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CONTEXT

On 16 July 2025, the European Commission adopted a proposal for a multiannual financial framework
(MFF) regulation for 2028 to 2034, together with a proposal for an interinstitutional agreement
between the European Parliament, the Council and the Commission (lIA), which would set the
provisions governing cooperation on the budget.

These texts define spending priorities and expenditure ceilings and set budgetary rules for 2028 to
2034. The Commission proposes a budget of €1.76 trillion (2025 prices) or 1.26 % of the EU's gross
national income (GNI). This includes €149.3 billion (0.11 % EU GNI) for repayment of the Next
Generation EU debt. It proposes a shift in spending priorities, from traditional policies such as the
common agricultural policy or cohesion towards competitiveness, security and defence. It drastically
changes the budgetary structure, motivated by an intention to increase flexibility in EU funding.

Parliament's MFF co-rapporteurs' (Siegfried Muresan (EPP, Romania) and Carla Tavares (S&D,
Portugal)) draft interim report demands a €1.93 trillion budget (1.38 % of EU GNI), a 10 % increase
compared to the Commission proposal. Excluding the €149.3 billion for the repayment of NGEU-
related debt, which should be treated separately from EU programme funding, would leave
€1.78 trillion (1.27 % of EU GNI) for financing EU policies. Parliament is set to analyse the proposed
structure and governance to ensure full democratic scrutiny and transparency of EU spending and
Parliament's full involvement in budgetary decisions. It intends to adopt an interim report in
May 2026, which will serve as its negotiating position for the Article 312 TFEU consent procedure.

LEGISLATIVE PROPOSAL

2025/0571R(APP) and COM/2025/571 final — Proposal for a Council regulation laying down the
multiannual financial framework for the years 2028 to 2034 and COM/2025/572 final — proposal for
an interinstitutional agreement between the European Parliament, the Council and the Commission
on budgetary discipline, on cooperation in budgetary matters and on sound financial management

NEXT STEPS IN THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT

For the latest developments in this legislative procedure, see the Legislative Train Schedule:
2025/0571(APP)
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Main points of the proposal

For the 2028-2034 MFF, the European Commission proposes a volume corresponding to 1.26 % of
EU GNI — €1.763 trillion (2025 prices) — including €149.3 billion or 0.11% of EU GNI for the
repayment of the debt created by Next Generation EU (NGEU) grants. It is very important to point
out that the adoption of the MFF regulation is not subject to the ordinary legislative procedure. In
accordance with Article 312(2) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU), when
adopting the MFF, the Council shall act unanimously after obtaining the consent of the European
Parliament, given by a majority of its component members.

Key issues faced during the current MFF

The Commission provides the following reasons for its proposal, based on the key lessons learned
from the current MFF:

e The current MFF is not flexible enough: different crises and inflation have
overstretched it.

e Its architecture remains complex, with 52 programmes and instruments that often
finance similar activities.

e There is a need to reduce administrative burden, including complex and different
reporting requirements.

e As stressed in the Draghi report, there is a gap in EU funding for competitiveness,
particularly for innovative technology.

e The slow start to implementation in the current financing period also resulted in a high
level of outstanding commitments.

There is room for further improvement in budgetary performance and better monitoring of EU
budget results.

Furthermore, the Commission, in its communication Figure 1 - MFF 2028-2034:
on the implementation of the 2021-2027 MFF, noted
that the scale of the enormous challenges ahead
called for 'an ambitious budget, both in size and

Commission proposal by heading
(commitments, € billion, 2025 prices)

design'.
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The proposed 2028-2034 MFF is set to be structured 4 ‘

around three headings corresponding to the Union's
major policy areas, plus a fourth heading covering

HL 7971
European public administration expenditure: i

Total

 Heading 1 - Economic, social and territorial €1763.0 billion

cohesion, agriculture, rural and maritime H2 5222

prosperity and security (€946.4 billion; ,

53.7 % of the proposed total MFF): Central to %//
the largest heading of the MFF proposal are ‘/’

the national and regional partnership plans H1 Repayment of NGEU 1493
(NRPPs), which account for €771.3 billion, or
81.5% of the funding under Headingl. The  pats source: COM(2025)571 final.
Commission proposes one plan for each
Member State, which should regroup
14 programmes in a single plan and include common agricultural policy (CAP) and
cohesion policy funding. The Commission proposes to earmark amounts for income
support for farmers and for less developed regions, but an overall decrease in funds
for agriculture and cohesion accounting for around 44 % of the overall amount
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proposed for the 2028-2034 MFF, compared to around 60 % in the current MFF.
Member States would have flexibility concerning the exact distribution of the funds
within their NRPP. According to the proposal, Heading 1 will also cover repayment of
the NGEU-related debt, proposed at €149.3 billion (15.8 % of the heading).

¢ Heading 2 — Competitiveness, prosperity and security (€522.2 billion; 29.6 % of the
proposed MFF): Central to this heading, the Commission proposes to allocate
€362.3 billion to a European Competitiveness Fund (ECF), (69.4 % of Heading 2),
including €154.9 billion for Horizon Europe, a substantial increase of approximately
63 % for the programme, compared to the 2021-2027 MFF.

e Heading 3 — Global Europe (€190.0 billion; 10.8 % of the proposed MFF): This heading
supports EU external action mainly through the Global Europe Fund (GEF), which
merges seven current funding instruments into a single structure and has a total
allocation of €176.8 billion (93.1 % of Heading 3). The GEF is organised around five
geographic areas — Europe; Sub-Saharan Africa; Asia and the Pacific; the Americas
and the Caribbean; and the Middle East, North Africa and the Gulf — and one thematic
area focused on global affairs. Compared to the current programmes, this allocation
sees a 37.9 % increase.

¢ Heading 4 — Administration (€104.5 billion; 5.9 % of the proposed total MFF): This
heading includes funding for salaries; pensions; and non-salary expenditure, such as
buildings and European schools. In view of the increased tasks requested of the
European administration, a limited departure from the policy of stable staffing is
envisaged between 2028 and 2030.

The Commission claims that the proposed budgetary design represents a thorough simplification of
the EU budget architecture and that it is 'realistic, as it aims at not impacting national contributions',
given the additional revenue expected from the proposed new own resources, and that it is
'balanced, as it puts its focus on EU added value'.

Main changes in the proposed MFF regulation

Volatile inflation has been a serious issue throughout the current MFF, where a fixed 2 % deflator
has been applied in a context of high inflation. The Commission therefore proposes an annual price
adjustment based on a fixed, but adjustable deflator: it will be equal to 2 % when EU inflation is
between 1% and 3 %, and equal to the actual inflation forecast rate whenever this forecast is lower
than 1 % or higher than 3 % (Article 4).

Furthermore, there are specific provisions concerning measures adopted under Regulation (EU,
Euratom) 2020/2092 on budgetary conditionality: if budgetary commitments are suspended,
these appropriations should automatically be carried over to the budget of the following year
(Article 5). The carry-over is limited to a period of two years, unless the suspension is lifted by a
Council implementing decision.

With regard to flexibility, the Commission proposes higher unprogrammed amounts within the
different programmes and thus more flexibility built into the programmes. The provisions on the
special instruments have been simplified (Articles 6, 7 and 8). There should only be one thematic
special instrument — the Ukraine Reserve — and two non-thematic special instruments based on the
mechanisms that already exist in the current MFF: the Single Margin Instrument and the Flexibility
Instrument. The Ukraine Reserve will serve to provide the non-repayable support or budgetary
guarantees to Ukraine under the Global Europe instrument, and will be mobilised through the annual
budgetary procedure.

The Single Margin Instrument (Article 7) will allow, as it does today, the use of available
commitments or payment margins from the past to finance additional expenditure above the MFF
ceilings. An annual allocation of €2 billion is proposed for the Flexibility Instrument, to be enhanced
by decommitments of appropriations, other than external assigned revenue, and net fines or other
penalties in year n-2.


https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/eu-budget/long-term-eu-budget/2021-2027/whats-new_en#revision-of-the-eu-budget-2021-2027
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52025SC0570R(01)
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2020/2092/oj/eng
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2020/2092/oj/eng
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As usual, the proposal for a new MFF regulation is accompanied by a proposal for an interinstitutional
agreement. The Commission argues that the new budgetary architecture, as proposed in the new
MFF package, will increase the importance of the annual budgetary procedure. A steering
mechanism preceding the annual budgetary mechanism is included in the proposed
interinstitutional agreement for that purpose. However, further details on the functioning of this
mechanism are still to be defined and it remains to be seen if this mechanism and other changes will
actually result in increased democratic oversight of the annual budgetary procedure. A similar
mechanism exists today, which builds on an established trilogue held in spring that aims to define
the political priorities for each forthcoming annual budget.

Framework for parliamentary scrutiny

The European Parliament plays a central role in ensuring democratic scrutiny of EU spending. Ex-
ante and ex-post budgetary scrutiny is therefore at the centre of discussion on the next MFF in the
European Parliament, with the legislative provisions having a direct impact on allocation of EU funds.
While flexibility is needed to address unforeseen future challenges, appropriate democratic control
satisfying the requirements of transparency and accountability is nevertheless essential. The
European Parliament supports enhanced flexibility for the EU budget, while preserving transparency
and respecting Parliament's legislative, budgetary and discharge role.

The Commission proposal for the next MFF regulation could keep democratic oversight at a low
level, or even lessen opportunities for scrutiny, instead of improving it:

e For the MFF architecture, the Commission proposes fewer headings — 4 instead of 7
— and a reduction in spending programmes — from 52 to 16 — merging numerous
current programmes under three major funds. The Commission argues that this will
enhance EU budget flexibility, improve transparency and simplify access to EU
funding. The proposed nomenclature composes significantly fewer chapters.
Parliament expressed concern over the transparency and accountability of spending
under the proposed nomenclature. Given that, in the new MFF architecture, chapters
are set to correspond to much higher amounts, it is likely to be more difficult to trace
spending and the leeway for the Commission to take autonomous financial decisions
would be significantly increased, whereas the budgetary authority currently takes
many of these decisions. The European Parliament will thoroughly analyse the features
of the new budget structure. Budgetary scrutiny could be limited when implementing
the budget, as well as during ex-post control (see section on the discharge procedure
below).

e To ensure optimal democratic oversight of EU spending, legal acts defining sectoral
policies should be sufficiently precise. The specific policy objectives and their budget
allocation should be defined in the act itself, adopted under the ordinary legislative
procedure, and mirrored in the budget structure. The Commission's legislative
proposals on sectoral policies remain vague and leave the Commission and the Council
with a wide margin of discretion on decision-making. Many decisions on Heading 2
expenditure will be made by the Commission through work programmes and
Commission financing decisions, or by Council implementing decisions, shifting these
crucial decisions away from Parliament — the co-legislator and one arm of the
budgetary authority. Parliament should ensure its involvement in defining the specific
policy objectives and regulate essential elements such as objectives, budget
breakdown or eligibility criteria. The two arms of the budgetary authority should be
free to decide on the budget allocation in the annual budget. Parliament has
repeatedly argued that work programmes containing key secondary policy choices
should be adopted by delegated acts in accordance with Article 290 TFEU.

¢ In the annex on 'Interinstitutional cooperation during the budgetary procedure’, the
IIA proposes a political steering mechanism to set the priorities for the forthcoming


https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52025PC0572
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52025PC0572
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-10-2025-0090_EN.html
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annual budgetary procedure. It stipulates that 'in due time', before the adoption of the
draft budget by the Commission, 'a budgetary trilogue shall be convened to discuss
the funding priorities for the budget of the coming financial year, taking into account
the Union's policy priorities identified by the Institutions in relevant documents'.
According to the Commission, this procedure will allow the European Parliament to
be involved at a very early stage of the procedure, thus increasing democratic control
and the transparency of the budgetary procedure. However, there is already a similar
procedure in place, when the Council and the European Parliament discuss their
respective guidelines in the first budgetary trilogue. Parliament's co-rapporteurs are
questioning the precise method and the added value of this proposed mechanism. A
risk exists that decisions upstream could heavily condition the annual budgetary
procedure. The process could introduce discussion on topics such as the European
Semester or the Competitiveness Coordination Tool where the Parliament is not
involved, but at the expense of Parliament's role in the annual budgetary procedure,
where it holds an equal role with the Council. Potential European Council involvement
in defining the Council's priorities could also risk disrupting the institutional balance
and allowing the European Council a role that the Treaties do not provide.

e The proposed MFF regulation includes no provision for a mandatory mid-term review
and possible revision of the MFF. Even though there is no such provision in the
current MFF, at the end of the negotiating process on the current MFF the
Commission committed to a mid-term review and potential revision of the MFF. Even
if it is possible to carry out a mid-term assessment of the EU's financial capacity and
the state of the MFF without an explicit legal provision, a formal Commission
commitment to an MFF mid-term assessment and a possible revision is crucial to
ensuring the EU's long-term budget can support the EU's priorities and is fit to
respond to emerging new challenges until 2034.

e The proposed interinstitutional agreement between the European Parliament, the
Council and the Commission on budgetary discipline, on cooperation in budgetary
matters and on sound financial management' (lIA, points 15 and 16) formalises a
budgetary scrutiny procedure for legislative proposals based on Article 122 TFEU.
These instruments are solely based on a Council decision and exclude the European
Parliament from the legislative procedure. However, a similar procedure was agreed
in a joint declaration by the Parliament, the Council and the Commission when the
NGEU was established. Even though this is an improvement in Parliament's
involvement in the budgetary aspects of such legislative proposals, Article 122 does
not ensure institutional balance. Parliament requests constructive dialogue and
written conclusions on the budgetary implications of such acts.

Ex-post scrutiny of EU budget implementation: The discharge procedure

The EU's Financial Regulation is designed to ensure that EU resources are used correctly and
effectively. However, there is concern about the reduced possibility to carry out an accurate
discharge procedure in a new budgetary design that allows for financing not linked to cost. A lack of
clear and pre-defined criteria for the allocation of EU funding could hinder ex-post budgetary
scrutiny. The European Court of Auditors (ECA) has published several opinions and reports related
to the design, control framework and implementation of the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF)
and concluded that 'the RRF focuses on implementation progress rather than performance with
limited information available on its results or efficiency. While the RRF's control arrangements
improved over time, they are not yet sufficiently robust. Finally, RRF implementation is progressing
but faces delays, which poses risks in terms of the completion of measures and value for money.'

Based on these observations, the ECA has put forward lessons for future performance-based
instruments, with the aim of contributing to the debate on the post-2027 MFF. According to the
ECA's findings, for future performance-based instruments, it is important that:


https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_BRI(2024)762376
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52025PC0572
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https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32020C1222(05)
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e fundingis clearly linked to results. If this is not possible, such a system should not be
applied;

e performance-orientation goes beyond specifying payment conditions, such as
milestones and targets, and includes all elements needed for the assessment of
effectiveness and efficiency, including information on actual costs;

e payment conditions are defined in a harmonised way and applied consistently to all
Member States to ensure equal treatment;

e the instruments' scope and objectives are clearly defined to maximise the impact of
EU funding and avoid overlaps between different programmes. Furthermore, these
objectives need to be reflected in the allocation of funding;

e timely and transparent information is provided about what contribution funding has
made towards achieving the instrument's objectives, and how.

Parliament's position

Ahead of the Commission proposal, the European Parliament adopted its position for the post -2027
MFF on 7 May 2025. Underlining the growing number of crises that the EU's limited resources have
to deal with, Parliament emphasised that the next MFF must provide increased resources, above 1 %
of EU GNI; focus on European public goods; enhance synergies; and provide in-built crisis response
capacity and sufficient flexibilities. Parliament asked for a more flexible and transparent budget
equipped with the capacity to react to unexpected financing needs. It rejected the idea of 'one
national plan for each Member State', under which shared management programmes, such as the
common agriculture policy (CAP), cohesion, fisheries, migration and border management, would be
integrated. Similarly, it rejected the establishment of a competitiveness fund that merges several
existing programmes.

The leaders of the European People's Party (EPP), the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and
Democrats (S&D), Renew Europe and the Greens/European Free Alliance (Greens/EFA), reacted to
the Commission's proposal, stating that the MFF should be strong and ambitious, with increased
resources compared to the current version and sufficient crisis response capacity. They underlined
that it is crucial the MFF is subject to full parliamentary control and accountability and that
Parliament's role as co-legislator and as budgetary and discharge authority are assured.

In their first reaction on the day the Commission presented the MFF proposal, the MFF co-
rapporteurs, Siegfried Muresan (EPP, Romania) and Carla Tavares (S&D, Portugal), criticised the
proposed budget as lacking ambition. The proposed size of the new MFF, measured in EU GNI in
2025 prices, is more or less the same as today, if the NGEU repayment is deducted. The co-
rapporteurs defended a stronger budget and expressed their concern related to the funds for
agriculture and cohesion, asking that these are not weakened and that they remain European. They
insisted on full respect for Parliament's budgetary powers. In a seminar on the MFF in
September 2025, the MFF co-rapporteurs repeated their disappointment regarding the
Commission's proposal and concern about the abandonment of a European approach for both
agriculture and cohesion. While being in favour of more transparency and flexibility, they underlined
that these should not circumvent democratic accountability. They called for a governance model
that respects Parliament's prerogatives, allowing monitoring and scrutiny of management of the
financial envelopes. Effective involvement of regional and local levels of government is seen as
crucial.

In October 2025, four major pro-European political groups sent a letter to European Commission
President Ursula von der Leyen, demanding improvements to the proposal on the NRPPs. In
particular, they asked that the European dimension of the CAP and cohesion policy is ensured and
each allocated a dedicated budget, that the role of regions and local authorities in cohesion policy
design is safeguarded and strengthened, and that the European Parliament's power and role as a
budgetary and discharge authority is ensured. They highlighted the importance of applying the
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Conditionality Regulation and compliance with EU values throughout the EU budget through a single
coherent instrument.

Following the organisation of a trilateral meeting between the Presidents of the European
Parliament, the Council and the Commission, in line with Article 324 TFEU, and in response to
Parliament's concerns, President von der Leyen suggested, in a letter, adjustments to regions'
involvement in the 'preparation, implementation and evaluation' of the NRRPs and promised that
the budgets for cohesion and agriculture remain central, with at least 10 % of the NRPPs dedicated
to rural areas. She added that the proposed 'political steering mechanism' would give a greater role
to the European Parliament in budgetary decision-making.

Parliament's MFF co-rapporteurs issued their draft interim report at the beginning of
December 2025; the Rules of Procedure of the European Parliament provide for the possibility to
issue an interim report in the context of consent procedures. Parliament has typically used an interim
report on the MFF to set out its position on the figures and to propose changes to the legal text of
the MFF regulation and the IIA. The draft report presents the following points:

e a 10 % increase in size compared to the Commission proposal for 2028 to 2034, i.e. a
budget of €1.93 trillion in 2025 prices, which corresponds to 1.38 % of EU GNI. At
this stage, the increase has been allocated proportionally between Headings 1to 3 and
will be calibrated as discussions continue in Parliament. Parliament believes that
NGEU debt servicing, currently proposed at €149.3 billion, representing 0.11 % of EU
GNI, should be treated separately from the funding of EU programmes, since it does
not represent operational expenditure, and to ensure that available resources for
these programmes remain unaffected. This would leave, excluding NGEU, a budget
of €1.78 trillion or 1.27 % of EU GNI for financing the Union's political priorities and
strategic objectives;

Figure 1 — MFF 2028-2034: Comparison of the Commission proposal and Parliament's
draft interim report

M Commission proposal

Proposals for the MFF 2028-2034 I European Parliament proposal
%, Repayment of NGEU

Overview
Commitment appropriations, € billion, 2025 prices
1 Economic, social and territorial cohesion, Orl 149)3 946.4
agriculture, rural and maritime prosperity ; % 10355
and security 886.2 1493
. . ] I 5)).
2 Competitiveness, prosperity and security . 5306
I 190.0
3 Global Europe B 0113
. W 1044
4  Administration W 1044
16137 (115 %*) 1493 (0.11 %)

7 1763.0 (1.26 %)
7 1931.8 (1.38%)
17825 (1.27 %) 1493 (0.11 %)
*Reference value: EU-GNI.

TOTAL

Data source: European Parliament draft interim report, December 2025.
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e a focus on financing European public goods with discernible added value compared
to national spending;

e opposition to the proposed nomenclature as not being sufficiently detailed, impeding
transparency and accountability, and undermining Parliament's role as the budgetary
and discharge authority; it does not consider that the proposed steering mechanism
will compensate any loss of Parliament's powers; it insists on proper governance fully
respecting parliamentary accountability; and it underlines that specific policy
objectives are to be decided jointly by Parliament and the Council;

e Heading 1: it regrets the reduction in funding and opposes the merging of the
different policies into one plan per Member State, diminishing predictability in funding
and putting EU policy coherence at risk;

e Heading 2: it agrees to the increased budget for investment but stresses that the
integration of numerous programmes into an ECF reduces transparency and restricts
Parliament's power to allocate funds for specific policy objectives;

¢ Heading 3: it supports the increase in external action funding but considers this to be
insufficient and warns against weakened parliamentary oversight; and it asks for more
transparency in the budget allocation;

e it recalls that the Council must take due account of Parliament's position to secure
Parliament's consent; and it asks for meaningful negotiations and for Parliament to
be involved in all the stages of the MFF process, as required by Article 312(5) TFEU.

Positions of other EU institutions

Council

The Council started working on the file on 18 July in an Ad hoc Working Party on the MFF. As is usual
for the MFF, the rotating presidencies present 'negotiating boxes', outlining the Council's position,
providing the overall volume and distribution of funds among the different budget headings and
policy areas. These 'negotiating boxes' are discussed at the General Affairs Council and then at
European Council level among the EU Heads of State or Government. They serve as a basis for the
European Council to reach a unanimous political agreement. Expressed in their conclusions, they
present all relevant details, determining the expenditure ceilings, and the financial breakdown for
the policy areas and set the amounts for the different programmes. They even address elements
that fall under the ordinary legislative procedure and that should be negotiated with the European
Parliament. This practice contradicts the provisions of Article 15(1) of the Treaty of the European
Union (TEU), which defines the European Council's role as defining political directions and not
exercising a legislative function.

In previous cases, several rounds of negotiations within the European Council have been required.
The 2021-2027 MFF negotiations took longer than at any other time, mainly due to the Commission's
adjustment of the MFF proposal to address the consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic. For the
2028-2034 MFF, the Danish Presidency presented a first 'negotiating box' to the European Council
on 18 and 19 December 2025. The first negotiating box addressed the structure of the budget,
without setting amounts. The Cyprus Presidency is continuing work on the file. The European
Council will address the topic at its meeting on 19 March 2026.

European Economic and Social Committee

On 4 December, the European Economic and Social Committee (EESC) members discussed the next
MFF with Budget Commissioner Piotr Serafin. The EESC demanded a bolder, transparent and
inclusive budget, and full civil society involvement. Concerns were raised about potential over-
centralisation resulting from the proposed restructuring of the EU budget, merging cohesion,
agricultural and fisheries into NRPPs. The EESC supported maintaining the European Social Fund
Plus (ESF+) and the Just Transition Fund as stand-alone instruments with increased resources.
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https://cyprus-presidency.consilium.europa.eu/en/events/european-council-19-203/
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/tags/601-press-media?content_type%5B0%5D=news
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/news-media/press-releases/bolder-eu-budget-demanded-eesc-warns-against-centralisation

Next long-term EU budget: 2028-2034 multiannual financial framework

Participants in the debate supported the creation of an ECF, with clear governance and guidance on
priorities, and higher funding for Horizon Europe and the Connecting Europe Facility.

European Committee of the Regions

On 7 October, the Commission for Territorial Cohesion Policy and EU Budget (COTER) held an
exchange of views with representatives of the Danish Presidency and the European Commission.
The Committee's rapporteur, Sari Rautio (EPP, Finland) regretted that the new structure, merging
several policy areas into one fund, would lead to centralised national plans and thus undermine
cohesion. The COTER members agreed to modernise cohesion policy and align it with new priorities
such as security and defence, but insisted that regions and cities are involved in the design of the
new model of implementation. In its opinion, COTER demands that cohesion policy remain a central
pillar of European solidarity, with a separate budget, where regions and cities remain at the centre
of EU policy and with a genuine partnership across the different levels of governance.

On 15 October 2025, the Committee of the Regions adopted a resolution on the future EU budget.
The regions and cities urged the EU institutions to revise the proposal, overturn the centralised
approach proposed by the Commission and clearly commit to involving regions and cities in shaping
cohesion policy. The plenary vote on a dedicated opinion on the MFF is scheduled for March 2026.

Points of view

The Commission's proposal to redirect spending priorities towards areas including competitiveness,
defence and cross-border infrastructure has been broadly welcomed by EU think tanks. The
Jacques Delors Institute, which presented their policy brief to the BUDG Committee on
23 September 2025, described the proposal as 'surprisingly ambitious', reducing spending on
traditional policies and shifting expenditure towards common EU-level priorities. They highlighted
the significant reforms in spending method, with disbursement tied to reform and investment in
shared management funds and increased flexibility in all spending areas. They warn of political
challenges and the need to address flaws in the NRPPs, particularly regarding low parliamentary and
regional involvement.

A European Policy Centre (EPC) article sees potential for a 'real and bold shift towards an EU
strategic investment' but, in contrast, finds the proposal too modest in size.

Bruegel criticised the proposal for lacking sufficient ambition. It expressed concern that the
proposed increase of 0.15% of GNI was insufficient to address the EU's spending gaps and
suggested anincrease of 0.8 % of GDP would be more appropriate. Like the Jacques Delors Institute,
Bruegel acknowledged the NRPPs' potential, but warned of risks related to the Commission's dual
role in designing and evaluating the plans, as well as issues with centralisation and limited regional
involvement.

Finally, while both Bruegel and the Jacques Delors Institute described the own resource package as
sensible, the Jacques Delors Institute and EPC both regret the absence of joint borrowing for EU
projects.
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https://www.epc.eu/publication/Financing-Europes-Future-Can-the-Commissions-MFF-proposal-deliver/
https://www.bruegel.org/first-glance/eu-budget-proposal-right-priorities-too-little-ambition
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