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One Seat for the EP: a triple win for all

Introduction
In the wake of Brexit, the European Commission / European Council wants to find a
new location for the two European Agencies in London as soon as possible. At the
same time, the European Parliament wishes for many years to put an end to the costly
trips back and forth between Brussels and Strasbourg. The solution to both problems
is actually very simple, and could be considered as a ‘blessing in disguise’ from
Brexit.
All it requires is a little political creativity, historical courage and ‘out-of-the-box'
thinking. The purpose of this note is to propose a first mix of facts, figures and
creative thinking as ingredients for ‘out-of-the-box' thinking.
The option is clear: a Single Seat for the EP in Brussels, provides a ‘triple win’ in
which everyone benefits: the city and region of Strasbourg, the EP, the European
citizens who are in favour of a single seat and the image of the European Union/ EU
heads of state as a whole.
Timing is key, because Brexit provides a once in a lifetime opportunity to solve the
issue. Due to Brexit the EU needs to find a new location for the European Medicines
Agency (EMA) and the European Banking Authority (EBA), both currently located in
London. Therefore, the topics discussed during the Brexit summit on 29 April 2017
not only included the Brexit negotiating mandate for the chief negotiator and former
Commissioner, Michel Barnier, but also the criteria to be put put forward by the
European Commission President Juncker and the President of the European Council,
Tusk, for the relocation of EMA and EBA.
The criteria set out by state that ‘no Member State can locate more than one agency’.
But there are however very good reasons to move both EMA and EBA to Strasbourg.
But again, this requires political will and European courage.
The conclusion of the deal at the EU Council of October, where EU-political leaders
should take a decision on the relocation of EMA and EBA, could go very easily on
this point. Instead of difficult negotiations and bargaining between Member States and
the EU on who gets what agency, a solution for all should be Strasbourg. This would
show strong European leadership, which favours stability, in a highly symbolic and
well known dossier and it wuld be a huge win for the image of the EU, a huge signal
of new political wind of the new French government and president Macron as well as
by that time the new German government. It could indicate a firm step towards a
European Union that is capable of taking European decisions, a sign of a European

Union in ‘political renaissance’. A good old French-German axis could make a
difference in this regard.
There is another urgent need and argument to have swift clarity and clear proposals
regarding the future location of both institutions.
A few weeks ago, Guido Rasi, the executive director of EMA, warned of an
impending exodus of highly specialised personnel if certainty regarding the new
location of EMA was not provided soon. As this Agency monitors the soundness and
safety of all medicines on the European market, this loss of expertise could be
potentially very damaging for the EU and European citizens. The work of EMA is
about safeguarding public health and trust.
The same risk of brain drain also threatens the EBA. It goes without saying that firm
supervision of financial institutions is beneficial to the stability of the entire EU.
Therefore, if the Heads of States and Government Leaders of the EU would dare to
think “out of the box", they would connect the relocation of EMA and EBA to the
choice of just one seat for the EP.
Our aim is to convince French authorities to nominate Strasbourg before the end of
July 2017 as one of the locations for the two EU Agencies currently based in London.

Annex
A Single Seat: win for the EU, the EP and European citizens
The EP buildings in Strasbourg are being used only 48 days a year, but have to be
maintained and secured 365 days a year (requiring around 150 staff). Cutting costs for
the functioning of the EP by having one seat, will be applauded by all EU citizens.
For years there exists a strong desire within the European Parliament to finally bring an
end to the monthly move between Brussels and Strasbourg. In 2006 the
www.oneseat.eu petition gathered - in no time - one million signatures from EU
citizens. They very well know that two seats means wasting time, incur many additional
financial costs and necessitates an amount of travel that is neither beneficial to the
climate nor to one's family life. It is also one of the symbolic cases that has been giving
the European Union a bad image for 30 years. So many European citizens are asking and justifiably so – for an end to be made to this travelling circus, especially when they
learn that spreading meetings of the European Parliament across 3 different cities costs
€114 million every year (according to the most recent data from the EP's Discharge
Resolution, voted on 27 April 2017), a figure which is down from around 200 million
a year some ten years ago.
On Thursday 27 April 2017, the Plenary meeting of the EP once more voted to have "a
single seat". 425 EP members voted for, 141 against and 78 abstained. A comfortable
majority was therefore in favour.
In a vote on 23 October 2012 (on General budget of the European Union for the
financial year 2013 - Report: LA VIA, VAUGHAN (A7-0311/2012) almost three
quarters (74 %) of the MEP’s voted for a ‘call on the Council to start elaborating a
roadmap with the Parliament towards a Single Seat and a more efficient use of
Parliament's working places, taking into account specific up-to-date figures
detailing the cost of each place of work and working conditions for staff, as well as
economic, societal and environmental factors – to be presented in a report by 30 June
2013’. (Results: Roll Call Vote 700: + 518, -149 and 33 abstentions)

Apart from the figure of 114 million euro a year as stipulated in this year’s Discharge
Resolution, there are also precise figures from Parliament's Secretariat as mentioned in
the Discharge Report 2010 [voted on 10.05.2012: EU general budget, European
Parliament, REPORT: LIBERADZKI (A7-0120/2012)]: ‘to the effect that the annual
cost of Parliament's seat in Strasbourg stood at precisely EUR 51 500 000 in 2010,
comprising EUR 33 500 000 in infrastructure costs and EUR 18 000 000 in operating
costs for the 12 monthly part-sessions. Noting however that in the 2006 estimates the
Administration calculated the annual saving with a single place of work at EUR 204
million and in 2010 at EUR 180 million, a lower figure after the purchase of the
Strasbourg buildings and information technology improvements, and recalls that in its
2013 estimates, the European Parliament voted 429-184 in favour of a single seat to
save costs’.
Indeed the EP bought the main building in Strasbourg in 1999. And despite strong
controversy about the fact that the City of Strasbourg having charged the EP at least 60
million euro too much for renting the remaining buildings, and after long negotiations
on the purchasing price, the EP decided to buy the remaining buildings in Strasbourg
on 23 October 2006, under the following conditions:
• a sale price of EUR 143 125 000, payable in cash at the time of signature; the two
sites being assigned for the symbolic price of EUR 1 each,
• Parliament would enjoy possession of the buildings with effect from the date of
signature of the deed,
• the programme of renovation work on the buildings, initially agreed with SCI-Erasme,
would be continued and completed under the responsibility of the City of Strasbourg,
• the City of Strasbourg would arrange for the financing and execution of work
necessary in order for the IPE III building to be classified as a 'public-access building,
first category' by 31 December 2007 at the latest;

• Notes furthermore that the deed of sale provided that if the Parliament assigned the
whole building complex to a third party other than a European Union institution or body
ownership of the site(s) would revert to the City of Strasbourg for the symbolic price
of EUR 1; the price for the buildings would be mutually agreed between the Parliament
and the City of Strasbourg or -failing that - be determined by an expert assessment.
In this last point lies an option for the EP: as a generous gesture and since the EP has
enough savings, the EP could propose to renovate at no cost the buildings for re-locating
EMA and EBA and/or could decide to symbolically give back the sites and buildings
to the City of Strasbourg, which could benefit on a long term from renting the buildings
to EMA and EBA (at a reasonable price).
This solution could fit in another EP’s demand for a more clear strategy for buildings,
as formulated in the ‘Guidelines for the 2011 budget procedure
Report’ voted on 09.03.2010 [Trüpel (A7-9999/2010 )]: ‘Calls for the development of
a medium- and long-term buildings strategy that includes the following objectives:
establishment of guidelines for the planning and development of buildings; effective
use of existing office and other space; an accurate needs assessment and the provision
of proper working conditions for Parliament’s staff and MEPs; an effective strategy for
building upkeep, maintenance and renovation, so as to prevent any recurrence of
incidents such as the one at Parliament in Strasbourg in 2008 or problems in relation to
asbestos’.
One could certainly state that a Single Seat does not automatically mean Brussels.
However, it makes perfect sense that the 3 EU institutions need to be in the same city.
If the EP were to be solely in Strasbourg, the same travelling costs and waste of time
and energy, would continue.
On a practical level, it is very clear that Strasbourg does not have the capacity now
nor in the near future, to provide enough working nor living space, housing or schools
for all the EP’s politicians, staff and their families, which can easily add up to 10.000
people.
These arguments were stipulated in the EP Discharge Report 2009 [voted on
10.05.2011, REPORT: Itälä (A7-0094/2011)]: ‘Considers it preferable that the
Parliament's buildings are located close to each other; recalls, however, that this
preference is in contradiction with the fact that there are three official places of work;
stresses in this context that there is sufficient office space available for rent in the
immediate vicinity of the European Parliament in Brussels, which could satisfy office
space needs in the medium term and at the same time comply with the Parliament's
financial and operating efficiency and environmental objectives’.
Thus, Brussels is the only realistic option as single seat for the EP. This does not
mean that Brussels should be considered necessarily as the only capital of the EU.
The EU has different capitals and Strasbourg should remain one of them, given it’s
historical European nature and the fact that since the EU enlargement to the East in
2004, Strasbourg is (more than Brussels) the geographical center of the EU.
For instance also Frankfurt can be considered as a European capital having the seat of
the ECB and the authority for risk insurances and pension schemes EIOPA

(https://eiopa.europa.eu/). With the Court of Justice (ECJ) and the European Court of
Auditors also Luxemburg can be considered as a European capital, just like the Hague
with organisations as Eurojust and Europol.
However up until now, there has been no change to this situation because France does
not want any amendment to be made to the Treaty. The Treaty on European Union
obliges the EP to organize 12 monthly plenary sessions in Strasbourg. The French
state has vetoed any change to this location at every Treaty Change. The official
argument is that Strasbourg is the capital of Alsace, a region that has been passed
back and forth France and Germany for centuries. Therefore, Strasbourg has rightfully
become a symbol of peace in Europe. But the real reason is, of course, money. The
monthly visits to the EP of 751 members of parliament, their employees, parliament
officials, journalists and lobbyists are pretty profitable for both the city and the region.
It is only logical that Strasbourg is reluctant to lose this source of income.
Therefore any proposal to break through this harmful status quo must also have
positive political, social and economic effects for the city of Strasbourg, the
surrounding region, France and the EU as a whole.
A huge win for Strasbourg
The socio-economical impact of the EP for Strasbourg is less big than often thought.
That was admitted in an article published in 2012 in the regional French newspaper
DNA (http://www.dna.fr/edition-de-strasbourg/2012/10/26/la-puissance-du-symbole),
The EP presence in Strasbourg has added economical value of around 20 million euro
a year: ‘Le Parlement européen représente 20 millions d’euros injectés chaque année
dans l’économie locale. Le secteur hôtelier serait en première ligne en cas de perte du
siège. Mais le Parlement n’est pas la plus grosse institution installée à Strasbourg.
À vrai dire, le Conseil de l’Europe, qui n’est pas menacé, pèse bien plus lourd à
Strasbourg, d’un point de vue économique, que le Parlement européen. Mais ce dernier
donne le ton et la force du rayonnement européen de la capitale alsacienne.
Le Conseil de l’Europe (la Cour européenne des droits de l’Homme et la Pharmacopée,
notamment, lui sont rattachées) emploie toute l’année, à Strasbourg, plus de 2 000
personnes, ce qui représente une masse salariale de 177 millions d’euros.
C’est plus que les effectifs des organisations à vocation européenne implantées à
Strasbourg comme l’Eurocorps, Arte et la Fondation européenne de la science, qui
totalisent 1 700 emplois pour une masse salariale de 133 millions d’euros.’
Et c’est surtout dix fois plus que la masse salariale strasbourgeoise du Parlement
européen, qui ne fonctionne ici que par intermittence et emploie un personnel réduit à
150 postes en dehors des sessions ».
In short: A maximum of 8000 people in Strasbourg during the plenary sessions, during
3-4 days a month, or during 36-48 days a year, cannot economically outweigh the
permanent presence of 1000 staff of EMA (and EBA) and their families.
There are existing institutions based in Strasbourg that fit very well with the presence
of EMA: the directorate for ‘the Quality of Medicines and Health Care’ (EDQM) of

the Council of Europe – even physically attached to the premises of the EP in
Strasbourg – and the European scientific foundation.
Locating EMA in Strasbourg provides options for further synergies, efficiency gains
and innovation and thus creating a ‘Elzas pharmaceutical scientific research hub’,
which can lead to the creation of new or relocation many existing SME’s, education
institutes, and consultancy firms in the field of development of medicines and quality
control.
On the practical level, EMA and the Banking Authority could use the existing EP
buildings in Strasbourg. Each could have a building, one on either side of the river.
Both buildings have enough offices for their permanent employees. There are more than
enough meeting rooms and there is no need to incur any quasi or extra costs, apart from
some possible renovation works. If we establish the agencies in other European cities,
it will probably be necessary to find new buildings for them and this will be extremely
expensive. This option ensures the important continuity for EMA.
If both EU Agencies are relocated in Strasbourg, it will be able to reinforce a strong
international allure as a capital of Europe. Locating both agencies in Strasbourg would
also ensure a boost in revenue for the important hospitality and touristic industry of the
city and region: receiving guests not for just 3 evenings per month as is the case now
with the EP, but during 5 days a week, 4 weeks per month.
Strasbourg has a developing good functioning regional airport, high speed train
connections to both Paris and Frankfurt. The city has a high quality of life, has an
excellent hotel accommodation, touristic infrastructure. It has international schools,
important for the staff of EMA and EBA, because it is home to the Council of Europe
and the European Court of Human Rights.
European Medicines Agency (EMA)
The European Medicines Agency (EMA) - is responsible for the scientific evaluation
of applications for European marketing authorisation for medicinal products. Under this
centralised procedure, companies submit one single marketing authorisation
application to the EMA. The safety of medicines is monitored constantly by the Agency
through a ‘pharmaco-vigilance’ network. The Agency brings together the scientific
resources of over 40 national competent authorities in 30 EU and EEA-EFTA countries
in a network of over 4,000 European experts.
In its most recent annual report, Christa Wirthumer-Hoche, Chair of EMA Management
Board, writes: ‘Following the outcome of the UK referendum, which brings an
unprecedented level of uncertainty regarding the Agency’s future operations and
location, EMA reacted promptly by setting up a task force to prepare for possible
scenarios. As chair of the Management Board, I am committed together with the Board
to supporting EMA to ensure we achieve the right circumstances in which the Agency
can continue its valuable work to protect public and animal health and support
innovation in Europe’.
On EMA’s work she states: ‘This report provides an excellent overview of the work
done by the Agency together with the national competent authorities of the European
Union and the European Commission, which form the European medicines regulatory
network. Working together, the network strives to apply the best scientific and

regulatory standards to protect and promote the health of all citizens and animals in the
EU.
The work of the network is guided by a joint strategy which is built around strategic
priority areas where the network can make a concrete difference to human and animal
health in the EU.
I would like to highlight a few key areas of activity that demonstrate the commitment
to achieving these common goals. Ensuring that the right scientific expertise is available
within the network to respond effectively to new public health challenges is the
cornerstone for the success of our activities. In this area, concrete actions took place in
2016 to further enhance the EU Network Training Centre (EU-NTC) and ensure the
availability of highly trained experts across the network’.
Guido Rasi, EMA Executive Director, indicates the driving role for scientific research
that EMA plays: “We looked at ways to facilitate and promote drug development for
the benefit of patients who are in desperate need of new or better treatments. The key
initiative in 2016 was the launch of PRIME (PRIority MEdicines), a new scheme
through which we give early, proactive and enhanced support to those developing
medicines that target an unmet medical need. In order to get breakthroughs in medicines
to patients more quickly, PRIME aims to foster better planning of medicine
development. This will help companies to generate the high-quality data we need to
assess the quality, safety and efficacy of medicines. Patients and their families who
have long been hoping for earlier access to safe treatments for diseases, such as rare
cancers, Alzheimer’s disease and other dementias, have welcomed our initiative’.
It is clear why the European Medicines Agency is greatly sought-after, as it is the heart
of scientific network. It has an annual budget of €322 million and 890 permanent expert
staff
members
(see
annual
report
EMA:
http://www.ema.europa.eu/docs/en_GB/document_library/Annual_report/2017/05/W
C500227334.pdf , Budget and staff see from page 80). It is backed up by an extensive
network of 4000 national civil servants, regulators and scientists who have to meet
several times a year in the Agency's buildings.
Every year, 36,000 meetings are organised within the EMA. Every day 400 persons fly
to EMA to prepare the necessary dossiers and decisions. Its staff is extremely diverse
in terms of nationality: 6.63 % is British, 12.58 % French, 12.36% Italian, 10.67%
Spanish and 6.4% German.
EMA's future location must have sufficient hotel accommodation (at least 350 hotel
rooms per night, 5 days per week), good health-care facilities, schools and infrastructure
and a pleasant living environment. Strasbourg meets all these criteria.
What is important for the continuity of operations of EMA from a public health
perspective is: the accessibility of the location (i.e. major international airport hub to
address the needs of some 36,000 EMA visitors per year, including providing regular
intercontinental flight connections for some 4,000 non-EU visitors per year); the
existence of adequate education facilities for the children of staff members; appropriate
access to the labour market, social security and medical care for both children and
spouses; and, last but not least, assurance that EMA can be set up on site upon the due
date of relocation (1 April 2019), which will also require a good supply of housing for

EMA staff and their families both to buy and to rent (some 890 staff and their families
will have to find new housing by the same deadline)’.
Relocating EMA to Strasbourg also makes perfect sense because the Council of Europe
already has a directorate for ‘the Quality of Medicines and Health Care’
(EDQM). EMA confirms ‘that EDQM is one of the many partners with which the EMA
collaborates as part of the EU Regulatory Network, together with the National
Competent Authorities for pharmaceuticals, EFSA, ECHA, ECDC and EMCDDA’. In
particular, EMA and the EDQM cooperate on matters aimed at ensuring the quality of
medicines. Within that area, the Agency works with the EDQM in four main domains,
concerning the development and revision of quality-related standards
Economical ‘fall out’
The economical ‘fall out’ of EMA in London should not be overstated , but certainly
also not understated. To our recent questions EMA answers the following: ‘We are not
aware of any studies or surveys specifically looking into the economic impact of the
EMA on the life science sector of the hosting region/country’.
However a few studies look at the growth of the pharmaceutical industry in the UK
over the past decade or so (e.g. the 2015 ABPI report – “Adapting the Innovation
Landscape”, pages 15-35), but they do not establish any direct link between those
developments and the presence of the EMA in London.
Although there is no documented evidence so far, EMA is ‘aware that a certain number
of pharmaceutical companies have established some ‘satellite’ offices (usually dealing
with regulatory affairs matters) in close proximity to the EMA over the years, as well
as regulatory consultants, law firms etc. In a similar fashion, it is to be expected a certain
number of such offices might be set up near our future location’.
EMA states that ‘On a more general level, however, it is our understanding that EMA’s
presence in London has not really been a catalyst for the establishment of
pharmaceutical research or manufacturing facilities in the UK, which depend on many
more structural factors for their location than the proximity to a regulatory body alone
(e.g. local taxation, incentives, academic infrastructure, tech transfer offices, etc). So
here lie very practical opportunities and challenges for the local, regional and national
French government.
European Banking Authority (EBA)
The European Banking Authority (EBA) was established in 2011. The EBA’s overall
objectives are to help maintain financial stability in the EU and to safeguard the
integrity, efficiency and orderly functioning of the banking sector. The main task of the
EBA is to contribute to the creation of the European Single Rulebook in banking which
provides a set of harmonised prudential rules for financial institutions throughout the
EU. The EBA also plays an important role in promoting convergence of supervisory
practices and is mandated to assess risks and vulnerabilities in the EU banking sector.
The European Banking Authority in London has a yearly budget of 33,4 million euro
and total staff of 165, which would together with EMA bring the total up to a 1000 EU
staff (and their families) being permanently located in Strasbourg.

EBA receives over 8500 guests on an annual basis (EBA annual report :
http://www.eba.europa.eu/documents/10180/1495214/EBA+Annual+report+2015.pdf
/9bd71d6b-002f-4b8b-8ff5-d7b85238f8d8). Together with the visitors for EMA this
could lead to a yearly amount of visitors to Strasbourg, which would easily exceed the
number of 45.000 per year.
EBA being located in Strasbourg would make sense since there is a high speed train
connection with an important financial heart of Europe: Frankfurt, having the seat of
the ECB and the European Insurance & Occupational Pensions Authority (EIOPA
https://eiopa.europa.eu/).
And there is also the European Securities and Markets Authority (ESMA), based in
Paris. Bringing all these institutions closer to each other, could be considered/framed
as a French-German axis for European financial stability, which as we all know since
the crisis of 2008 is a matter of survival for the EU as a whole. Since the biggest
resistance against a Single Seat comes from France and Germany, this could be a
convincing political argument.
The EBA, ESMA and EIOPA make up the European System of Financial Supervision
whose aim is to help preserve financial stability in Europe. These agencies received a
combined total of EUR 1 040 million EU funding in the latest year for which accounts
are available (2015 in most cases). This was equivalent to 13% of the overall EUR 8
053 million funding of the agencies. The combined headcount of the seven agencies
represents 53% of the overall number of EU agency staff. As such, the seven agencies
are quite representative of the EU agencies generally. (source:
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2016/572702/IPOL_STU(2016
)572702_EN.pdf)
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