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Foreword

National governments across E urope are struggling to cut public expenditure while the EU institutions have
been carrying on obliviously. They are just waking up to the problem. They are very costly. Money is no
object. In looking at these institutions we begin with the European Parliament (EP), the EU institution we
know best.

We imagined the information would be easily accessible and that a report could be written quickly. In fact,
it has been extraordinarily difficult to glean even some of the most basic information about the EP’s
expenditure. As an example, on 15th April 2011, we submitted 15 straightforward questions to the
Parliament’s authorities. A reply was received 3 months later, on 18 July 2011, immediately preceding the
summer recess. However, the information gave us some key elements for this report, which is really an
overview of the problem. We have not been able to get into all the detail of consequential costs, or the
rules and legislation that hamper change. What is clear is that the driving force in the budget increases —
the EP now costs €1.69 billion a year — has been the excessive growth of the parliament’s bureaucracy and
its vanity projects. This trend has to be put in reverse.

We recognise the deep suspicion and sincere criticism of “Brussels” and the project of “ever closer union” in
many countries —indeed, the driving motive of “New Direction”, as its name implies, is to steer the EU onto
a different course. At the same time we understand that many take a benign view of the EU, and thatthis is
a consequence of geography, economics, and of recent history. We very consciously, therefore, have not
sought to propose unnecessarily draconian measures, or ones that a reasonable MEP would have difficulty
with. However, in these times of economic stringency, the most egregious examples of excess should be cut
—the “House of European History” is a monumental example.

But there is no point in saving money in one area of EU expenditure if it is just going to be recycled into
another. There is an urgent need to find ways in which funds can be returned, through a simple and
transparent process, to the national exchequers of countries that are net contributors to the EU budget. At
the moment there is little political will or incentive within the Parliament’s bureaucracy to cut costs
dramatically. Governments, in Council, must therefore insist that the EU institutions, including the
Parliament, engage in serious reductions of expenditure in the short term. Then the treaties should be
amended to facilitate further cuts — ending, for example, the re quirement for Parliament to have sessions in
Strasbourg and reducing the translation requirements.

The Parliament should end its spendthrift ways. It should introduce significant cuts to its budget. We

suggest ways of doing this and call on the Parliament’s Bureau and budgetary services to bring forward the
necessary proposals.

o

iz, -

_-___._-—-—-_-_:

Geoffrey Van Orden MEP Derk Jan Eppink MEP

5 October 2011



NEW DIRECTION

THE FOUMNDATION FOR EUROPEAN REFORM

Executive Summary

National governments are cutting budgets but the costs of the EU increase. While nearly all Member
States have implemented auste rity measures to reduce debt and promote growth, the European Parliament
is increasing its own budget and spends money gratuitously. The Parliament must end its excess.

The massive inflation in the size of the European Parliament bureaucracy in Brussels, Strasbourg and
Luxembourg must be reversed. The growth in staff numbers is out of all proportion to the modest increase
in numbers of MEPs through enlargement of the EU.

Eventual cuts are proposed that would reduce the EP budget by some € 400 million per annum, or
approximately 24%. Funds saved should be returned to the exchequers of EU net contributor states, where
governments are accountable to taxpayers, and not merely recycled into the Parliament’s, or other EU,
budgets.

e Translation services could be slashed without pain. At least € 100 million is spent each year
translating documents - € 90 million of which is for “preparatory” documents. This figure could
rise to € 128 miillion if three new languages were added. We propose reducing the number of
languages for pre paratory documents to 5 or 6 — a move that could save € 40 million per year
with almost no impact on the Parliament’s work.

e EU propaganda is wasteful, misleading and should be cut. This includes the new “House of
European History” museum — expected to cost upwards of €150 million — as well as wasteful
spending on Information Offices.

e Huge savings would come from closing the Parliament’s second seat in Strasbourg. Holding all
plenary sessions in Brussels would save at least €200 million a year.
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Introduction: The European Parliament and Its Budget

While national governments are taking stern measures to reduce colossal public debt burdens, to fan the
embers of economic growth and to prevent the collapse of the Eurozone, the EU institutions have been
carrying on almost impervious to these currents.

Totake the UK as an example, the governmentis proceeding with £81 billion of cuts in public expenditure,
averaging 19% across government departments.lYet Britain’s net contribution to the EU, under terms
agreed by the previous Labour government, has increased from £5.3 billion in 2009 to £9.2 billion (€10.4
billion) in 2010.°

The major source of expenditure among the EU institutions is the European Commission. However, all of
the institutions need to engage in major cost-cutting exercises. The EP’s budget for 2011 is € 1.69 billion.
This is an increase of 18.1% since 2009 (including a 6% EP budget increase following the Lisbon Treaty), the
last year for which full s pending figures are available. This covers the costs of the Parliament’s two seats in
Strasbourg and Brussels, the cost of MEPs, and also the EP’s Secretariat and administrative support —which
occupy offices in Brussels, Luxembourg andin the member countries.

Admittedly, just five per cent of EU funds are spent running its institutions and the European Parliament
accounts for a fifth of this. But this relatively small figure is nonetheless significant - €1.69 billion. It is the
Parliament’s Secretariat, which has escalated in size disproportionately over the past decade, which drives
much of this cost. This bureaucracy has a life of its own quite separate from the activities of the elected
representatives, the MEPs.

Itisthe Parliament’s Secretariat, which has escalated in size disproportionately over the
past decade, which drives much of this cost. This bureaucracy has alife of its own quite
separate from the activities of the elected representatives, the MEPs.

The EP’s Secretariat works in close cooperation with the General Secretariat of the Council and, especially,
with the European Commission. While there may be some superficial differences in responsibilities, all are
engaged in the process of “ever closer union” moving towards a federalist United States of Europe. This
should be no surprise as the staff of all the EU institutions is now regarded as being part of the “European
Civil Service”, all selected on a similar basis through the European Personnel Selection Office (EPSO). Along
with Commissioners, and a small number of politicians, these are the “eurocrats”.

In addition to salaries and expenses, the bureaucracy’s expansion in numbers creates the need for more
buildings and other consequent costs.

Of course, any suggestion of a reduction in its size or resources is immediately interpreted as an attack on
the EUitself, rather than as a sensible and justified response to current economic pressures.

It should be noted that the Commission now intends to freeze administration costs in its 2012 budget and
the Council of the EU aims for a 4.4% reduction.aThe Parliament has increased its budget but, on 26
September 2011, its Bureau agreed to submit proposals to the Budget Committee fora €25.1 million cut in
expenditure. This is just 1.48%of the overall EP budget. At the same time, the Bureau agreed to purchase
and renovate yet more buildings to house officials, at a cost of €15.9 million, and to spend €30 million on
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reorganising MEPs’ office space. What has been given with one hand is more than taken back with the
other.

On 5 October 2011, the Budget committee agreed on a reduction of travel costs by five per cent, translation
and interpretation on demand, and a freeze on MEPs’ general expenditure allowances. Someone is
beginning to get the message, but there is much to be done. These reductions merely reduce the increases
that had previously been proposed.

This study focuses on the size and costs of the Parliament’s personnel and structures — the enormous
mismatch between partially justified increases (through EU enlargement, for example) and those that just
reflect institutional and EU ambitions.

Our proposals should be found acceptable to any reasonable person, regardless of attitudes to the EU,
given the economic constraints and the demands for reductions in public expenditure in so many countries
across Europe today. Our view is that there is great scope for reduction in the EU institutions and the
Parliament should take the lead in this.

The Parliament’s proposals to increase its budget for 2012

Despite the economic crisis — and a recommendation for restraint from the Commission — the European
Parliament voted on 24 March 2011 toincrease its budget by 2.3% in 2012 (see table) to € 1.725 biIIion4.

Figure 1
Changesin EU Budgets, 2009-2012
[in millions of €}
«200% +20.82%

20.00%
15 00%
T000%:
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S 6
Percentage change in budgets for the Council, Commission and Parliament, including proposed
2012 budgets.

We believe that sharing the pain that many millions of Europeans have experienced and continue to endure
is responsible, easily achievable and would be good for the re putation of an institution that is supposed to
represent the will of the people.
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Bureaucratic Expansion

The nature and role of the European Parliament have changed greatly over the years. This is a reflection,
firstly, of the five successive enlargements of the EU which has seen the member countries increase from
the original six to today’s 27 — each requiring representation in the Parliament and adding to its linguistic
diversity. Secondly, successive EU Treaties have given the Parliament more powers — it can no longer be
characterised as just a “talking shop” as it now exercises co-legislative powers over almost all areas of EU
policy (key current exceptions being foreign and defence policy).

We contend that the scale of the increase is out of proportion, that it is driven by
institutional ambition, and that it takes little account of economic realities.

Given these factors, some increase in the size and costs of the Parliament might be expected. However, we
contend that the scale of the increase is out of proportion, that it is driven by institutional ambition, and
that it takes little account of economic realities. Any organisation that was determined to keep down costs,
would seek compensating reductions elsewhere when fresh priorities emerged or new demands were
made. There has been no attempt to cut out waste, to eliminate duplicative tasks or to reign back on
ambitions which have no support among the wider citizenry of the European countries. Instead, the
Parliament’s appetite seems unaffected by the real world outside.
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The graph below shows the cumulative increases in personnel employed by the Parliament in comparison
with the number of MEPs since 2004.

Figure 2
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Since 2004, the year that the number of MEPs increased from 626 to 732, the number of MEPs has
remained largely unchanged, while the number of officials has grown 58%.
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The Parliament’s Organisation and Grade Structure

The Parliament employs 6,245 staff — 75% of whom have the coveted status of “fonctionnaire” or regular
official. 1,935 of these are “administrators” (abbreviated to AD) carrying out the more senior staff functions
in 12 grades from AD 5 (the most junior) to AD 16 (the most senior). A further 2,749 staff are employed in
the 11 “assistants” (AST) grades carrying out executive, technical and clerical duties. The remainder are the
1,561 “Temporary “and “Contractual” (previously auxiliary/local) staff, as well as “Special Advisers.”

Figure 3
STATUS OFFICIAL TEMPORARY CONTRACTUAL Total
YEAR (as at rev.

01/5’)1) (including groups) auxil(i:\ry/IocaI)
2004 3275 671 670 3946
2005 3377 924 394 4695
2006 3427 1022 359 4808
2007 4040 1069 588 5697
2008 4287 1076 548 5911
2009 4483 1031 600 6114
2010 4593 939 622 6154
2011 4684 925 636 6245

THE STAFF OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT 2002 —2011°
Source: EP President’s reply to Derk Jan Eppink MEP 18 July 2011 (see Annex )
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Pay Scales

The remuneration of EP officials is exceptionally generous. For example, 385 people hold the pay grade of
AD12, the median rank in the Parliament’s administration. These are by no means very senior positions —
they include a translator and a training manager fora communications section —yet the pay scales are at a
level one might expect for a government minister or senior executive, not a middle-ranking public servant.

Annex Il shows how an expatriate, married AD12 official is paid. This amounts to €121,355 per annum
(£106,284) net of tax. Considering the relative stresses and responsibilities (to say nothing of the job
security), the European Parliament’s pay rates would seem to be lavish.

More to the point perhaps, over 1,000 Parliament officials earn more than the MEPs that provide their
raison d’étre. By comparison, just 83 staff members of the British House of Commons were paid an annual
salary at a rate above that of a Member of Parliament.”

More to the point perhaps, over 1,000 Parliament officials earn more than the MEPs
that provide their raison d’étre. By comparison, just 83 staff members of the British
House of Commons were paid an annual salary at a rate above that of a Member of
Parliament.?

In addition to salaries, EP officials receive many other benefits.

Mission_expenses. While MEPs are reimbursed actual travel costs, on production of receipts, we were
surprised to learn that mission costs for the Parliament’s officials, for example to Strasbourg, are
reimbursed on a flat rate system based on first class prices, without presenting proof of spending these
amounts.

. - 9 . . .
Pensions. The staff budget now amounts to €708 million a year . This does not include pension
appropriations as the Parliament is not responsible for the payment of pensions of Parliament’s officials.
These pensions are paid from the European Commission’s budget.
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The Translation and Interpretation Services

The largest of the Parliament’s 13 departments is the translation service, which employs some 1,137
officials. The interpretation service employs a further 407 officials.

In addition to final texts, all preparatory documents are consistently translated in all languages (except
Gaelic), in line with Treaty provisions. The most recent annual cost of translating just these preparatory
documents is as follows:

Figure 4
DOCUMENT TYPE NUMBER OF PAGES CosTIN EUROS
Draft reports 119,615 € 15,789,180
Amendments 493,439 € 65,133,948
Working documents 21,403 € 2,825,196
Draft opinions 33,410 € 4,410,120
Final opinions 17,326 € 2,287,032

Total 685,193 € 90,445,476

2010 costs oftranslating “preparatory documents”
Source: EP President’s reply to Derk Jan Eppink MEP 18 July 2011

This figure does not include the cost of translating “final documents”, nor does it include appropriations
under Line 1420 of the EP budget for “outside services”, which are mainly intended to cover translation
work sent out to external suppliers. These additional amounts are considerable and have varied from
€9,687,150 in 2008 to €24,200,000 in 2011 — bringing the total spent on translation to more than € 100
million.

NATO, for example has 28 member countries but just two working languages, English
and French. The United Nations has 193 member states and six working languages.

We recognise that interpretation (of speech) and translation (of documents) are fundamental to the
functioning of any international organisation. But there must be sensible limits, particularly in times of
economic stringency. NATO, for example has 28 member countries but just two working languages, English
and French. The United Nations has 193 member states and six working languages. In 2008 it was calculated
that 72% of EU documents were originally drafted in English, 12% in French and just 3% in German. 88% of
the users of the European Commission’s Europa we bsite speak English. According to JuhaniLonnroth, the
Commission’s then Dire ctor-General Translation, providing documents in English, French, German, Spanish
and Italian would cover close to 100% of linguistic needs. However, he noted that the multilingual nature of
the EU institutions was “too politically sensitive” an issue to be dramatically reformed and was thus “here
to stay”. And the EU would “just have to cope” with the increased linguistic pressures of future
enlargementlo. The present 23 official languages constitute 506 translation and interpreting combinations
and these will increase significantly if Croatia, Turkey and other countries were to join. Three new languages
would increase the number of combinations to 650 and, based on the current cost per combination, the
translation budget would rise by € 28.5 million.
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Figure 5

Cost of translating preparatory documents
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This is an issue for governments at Council level to deal with in several phases. There is no reason why every
document should be automatically translated into every language. At the moment, only minor
consideration is being given to cost savings in this area. Firstly then, there should be a major reduction in
the number of documents that are required to be translated. A 50% reduction target should be the aim.
Secondly, there should be a move to reduce the number of “official languages” from 23 to 5 or 6 (possibly
with an option for translation on demand for exceptional cases, such as the work of a rapporteur). In the
short to medium term, annual savings of at least €40 million could be anticipated.
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The European Civil Service

The Parliament, of course, is just one of the seven EU institutions. The numbers of people employed in the
three major institutions — the Commission, the Council, and the Parliament — are shown below for
comparative purposes:

Figure 6
AD grades AST grades Others Total
European Commission™" 12,606 11,322 9,021 32,949
Council of the EU 1,207 1,612 321 3,140
European Parliament 1,935 2,749 1,561 6,245
Total 15,748 15,683 10,903 42,344

Staff of the main European institutions

There needs to be a fundamental reappraisal of the salaries and conditions of service of the “European Civil
Service”, clearly this cannot be done unilaterally in just one institution.

New standards for pay grades should be negotiated, with the aim of reducing spending on officials’ salaries
by 10% by 2013. For example, an EP post recruited at the AD12 level before 2013 would be replaced by an
AD10 after that date. To avoid a sudden rus h of appointments, a hiring freeze in advance of changes such as
this would be advisable. A 10% reduction in spending on the salaries of “Officials and temporary staff”
would save € 70 million per year at the Parliament alone.

The original and bureaucratic Monnet idea of seventy years ago — of “governance by experts”, a supreme
elite drawn from the best across Europe, pampered and protected accordingly, to drive forward the
European idea, sits rather uncomfortably in today’s world.
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MEPs

MEPs are well paid and have generous allowances. Until 2009, MEPs were paid by their national
governments on the same scale as national MPs. They paid national income tax. They employed assistants
from a specific secretarial allowance.

In 2009, in response to various outside pressures, new statutes were introduced which made both MEPs
and their assistants employees of the Parliament, with all MEPs from whichever country all paid the same
basic salary (38.5% of the salary of a European judge) and paying an EU “community tax” rather than
national income tax. In other words, the MEPs were effectively federalised. Some resisted. The British
Conservative MEPs, and others, voluntarily decided to pay UKincome tax in addition to the very low rate of
“community tax”. Given the economic climate, we believe MEPs’ salaries should be frozen at their current
rates (€93,685) and that cuts to their additional allowances should be made.

No calculation has been made of the cost of introducing the new statutes — we suspect that it has added
enormously to the overall costs of Parliament, with no benefit to the taxpayer, as well as being a step in the
direction of European integration. A separate analysis needs to be undertaken of the costs of introducing
the Assistants’ Statute, the effect of which has been to give MEPs less direct control over the remuneration,
rights and benefits of their assistants who have effectively become part of the Parliament apparatus — our
suspicion is that salary and additional costs have leapt enormously. There is undoubte dly scope for reducing
this element of the budget to bring it back to previous levels without in any way reducing the ability of
MEPs to recruit and release assistants as they require.

Except for their travel to and from the Parliament (repaid at actual, receipted cost), MEPs do not claim
expenses. Instead they all receive a fixed monthly allowance for their general expenditure (office costs,
publications etc.) as well as a daily subsistence allowance for those days when they atte nd parliament. The
General Expenditure Allowance is currently about €4,200 per month. This should be reduced by 10%, and
the means should be found to reduce other travel costs by the same percentage.

One expensive luxury is the provision of a car service for MEPs. While it is tem pting to say that this could be
cut completely there should be some recognition of the need to mitigate the exceptional travel burden on
MEPs. Nevertheless, there is scope for reduction in the car service. In addition, use of local taxis during
parliamentary sessions should be paid by MEPs from their daily subsistence allowance.
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The Parliament’s Buildings

If there were fewer officials, fewer buildings would be necessary. It is not the number of MEPs that is
fuelling the infrastructure appetite of the Parliament but the need to house more and more officials and
accommodate ambitious propaganda fantasies, such as the “House of European History”.

When our citizens see the grandiose scale of the Parliament’s building in Brussels, replicated as it is in
Strasbourg, they may be astonished to learn that the Parliament in fact rents, leases or owns some 63
buildings. This is more than double the number of buildings the EP occupied in 2002. And every building
has to be maintained, heated, cooled, lighted, and protected.

Ifthere were fewer officials, fewer buildings would be necessary. It is not the number of
MEPs that is fuelling the infrastructure appetite of the Parliament but the need to house
more and more officials and accommodate ambitious propaganda fantasies, such as the
“House of European History”.

On 26 September 2011, the Parliament’s Bureau agreed to purchase yetanother building in Strasbourg at a
cost of €6.7 million and renovate it at a cost of €9.2 million. It also decided to spend €30 million on
rearranging MEPs’ offices (we are unaware of any widespread demand from MEPs for this).Annual running
costs for buildings in Luxembourg, Brussels and Strasbourg come to €45 million, €138 million and €65
million res pectively —for a total of €248 million.The EP should aim to reduce the number of square metres it
occupies by 10% over three years, eventually saving € 25 million each year.

Figure 7

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Number of buildingsin the three places of work

Rent 11 13 14 14 10 10 9 11 10 12
Lease 0 0 0 0 1 2 4 4 4 5
Property 0 4 7 7 11 11 11 11 12 12

Subtotal 11 17 21 21 22 23 24 26 26 29
Number of external offices
Rent* 16 17 21 24 24 24 24 23 24 23

Lease 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Property 4 4 4 6 8 8 10 10 11 11
Subtotal 20 21 25 30 32 32 34 33 35 34

Total 31 38 46 51 54 55 58 59 61 63

European Parliament buildingsj
Source: Written answer to Derk Jan Eppink’s question to EP President.

Moreover, the 2011 budget included € 7.6 million for the construction of buildings. Unless funded by
savings on rent or lease payments, we believe new construction should be halted forthwith.

3Figures do not take into account buildings that were rented for a short period in order to execute
renovation work in the existing buildings.
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Security

€35.7 million is being spent this year on contracting external companies to provide security at the
Parliament’s buildings in Brussels, Strasbourg and Luxembourg.

Coming into the Parliament is like trying to process through an airport — a range of somewhat mindless
procedures applied even to those least likely to have any malicious intent. Meanwhile, there have been four
major security incidents in the Parliament in the last 3 years (three of which had strong overtones of being
“inside jobs”):

® In February 2009, a man brandishing a pistol stole about €60,000 from a bank inside the
building. The perpetrator gotaway.

e |InMay 2010, a canteen was robbed. Again, no suspect was apprehended.

e On 4 February 2011, two men held up the Post Office in the Parliament and stole €8,000. Both
men got away.

e On18February 2011, a TV journalist passed through se curity with a toy metal gun tucked under
his jacket. He revealed the pistol, on camera, while standing only a few metres away from the
presidents of the Parliament, the Council and the Commission.

The profusion of security personnel certainly lends an aura of importance to the parliament. And as well as
contract staff, the Belgian police are also involved externally and for escorts for VIP visitors.

With greater efficiency and common sense, it should be possible to reduce the security bill by 10%.
The Strasbourg Circus

One of the most obvious abuses of taxpayer funding and one that grates enormously on most of our
citizens, is the monthly relocation of the Parliament from Belgium to France and back again. The location of
the various EU institutions had been agreed by governments at the Edinburgh European Council in
December 1992. This included agreement that parliament "shall have its seat in Strasbourg where the 12
periods of monthly plenary sessions, including the budget session, shall be held". The new building, next to
the Council of Europe and its related European Court of Human Rights, was opened in 1999 and cost €470
million (3.1 billion French Francs). On 7 August 2008, a large section of the ceiling of the plenary chamber
collapsed. Repairs were estimated ata cost of at least €6 million. Even without such mishaps, itis estimated
that “the travelling circus” of officials, documents and MEPs to Strasbourg for 48 days a year, costs over €
200 million annually and expends some 20,000 tonnes of carbon emissions

It is estimated that “the travelling circus” of officials, documents and MEPs to
Strasbourg for 48 days a year, costs over € 200 million annually and expends some
20,000 tonnes of carbon emissions

Many MEPs wish to scrap Strasbourg completely and we strongly concur with this view. But this is not a
decision that MEPs can take. It requires a Treaty change and this will only come about with the unanimous
agreement of 27 governments. We can imagine one at least that would veto this —unless some better deal
was on offer. But there is no doubt that continued public and political pressure, such as the “million
signature” campaign14 and the efforts of MEPs, will eventually gain increasing traction and have an effect.
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Itis MEPs - many of them - that have campaigned most consiste ntly and vehemently to e nd the farce of the
second seat. Indeed, the plenary votes on 9 March 2011, to combine two “sessions” of the Parliament into
one week, effectively reducing the time to be spent in Strasbourg by one twelfth in both 2012 and 2013,
were both carried with majorities of over 100 (for the amendment to the 2012 calendar the votes were:
357 in favour, 255 against and 41 abstentions). These unprecedented votes immediately provoked legal
action by the French and Luxembourg governments, citing a breach of Protocol 6 of the Lisbon Treaty.

If EU countries are serious about reducing waste and making budget reductions, then they must act now to
end the Strasbourg circus.

Restaurants and Canteens

It cannot be right that while the general public pays for example € 2.60 for a café latte on Place
Luxembourg, highly-paid EP employees pay only 85 cents in the EP’s own facilities. This is made possible by
a budget appropriation that reached € 2.6 million in 2011. The restaurants and canteens in the Parliament
are vital, but they must be self-sufficient. Ending these subsidies and charging market prices for food and
drink could even result in a surplus.
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EU Self-Promotion

A disproportionate amount of public money is spent on EU self-promotion or what might be described as
propaganda — trying to create and advance the idea of a European “demos” among a sceptical public
across Europe through both direct and indirect means.

The Parliament plays a relatively small but significant role in this through the Parliament’s Directorate-
General for Communications, through its external “Information Offices”, through ventures such as Europarl
TV, and projects such as the “House of European History”. It also approves funding flows fora vast network
of EU-subsidised outside organisations and NGOs, whose role, to a greater or lesser extent, is to propagate
the EU message. The full scope and cost of all this self-promotion will require separate study; however
some elements can be outlined here.

The European Parliament’s “Information Offices”

Itis difficult to justify European Parliament offices in all the member countries of the EU when each of these
countries has its full slate of MEPs whose tasks include explaining to citizens their activities, the role of the
Parliament and what is going on in the EU. Altogether, the 34 "Information Offices" in every Member
State and beyond, employ over 200 personnel and cost over €44 million every year.(see Annex Il)

There are even Information Offices of the Parliament in Brussels (costing €1.2 million p.a.) and Strasbourg
(costing €1.4 million p.a.) where the Parliament itself sits. At least 8 of the Information Office buildings are
owned by the Parliament. The cost of these Information Offices varies considera ny.15 In 5 countries (Spain,
Germany, France, UK and ltaly) there is more than one office. The most expensive setups are in the UK
(costing € 5.5 million p.a.) and France (€ 3.3 million).

Most recently, the annual costs for the new office 1%r “Information Antenna” in Wroclaw, Poland is
estimated at €527,395 and in The Hague at€1,701,273.

Figure 8
Staff 18,481,245
Propertycosts 15,750,194
Information and Communication activities 11,478,700

TOTAL 45,710,139

.\
2009 expenditures on EP Information Offices
Source: EP Secretary General’s reply to Geoffrey Van Orden MEP dated 9 November 2009 (See Annex
).

The most egregious e xample of an unnecessary Parliament office must surely be the one that has now been
opened in Washington DC. Set up in early 2010, this now employs at least 10 officials with all their related
costs . Toavoid criticism of the Parliament’s bureaucracy, the political groups of the Parliament have also
been encouraged to establish offices in Washington. There is already a large European Commission

4Figures in €
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presence in Washington and liaison with US legislators is well-established by MEPs both individually and
through the Delegation for Relations with the US. There is no justification for establishing a permanent
European Parliament office in Washington, or for that matter, in each of the EU’s member states.

The “House of European History”

The project to create a “House of European History” was the brainchild of a previous President of the
Parliament, Hans-Gert Pottering. Implementing decisions were taken solely by the Parliament’s Bureau and
not by Parliamentitself. The project is intended to “focus on political, economic and social history of Europe
and of European integration —including its background and its achievements — from a European, and not a
purely national, perspective, also emphasizing the roots of common European values"ls. In other words, it
is designed to be yet another part of the well-resourced effort, to create a common, yet wholly artificial,
European “demos” out of the various national identities.

The costs are escalating. Originally it was estimated that €31m would be required for the
renovation/e xtension works of the proposed site of the House, the Eastman building in Brussels’ nearby
Parc Leopold. A further €21.4m would then be needed for fitting out the building, with €3 million for
assembling the collection of exhibits, in the period 2012-2014. The museological, information,
communication and maintenance aspects were expe cted to cost €6.95 million and the House would employ
about 36 officials (18 AD and 18 AST).19

It is difficult to pin down much of this budgetary information but an April 2011 newspaper report20
suggested that the cost estimates have already increased by more than 90%. According to this report, the
costs of leasing a building, starting the exhibition and renovation were soaring to € 127 million; running
costs of €14 million a year were also more than 80% higher than originally forecast, taking the total cost
estimates to €155 million by the end of 2015. And this might not be the end of it as there are indications of
major structural problems to the building. Architectural inquiry has revealed further complications since the
subterranean Maalbeek river flows under the foundations of the envisaged building, which needs to be
fortified by a concrete layer underneath to protect the top-heavy construction from sliding. This may well
double the current renovation costs of €31 million.

At a time when many museums and galleries in most EU countries face painful cuts in their grants, it is
estimated that the contribution of just British taxpayers to a museum "to cultivate the memory of European
history and European unification", will be a minimum of £18.6 million.

It should also be recalled that the Parliament has just opened a brand new “Visitors’ Centre” called
Parlamentarium at a cost of €21.6 million forthe building and €2 million annually. This would be the place if
some sort of exhibition was necessary. The House of European History is just more of the same endless
largesse.

Europarl TV
Currently € 8 million per year is poured into the Europarl TV project. More than € 30 million has been

. . ) 21 .
invested since the web channel’s launch in 2008, and only 16,148 people ~ have subscribed to the
Parliament’s “EU Tube” channel. It is time to recognise this programme as a failure and shut it down.
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Political Groups, Transnational Parties, Political
Foundations

We believe that each of the three elements shown below should be prepared to accept a reduction of 20%
in their budgets. In addition to the proposals elsewhere in this report for reductions in staff and mission
costs, each of these elements should be required to make proposals as to how it aims to achieve
reductions.

Political Groups. Many MEPs, among others, object to public funding of political parties. However, it is the
norm on the continent of Europe. Not surprisingly, therefore, this concept has been applied to the
European Parliament through its structure of political groups (there are currently 7).

Many MEPs were surprised to find, on taking their seats in the Parliament, that they were not necessarily
sitting with their fellow party members but in one of these ‘political groups’ — in effect an amalgam of
mostly like-minded MEPs from vaguely similar political parties in different countries. The original aim of the
Group system, of course, was to break down the sense of national party affiliation, to engender some sort
of common European political consciousness, and to create pan-European political families. The three
largest Groups are a force for political integration and second only to the bureaucracy as the power in the
Parliament.

While there is an argument for removing public funding of party political activity, in the context of the
European Parliament this is unrealistic. However, the political groups should be expected to cut the size of
their staff (the EPP Group, for example, has some 300 staff) and their costs.

Transnational political parties. The aim of ultra-federalists is to remove the influence of national political
parties and to elect MEPs across a European electorate. As a precursor to this, the Political Groups are
encouraged to create transnational political parties — again, generously funded by the Parliament. Those
that disagree with this concept have instead been able to create an ‘alliance of national political parties’.

Foundations. Once some sort of transnational political party or alliance is established then it is possible to
create a “foundation” or think-tank and also draw on parliamentary funding. At the moment, Founda tions
are eligible for 85% of their funding from the Parliament and have to raise the remainder themselves. There
is a move to increase the EP’s proportion of this funding. We believe change should be in the reverse
direction and that foundations should increasingly be required to look for external funding.

At the moment the transnational parties and the foundations are funded from a common funding pot
divided among eligible applicants. Under the current system, this means that political and financial self-
injury is inflicted on those that do not subscribe to some sort of transnational grouping — there is no be nefit
to the public purse.

Under the current system, this means that political and financial self-injury is inflicted
on those that do not subscribe to some sort of transnational grouping — there is no
benefit to the public purse.

If a portion of the funding is not claimed, this money will be divided among the others. Those that do not
claim merely fund their opponents. This is a system that should be changed. Many of us feel it is not the
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business of the EP to fund transnational political parties and that any desire forthem should be paid for by
the national political parties concerned. In any case, as the political groups are already generously
endowed, the transnational parties and foundations should each see a 20% cut in their funding from the
Parliament and be given greater latitude to increase their own funding.

Further Cutting the Costs of Parliament

In the preceding pages, we have proposed a number of cuts both large and small. Nothing will happen
unless there is a change in political priorities and underlying attitudes. The need for reductions in public
expenditure and return of funds to member states thatare net contributors to the EU budget must become
an overriding priority in the EU institutions — and careers must depend on this. Cutting the Parliament’s
budget in order to boost the central coffers of the EU rather misses the point which should be defending
the interests of taxpayers and returning money to member states.

As negotiations on the 2012 budget continue, the proposals in this report should now be taken forward by
the European Parliament and the Council.
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Annex |: Reply from the President of the European
Parliament

[l el LR P Dokl [eRSHOT R AUMTNT Dok R USERTTT
HLEGRr Y AR AT DRSGRL P UM (TR RGOS i A ki
RABEMINT [ERCE| DN BLEAANT R TR, ALEMINTG EURGRLG  EORL] PREpLR|ETY
- DUBCEHTS RABLAAINTHS  [USERM PARIARMNT  LHELAMINT CWROSTW  (LRORILS Pl LAINT
R AT SR PR AT oROiNL R A WTLL, LS AN
[galiriay pamanint  pEcRo mELAMinT  (pedohacranaeinth et el f
Thie Presedent
Mlr Deerk Jan EFFINE
Mlemiber
32441 18.07 2011
ELBOPEAM PARLIAMENT
Dear Mr Eppiank,

Thank vou for your leier of 20 April, asking a series of 13 questions abosat the stafl,
B budget, crganisatianal #lructan: and fissctionsng of the Earopean Parliansesd. | apologise
for the delay in replying

In your subsequent electronic mail of 31 MbMay. you sappest that e quEsEns are
posed in accordance with Rube 20 of the Rules of Prosedure, wherehy any Member can
a3k questions conceming ihe work of the Burean, the Confevenie of Presidents and the
Dussshors, the i1 two Bodies of which | ckair. However, strictly speaking. only wane
of the questiond yoi ask relate 10 such work. Equally, the answers fo some quistions
can ke readily abtained From information freely available to Members {notably @ the
ammual Buadpet of the Europsan Uinion), whils comversely, some other questions might
only be answered al disproportional adsmisdsirmiive cost. In addition, a5 yom can
cerininly understand, im line with Parliamseets Rules of Procedure, it is mot possible ta
provide information which might prejudice e confidemiality of discussion in the
Parlkament's goverming hodies.

Mevertheless, wilknn these constraimis, | bave decided, for reazons of trnspasendy, e
provide you with as musl of tbe information you sk for as can reasonably be obtaised,
albeit not mecessarily wnder Bule 29(2), sdich Is not applicable in all the specific cises
yida maise.

Y odara sisgerely,

Jerey Bu
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Annex Il: Annual Remuneration of a Typical Official

Annual remuneration (in euros) of an AD12 official who is married with no children (not including annual
trip allowance). Source: EP salary calculator

Parental /family leave allowance 0.00
Household allowance 4,524.00
Dependent child allowance 0.00
Education allowance 0.00
Expatriationallowance 22,692.48
Pension contribution (11.60%) -14,371.32
Sickness insurance contribution -2,106.12
Accident insurance contribution -123.84
Tax -10,141.80

Special Levy -3,007.92
NET PAY 121,355.88
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Annex lll: Reply from the Secretary General of the
European Parliament

IWFFEAL e Ridfaaiel  FPAbLAeTyS) DaienD  peRoFiEY PAALEMIET PR AR AN T
DEGRNCET AARLEGRT  PERORE MBLAETRT (RIS aiie s [oRd i el
PR NT CRROPTEN PARLASMNT N BIDEN,  RURLLMIND DGEORD  DRDAL PARLLEENTS
- Ay sy fosiRln PR BRI CGARAETNT (WS ORI R EEET i

RN AT A LIS FRRSATY R AR
PRI MR VDRI REAMINT (ORI RAALRGINTE  dstRiaLid v

Messber of the Buropesn Parllsmen 319147 L) 200%

|

|

Mr Geaffrey VAN ORIDEN
WD 4MOTS

|

|

1

Subject: Earopean Partisment Infoemstion Offices in EL Member Saneq |

Dicar Merster,

Thank you for your befier of 36 August 3009 in which you ask for informanion conceming
the Fiaropean Parlismend Information Offfocs in EL Member Stateq,

The Information Cilicer of the Eurcpean Parlismens (heremaler relereed oo i EFis) are
located in the 27 capiinds of the Member Satei. In adiition thero an five mogional antmsan
in large Member T{ﬂdh ﬂﬂnmwﬁﬂmh}.m
addiional odfice s the Stmshourg seat mmummm
coOMmmunsestion setivities (vidfton, Euorcacols) in the premises im Strashourg outtids the

In 1994" the Eumopesn Parlissent and the Commisibon developed the toncept of 8 commen
hﬂﬁnhmmuﬁ_hhmmrlmumhmm
ke aformation Offioes of e Furopean Parlisssent in the capitaly of the Member Sty are
lecated - with the cxoiption of Athena - logether with the Representstion Offices of the |
Commmission in a single bullding in onder 1o e advaninge of the posashilitics g make |
finkmcial savingi thisegh sharing common amces, and b ceaic 3 cohoreni image of the
Euregpean Union towards the gonerad pabdic in the Mombor States.

However, the rale aad missdon of the Information (il of the Burcpesn Parlismont and |
ke Reprowentation Cifices of the Puropesn Commission s quite differem and have e be |

cloasly

‘Whoreas the Commission Fepresestaiions ol a5 the offhcial representatives of e
mammummymum#uwum
ol their tasks, the European Parliamen! Informatios Oiffics’ taak is to nform about the
sctivithes of the Expopesn Parliamen and o Messbers. But only eloctad Messhers i

represent Uy Exsopean Parlissent,

" Fropeen Pailigees) Béalativn on th [epf) praois! Bl For 1907 ¢ A8 | 0150 ) podopige] v Tharsday 19 |
Decombsy 1950, pars 15 |
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B also noeds 10 be underlined than whe Commision Representations in the Mesmber Saies |
dispose of far more sl and budiget than e EFiOs.

As far s opening of new Offices iy concormed, e Heream, aa the competent bady in this
fleld, agroed af its mocting of 13 Febrosry 2006 (PE J6R.68WBLUR) - "t principds ie the
propasal for a regional Infirmation Office &n Polond e accordance with Parlinessary
Ehficer in the capivals of the aew Member Stater bofpre taking final decision on regional
Erlormmation EYficer™

Eeganding your sccond question oa siaffing. [ & pleascd to infesm you thar the sotsl
pusrmber of safl working in Information Offices i 217 (of which four are tempomry agenis
and twenty six working o6 the basix of shori e comireoin). Six lager offices have
berween. 10 and 15 sinff, twche middie-sined berween 5 16 10 and feericen smaller offices
less than 5. A detsiled whbie may be fond in Annex [ n pddithon, since lag 2006 and
haied o & decishon by the Buress and the melevast decinions withen the badge procedure,
wach of the 27 EFI0s his becn allocaied o post of & press officer whoee main ok @ o
crhate media covernge of the Pasliamens at the national and regional levels.

The ®adT of the EPIOs is recrulted in line with the 5 Ropolstions of officials msd
conditions of employment of other srvants of the Emropean cosamunities. Howerr, unlike
the Commisgion Represenintions in the Membeer Simtcs, the Parlismem cannod employ kool |
agenis, in complissce with legal prenisions stsind in arcicle 4 of the Comditionn of
smployment of other serants of the Europess Communithes (CEOS) and in lis mene, |
wrihcle 2.

As 0 your thind goesticn, the Eusopesn Parlisment is shasiog offices with the Comminies
in the Memsher Siatos in crder to tave costa. The Europess Parlismeni follows a policy of
mdnnﬂﬂﬂ:;:hhhﬂ.&u‘“ﬂmﬂ:mmwﬁh
has oo endorsed by e Buress on the 12 lanuary NS spocifying e moas imporis
exiterin fior the market prospection (of. Durcas decisben of 12 Jan 09, pedrit 30c)L

Theresars, the buildisga scquired by the Earopran Parlissent and e Commission (e
ia Copenhagen, London, Lishon, Micodia, The Hagee, Valetis, Vienna, and Athens anly by {
tha Frropean Parlinment) cosasitule o permanent snsnd (o the Furopean Parlissenl

In 2008 property coms for sl offices amounsed to € 11.251.800 md € 15.7H0.154 in 2009
Including romal eoss, ERMEACn ooss, relirhisking elearing afd fiSREfance (040,
ROy ConFumplion, ieeusity s surveillasos of the buildicgs.

Tn reply 8o your S questhon on enevaal runfing oodti oF the affices, they can be oken
down as fallows:

Seaff costs is fotal amounied fo £ [ 7448035 in 1008 endd £ 1RAE] 243 in 2000
The budgei related b Enformation and communication sctivithes carried out under the |

mitsicn statement ssd all admisismutive costs of EF laformation offices budge
appropriations amounted in 2008 eo § 12,229,880 and o € | 1478700 in 2004,

EPICh de not bave cars o their disposal. i
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For an overview by EPI0 please refier 1o Anmex 2.7

As far a5 the decisions on the oponling costs ane conoemned, the budget procodere for the
EPIOs is the same as for any other service of e EU Insiinstions, and is poepared in

with both general budpet percedure esd the Fisancial Regulation. Om the baiy
of the Parlisment’s sseval budger sed the priorites st up by the Instication, EPIOs prescnt {
& working plan of sctvities and reiources. The decision of finencing i tken s line with |
the bodpetary requirements for esch peoject and the capabifity of realization by the
concermed EF 10 {capacity of shsompiion).

This oversl] exerciss inwads 10 peipond 1o the need for a stronger ouliure of socountsbalin
and internal asscssmnent by the central mnd decentralised services of DO Comssnication
a5 the introcluction and improvement of performance-oreaied working methods. 18 is in
this frasnework that Annual Activity Reports (AARs) have boen insroduced o stnengthen
scosamtability mnd good govemnanse,

Fimally, regaerdieg your question on the role of the lnformation Oiflces, the asrent miuden |
Asiermenl was adogied by the Buncas om 18 June 3007, & copy of which you fisd 8 Asncy |
3. Thee muodifications mada by the Bureau st tha time mainly underliee e Oifices’ ol vis-
-l dRlinena.

Whereas the Eeropean Parlissent i3 eprescmted by the Members who play a polisical mée, i
e Ewopesn Parlismenl Information Offices are nespontible for delivering cobwres
isformazsion abowt decisions aken by the Furopean Parlisment snd promoting and
progocting ad widely s poasible the Parlismend and its sctivities in an instinticeal ed non-
partiszan way. Of course, Indformatien Oifices bsvolve Meombers in the sctivitics ey
organise. In this regard, progrememing aciivites s wke oot of the Buropoam
Farliament's agends and mestsgs calender im Frussels and Srrasoeeg.

I= soosedence with the misiion Satement, the Information Oifices concentrate on relations
%ﬁﬂﬂﬂﬁnhhmhmﬂﬂwfmhh |
fegions has been very suotessfal Members are fully imvolved in these fors &5 well 2 [
nationalregional local suthorithes snd representatives of e civil sociely, The purpos: is o i
deal with isvoes of imporsece in the region conoamed s w0 cnure & broad audio-vieaal

nd press coverage.

The offices provide regular prcs revicws for Members, crgamise visis and seminass for
journalizis in Bromsels end Srsabourg (1o which Members se lmnited)) s play an sctive
role b rebulting inaccuracies and distorices in prea coversge conccmning the Furcpean
Pailiamenl.

In additios, P04 eodiars conperstion with the Eurepean Commizsion Fepressntation and o
Hmmmﬂnmmhﬂhmtﬂﬂﬂnhhm

Loates. (Whees ¢ alio mainisdning eosiscts with the mational snd regional public
suthioithes and in panticelar the fespective pasliements i thelr hoat country, They sl give

" property oaem shown i s ble iCheds pPS] Coutn, Wetirekon couts, Tarbal mnd merelarbich of the |

plised. dliidg dnd Fabnlohifeld conls, ereiTe CORRRERL SA0AT Bl danetillesce of B Deillings |
Opcrationg conta ke i fabie cloade- dostn of inlormation sad denserceles $vte md slenntae
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RIppOn B vissts by Members who fulfll an institetional role (e.g. Members of the Do,
the Confierence of Presidents, the Confroncs of Commines Chairmen, the Conlference off
Diclegation Chairmen, rapponeirs and ofTic i Parlament delegations).

Fimally, [ inform you thet oa it mesting of 19 Ociober 2009, the Buresn decided in |
principle to catablish s EP Infeemation antenns o Poland in the near fubee. before the
beginning of the Polish Prosidency in 2001,

[y mot besitsie o contsct [0 Communication of syigll for any further information yos
may roquine.

I
|
I
Yeomrs dimooaehy, i
|
|

Klsss WELLE
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|11
TOWNS PROPERTY Operating appr.
L costs? | STAFFCOSTS | e rmation)*
ATHENS E534.060 €1.092.130 €441.750
BARCELONA £235.510 €10 E130, 700
BERLIN €751.080 £1.416.926 €914,200
HRATISLAVA £207.585 €325.23 €275.750
'BRUSSELS €0 £1.024.699 €206.700
BUCHAREST €404.100 €251.454 €275.550
BUDAPEST €620.560 £434.208 €296.750
COPENHAGEN E411.651 €822.951 €369, 250
DUBLIN E652.176 €531.446 €404.250
 EDIMNBLRGH E225.789 £l E91.7T00
HELSTNE] ETa1.135 ET06,428 £265. 750
. THE HAGUE E396.510 €626.539 £535.750
VALLETTA £161.893 £258_300 £165.950
| LISBON i £330.149 €690.313 €396.750
| LIUBLJANA | €144.955 €277.050 £€226.050
LONDON £2.692.593 E1.566333 €1.159.200
LUXEMBOURG €132.510 €75.728 €193.900
MADRID £€1.054.785 £1.462.542 €775.200
 MARSEILLE €79.205 €0 €157.200
MILANG £165.905 €0 €151.700
MUNICIH €85.605 €0 €180.700
NICOSTA £241.384 €199.710 €235.500
PARILS €1.243.666 €1.583.25 €504, 200 |
PRAGUE €247.225 €310.584 €246.750
RIGA £149.915 E307.483 E€179.500 |
ROME £897.173 €1.176.568 €711.200
SOFIA €688.100 €264.612 €158.550
STRASBOURG €0 €1.092.167 €339.750
STOCKHOLM £553,320 £393.057 €252.700
TALLINN €117.635 £380.964 E16T.000
WARSAW €676.165 €£396.265 €371.750
VIENNA €159.080 €454.246 €324.750
VILNIUS €195655 |  €160.057 €222.000
MISC. €63.120 -} T €0
“TOTAL E15.750.194 £18.481.245 £11.478.700

NB: Bareelons, Edinburgh, Marssilles, Milen and Musich are incloded [n the
fipures for Madrid, Loodon, Paris, Home and Borlin
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