how they are bound;

49.  Supports the introduction of more e-administration and IT tools and, in particular, the development
of a research participant portal and the introduction of the e-signature; calls on the Commission to establish
an integrated and user-friendly online system; supports making all electronic information on programme
management available (identification, application, negotiation and report); supports making this online
system available on day one of the programme and accessible at all stages; takes the view that video-
conferencing should be promoted to replace face-to-face meetings; recommends that e-administration
services use open protocols and formats when communicating so as to ensure transparency, accessibility
and interoperability;

50. Recommends that the Commission launch an information and awareness-raising campaign on the
information technology tools available under the programme;

51.  Welcomes the Commission’s Open Access Pilot, which aims at improving access to the results of
research both through the Cordis system and through encouraging scientists to register their research in a
repository;

52.  Stresses that beneficiaries’ access to projects in the field of research and innovation requires high
technical capacity and strong knowledge of administrative and financial procedures and, therefore, that this
access is extremely difficult for smaller applicants such as SMEs and small research institutes located in
peripheral regions; recalls that some 90 % of businesses in Europe are SMEs and that it is necessary to
ensure their full and effective involvement in the use of FP7 resources;

53.  Stresses the need for increased transparency as regards the process of topic selection for calls which
should ensure relevant stakeholder participation;

54.  Recommends the creation of a more transparent, coherent, and harmonised peer review system
based on merit;

Synergies of programmes and instruments

55.  Urges that the complexity of EU programmes (e.g. FP, CIP, Structural Funds) and associated
instruments (JTIs, Article 187 initiatives, PPPs, Article 185 projects, KICs, Era-net etc.) be reduced;
stresses that this will lead to full exploitation of synergies resulting from their combined action;

56.  Regrets the extreme multiplication of research bodies, cooperation models and management mech-
anisms and the resultant complexity, which creates problems of transparency in relation to the budgetary
authority and differences in the treatment of beneficiaries;

57.  Recommends a reduced set of rules and common principles for funding to govern EU funding for
R&D and calls for coherence and harmonisation in the implementation and interpretation of the rules and
procedures; stresses the need to apply this common set of rules across the whole FP and associated
instruments and within the Commission, regardless of the entity or executive agency in charge of imple-
mentation;
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58.  Recommends establishing mechanisms to provide common guidance within the Commission, and
launching training for project officers and internal auditors; urges the creation of an appeal mechanism such
as an ‘FP mediator’ for participants in cases of incoherent and inconsistent interpretation of rules and
procedures; believes that decisions taken by this mediator should be final and binding;

59.  Takes the view that innovation can be best fostered at regional level, thanks to the proximity
between universities, public research bodies, large companies, SMEs and regional and local public auth-
orities, for example within clusters; also notes that fostering innovation at the regional level can help reduce
social and regional disparities; nonetheless encourages the various levels (regional, national and Community)
to coordinate more effectively their efforts to plan R&D activities at European level; also emphasises the
need for better links between academia and industry;

Lessons to be drawn for the future FP8

60.  Believes that a radical overhaul of the administration of the FP is one of the highest priorities to be
tackled in designing the forthcoming FP;

61.  Considers that the revision of the Financial Regulation, the Staff Regulations and the implementation
of a research-specific TRE have a pivotal role in restructuring the research financing framework and in
allowing further progress in simplifying research funding;

62. Invites the Commission to assess the effectiveness of each individual instrument, within each
programme, towards the achievement of specific policy goals, and calls for a reduction in the diversity
of instruments whenever effectiveness or distinctive contribution is not clearly demonstrated, whilst main-
taining enough flexibility to accommodate projects’ specificities;

63.  Supports a science-based funding system and a well balanced division between top-down, impact-
driven and bottom-up, science-driven research as the basis for FPS;

64.  Believes that FP8 should focus on frontier research while taking into consideration the whole chain
of innovation through frontier research, technological development, demonstration, dissemination, valori-
sation of results and rapid integration of research results into markets;

65. Believes that FP8 should encourage collaboration between European researchers by introducing a
research voucher scheme with money for research following researchers who move to universities across the
Member States, contributing to centres of excellence, independent universities and increased mobility among
researchers;

66.  Asks the Commission to publish an analysis of the participation levels of different Member States in
FP7 and to take the conclusions into account in order to ensure a balanced research development across the
Member States in FPS;

67.  Believes that in setting the priorities for FP8, consideration should be given to the wider non-grant-
based funding alternatives for innovation including public-private venture and loan capital investments;

68.  Recommends further internationalisation of FP8 through cooperation with third countries, including
developing countries, providing them with simple and specific management rules; encourages, in antici-
pation of the upcoming FP8, the exchange of best practices and standards with all other international
partners;

69.  Supports the role of the Commission as gatekeeper when financing from national or regional
authorities is required;
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70.  Welcomes the setting up of the Commission’s innovation subgroup, and its discussions on how to
measure the effectiveness of EU R&D policy and related spending on R&D projects;

£ *

71.  Instructs its President to forward this resolution to the Council and the Commission.

Crisis in the EU livestock sector
P7 TA(2010)0402
European Parliament resolution of 11 November 2010 on the crisis in the EU livestock sector

(2012/C 74 EJ07)

The European Parliament,

— having regard to its resolution of 8 July 2010 on the future of the Common Agricultural Policy after
2013 (1),

— having regard to its resolution of 7 September 2010 on fair revenues for farmers: a better functioning
food supply chain in Europe (3),

— having regard to its resolution of 5 May 2010 on evaluation and assessment of the animal welfare
action plan 2006-2010 (%),

— having regard to Rules 115(5) and 110(2) of its Rules of Procedure,

A. whereas the viability of many EU livestock holdings is being seriously threatened at present by a
combination of factors, which include:

— the rising costs of inputs, such as fuel and fertilisers,
— the high cost of complying with EU regulations,

— greater competition from third-country imports,

— a dependence on third countries for feed material,

— the recent surge in cereals prices, due particularly to unforeseen climatic conditions and the negative
impact of speculation and price volatility,

— the low prices being received by farmers for meat products,

B. whereas European producers must comply with the most stringent regulations in the world in terms of
food safety and quality, the environment, animal health and welfare and labour conditions; whereas
meeting these extremely high standards adds significantly to the production costs of European
producers, leaving them at a competitive disadvantage vis-a-vis third-country producers,

(") Texts adopted, P7_TA(2010)0286.
(%) Texts adopted, P7_TA(2010)0302.
(}) Texts adopted, P7_TA(2010)0130.
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