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AAr: annual activity report

AwP: annual work programme

cbA: cost–benefit analysis

cobu: committee on Budgets of the european parliament

creA: Regulatory committee for executive agencies

dG: Directorate-general (of the european commission)

dG budGet: Directorate-general for the Budget

dG ecfin: Directorate-general for economic and financial affairs

dG entr: Directorate-general for enterprise and industry

dG env: Directorate-general for the environment

dG infso: Directorate-general for the information society and media 

dG sAnco: Directorate-general for health and consumers 

eAceA: education, audiovisual and culture executive agency

eAci: executive agency for competitiveness and innovation (formerly ieea)

eAhc: executive agency for health and consumers (formerly phea)

erc: european Research council

erceA:  european Research council executive agency

framework regulation: council Regulation (ec) no 58/2003 of 19 December 2002 laying 
down the statute for executive agencies to be entrusted with certain tasks in the  management 
of community programmes (oJ l 11, 16.1.2003, p. 1)

ieeA :  intelligent energy executive agency (became eaci in 2008 after extension of its 
 mandate)

mff :  multiannual financial framework — contains the financial perspectives of the eu 
budget  divided into expenditure ‘headings’. the mff for the current period (2007–13) con-
tains the following headings: 1. sustainable growth and employment, 2. preservation and 
 management of natural resources, 3. citizenship, freedom, security and justice, 4. the eu as 
a global partner, 5. administration, 6. compensations

aBBReviations anD 
glossaRy
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Parent dG: the commission department responsible for the community programmes the 
management of which is delegated to the agencies 

PheA :  public health executive agency (became eahc in 2008 with the extension of its 
mandate to new programmes)

reA: Research executive agency

tAo: technical assistance office 

ten-t eA: trans-european transport network executive agency



6

special Report no 13/2009 — Delegating implementing tasks to executive agencies: a successful option? special Report no 13/2009 — Delegating implementing tasks to executive agencies: a successful option?

i .
e xe c u t i ve  a g e n c i e s  a re  co m m u n i t y  b o d -
i es  w it h  le ga l  pe rs on al i t y  es t ab l i s h e d  by 
t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  i n  o r d e r  t o  i m p l e m e n t 
by  d e l e g at i o n  a l l  o r  p a r t  o f  e u  s p e n d i n g 
p r o g r a m m e s .  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  r e m a i n s 
re s p o n s i b l e  fo r  t h e  p o l i c y  t a s k s  a n d  t h e 
super vis ion of  the ac t iv i t ies  delegated.

i i .
execut ive agencies  are  a  re lat ively  recent 
phenomenon in the eu inst i tut ional  land-
scape.  s ince 2003,  s ix  execut ive  agencies 
have been created, responsible for manag-
ing a  f inancia l  envelope of  around 32 bi l -
l i o n  e u r o  f o r  t h e  p e r i o d  u n t i l  2 0 1 3 .  t h e 
number  of  personnel  author ised for  2009 
is  1  339.  they are  mainly  contrac t  staf f.

i i i .
t h e  c o u r t ’s  a u d i t  a i m e d  a t  a s s e s s i n g 
w h e t h e r  t h e  d e l e g a t i o n  o f  m a n a g e m e n t 
tasks to the executive agencies had proved 
to  be a  successful  opt ion for  implement -
ing the european budget .

iv.
to this  purpose,  i t  examined in  par t icular : 

( i )  whether  the decis ion to  create  an ex-
e c u t i ve  a g e n c y  w a s  s u p p o r t e d  b y  a n 
a d e q u a t e  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  n e e d s  a n d 
the potent ia l  gains ;

( i i )  w h at  b e n e f i t s  h ave  b e e n  a c h i e ve d  i n 
t e r m s  o f  f i n a n c i a l  s av i n g s ,  i m p ro ve d 
ser vice  and other  ef f ic ienc y gains ;

( i i i )  w h e t h e r  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  h a s  e f f e c -
t ive ly  car r ied out  i ts  super visor y  ro le 
over  the agencies’ ac t iv i t ies.

executive 
summaRy
v.
the cour t  found that :

( i )  t h e  i n i t i a t i v e  o f  s e t t i n g  u p  t h e  e x -
e c u t i v e  a g e n c i e s  w a s  m a i n l y  d r i v e n 
by  constra ints  on employment  with-
in  the commiss ion rather  than being 
based on the intr ins ic  features  of  the 
programmes themselves ;

( i i )  t h e  co s t– b e n e f i t  a n a l ys e s  (c B as )  re -
q u i re d  by  t h e  l e gi s l at i o n  i n  o rd e r  to 
s u p p o r t  t h e  d e c i s i o n  t o  c r e a t e  t h e 
a g e n c i e s  to o k  l i t t l e  a cco u n t  o f  n o n -
f i n a n c i a l  a s p e c t s  a n d  o m i t t e d  s o m e 
impor tant factors on the side of costs. 
the picture provided,  though undeni-
a b l y  p o s i t i v e  f r o m  a  f i n a n c i a l  p o i n t 
o f  v i e w,  w a s  n o t  e n t i r e l y  a c c u r a t e . 
th e  c o n t r i b u t i o n  o f  t h e  c B a s  t o  t h e 
d e c i s i o n - m a k i n g  p ro ce s s  w a s  r a t h e r 
l imited; 

( i i i )  i n  t e r m s  o f  b e n e f i t s  a c h i e v e d ,  t h e r e 
are  c lear  cost  savings  stemming f rom 
the prevalence of  lower  paid contrac t 
staff,  even when one considers the ad-
ditional costs of the new posts created 
f o r  s u p e r v i s i o n  a n d  s u p p o r t  a t  b o t h 
t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  a n d  t h e  a g e n c i e s . 
h o w e v e r,  t h e  a c t u a l  a m o u n t  o f  t h e 
savings depends on the redeployment 
of  the commission staff  who were pre -
v iously  doing the work  taken over  by 
the agencies,  and on the suppress ion 
of  the  contrac t  s taf f  posts  with in  the 
c o r r e s p o n d i n g  p r o g r a m m e  a r e a s  a t 
t h e  co m m i s s i o n .  t h e  l a c k  o f  re l i a b l e 
i n fo r m a t i o n  o n  t h e  e x  a n t e  s i t u a t i o n 
at  the commiss ion does not  a l low the 
ex tent  of  the savings  to  be ver i f ied;
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( iv )  a s  a  r e s u l t  o f  t h e i r  s p e c i a l i s a t i o n  i n 
i d e n t i f i a b l e  a n d  s p e c i f i c a l l y  d e f i n e d 
t a s k s ,  t h e  a g e n c i e s  p r o v i d e  b e t t e r 
s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y  i n  t e r m s  o f  r e d u c e d 
t i m e  f o r  c o n t r a c t i n g ,  m o r e  r a p i d 
 approval  procedures for  technical  and 
f i n a n c i a l  re p o r t s  a n d  l o we r  p ay m e n t 
d e l a y s .  o t h e r  q u a l i t a t i v e  i m p r o v e -
m e n t s  a r e  t h e  s i m p l i f i c a t i o n  o f  p r o -
c e s s e s  a s  w e l l  a s  i n c r e a s e d  e x t e r n a l 
communicat ion and disseminat ion of 
re s u l t s ,  w h i c h  co nt r i b u te  to  e n h a n ce 
t h e  v i s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  e u.  o n  t h e  o t h e r 
hand, the expected f lexibi l ity in hir ing 
staf f  i s  not  demonstrated;

(v)  t h e  co m m i s s i o n’s  s u p e r v i s i o n  o f  t h e 
agencies’ work is  quite l imited:  the an-
nual  work programmes (subject  to the 
c o m m i s s i o n’s  a p p r o v a l )  a r e  s c a r c e l y 
u s e d  fo r  s e t t i n g  t a rg e te d  o b j e c t i ve s ; 
t h e  m o n i t o r i n g  i s  m a i n l y  fo c u s e d  o n 
indicators related to how the tasks are 
car r ied  out  rather  than to  the  resul ts 
produced;  the repor ts  are usual ly  con-
fined to budgetar y execution and omit 
to measure progress  made on a  mult i -
a n n u a l  b a s i s  a n d  i d e n t i f y  c o r r e c t i v e 
ac t ions  for  the future.

executive  
summaRy
vi.
t h e  c o u r t ’s  m a i n  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  a r e 
that  the commiss ion should:

( i )  reconsider  i ts  procedures for  identi fy-
i n g  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  fo r  e x t e r n a l i s a t i o n 
and for  considering the establ ishment 
or  the ex tension of  agencies ;

( i i )  improve the quality of  the cost–bene -
f i t  a n a l y s e s  t o  a l l o w  t h e m  t o  c o n -
t r i b u t e  f u l l y  a n d  e f f e c t i v e l y  t o  t h e 
 decis ion-mak ing process ;

( i i i )  e n s u r e  t h a t  i t  h a s  r e l e v a n t ,  r e l i a b l e 
d a t a  o n  w o r k l o a d  a n d  p r o d u c t i v i t y 
re late d to  t he  i m ple m e nt at i o n  o f  t he 
delegated tasks,  both before and after 
ex ternal isat ion;

( iv )  i d e n t i f y  t h e  s u c c e s s  f a c t o r s  w h i c h 
have led to better results at the execu-
t i ve  a g e n c i e s  a n d  a p p l y  s i m i l a r  f a c -
t o r s  t o  p ro g r a m m e s  w h i c h  c o n t i n u e 
to  be managed in-house;

(v)  s u p e r v i s e  t h e  a g e n c i e s  by  s e t t i n g  re -
sults-oriented and targeted objectives, 
u s i n g  a  l i m i t e d  n u m b e r  o f  r e l e v a n t 
per formance indicators which form the 
basis  for  nex t  years’ objec t ives.
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1 this has been part of the 

modernisation agenda for better 

governance in the uk, canada and 

new Zealand since the early 1990s. 

more recently, other european 

countries (sweden, france, germany 

and italy) have followed these 

examples.

2 ‘orientations for the 

commission's externalisation policy’, 

communication from mrs schreyer 

and mr kinnock, sec(1999) 2051/7, 

14 December 1999.

3 taos were criticised in particular 

for the vague definition of the tasks, 

the poor control exercised by the 

commission over their activities, 

the threat to budget transparency 

due to the use of operational 

appropriations to fund administrative 

costs borne by the taos, and 

non-compliance with the relevant 

accountability requirements. see 

european parliament, ‘coBu working 

Documents 10, 11 and 12 on the 

future of the taos: supervision or 

dismantling?’, 4 november 1999. 

4 ‘Reforming the commission’ — 

a white paper — part i, com(2000) 

200 final/2, 5 april 2000. 

intRoDuction 

 1 .   execut ive agencies  are  communit y  bodies  with legal  personal i t y 
establ ished by the commiss ion in  order  to  implement  a l l  or  par t 
of  eu programmes on i ts  behal f  and under  i ts  responsibi l i t y. 

 2 .   Delegating the day-to-day management of  spending programmes 
t o  s p e c i a l i s e d  a g e n c i e s  h a s  b e e n  a  l e i t m o t i v  o f  p u b l i c  s e r v i c e 
reform at  nat ional  level  over  the last  t wo decades 1.  this  had es-
sent ia l ly  t wo a ims:  improving ser v ice  del iver y  ( through reduced 
red tape,  increased specia l isat ion and enhanced commitment  to 
speci f ic  results )  and enabl ing centra l  author i t ies  to  concentrate 
on ‘core  func t ions’ such as  pol ic y  design and super vis ion. 

 3 .   the setting-up of executive agencies in the eu context became an 
issue in 1999,  when the commission under took a major  review of 
i ts  ex ternal isat ion pol ic y as  par t  of  a  pack age of  overal l  adminis-
trat ive reform 2.  this  was in response to the par l iament ’s  concerns 
a b o u t  t h e  m a n a g e m e nt  o f  s p e n d i n g  p ro gra m m e s  by  m o re  t h a n 
one hundred bodies,  known as technical  assistance off ices ( taos), 
operated by pr ivate  contrac tors 3. 

 4 .   i n  2 0 0 0 ,  t h e  w h i t e  pa p e r  o n  re fo r m 4 a f f i r m e d  t h e  n e e d  fo r  t h e 
commission to refocus on i ts  core tasks  by ex ternal is ing some of 
the administrat ive  work  when ex ternal isat ion: 

(a )  is  a  more eff ic ient  and cost- effect ive means of  del iver ing the 
ser v ices  or  goods concerned;

(b)  does  not  involve the exerc ise  of  d iscret ionar y  powers  ( i .e .  i t 
does  not  imply  pol i t ica l  choices) ;

(c )  i s  just i f ied  on i ts  own mer i ts  rather  than being a  mere  sub -
st i tute  for  compensat ing for  commiss ion staf f  shor tages. 
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 5 .   fur thermore,  the white paper required that  the decis ion to ex ter-
nal ise  should be taken on a  consistent  bas is  across  the european 
commission,  so that s imilar  instruments are used in similar  cases 5. 
the ex ternal isat ion of  management  tasks  would inc lude ‘ test ing 
a  new t ype of  implementing body headed by commiss ion staf f ’ 6; 
i .e .  the execut ive  agencies.

 6 .   th e  u s e  o f  tao s  w a s  t h e re fo re  p h a s e d  o u t .  th e  m a n a g e m e n t  o f 
some programmes (mainly  related to ex ternal  a id)  was taken over 
by the commission,  through signif icant recourse to contract  staff ; 
some programmes were discont inued and others  were entrusted 
to  execut ive  agencies 7.

 7 .   the 2002 financial  Regulation makes provis ion for  creating execu -
t ive  agencies 8.  their  statute  is  def ined by a  common legal  f rame -
work 9.  they are establ ished by the commission,  af ter   endorsement 
b y  t h e  m e m b e r  s t a t e s  u n d e r  t h e  c o m i t o l o g y  r e g u l a t o r y  p r o -
cedure 10.  the european par l iament  is  a lso  associated in  the deci -
s ion:  i t  gives  i ts  opinion on the need for  any proposed agenc y.

 8 .   s i x  e xe c u t i v e  a g e n c i e s  h a v e  b e e n  e s t a b l i s h e d  s i n c e  2 0 0 3  ( s e e 
Ta b l e  1 ) . 

 9 .   a t  t h e  t i m e  o f  t h e  c o u r t ’s  a u d i t ,  f o u r  o f  t h e  s i x  a g e n c i e s  w e r e 
 o p e r a t i o n a l  ( e ac i ,  e a h c ,  e ac e a  a n d  t e n -t  e a ,  t h e  l a t t e r  s i n c e 
apr i l  2008) . 

5 ‘Reforming the commission’, cit., 

p. 11. 

6 ‘Reforming the commission’, cit.,  

p. 11. 

7 six out of 126 taos existing in 2000 

were replaced by executive agencies 

(three by eacea, one by eahc, two by 

eaci). 

8 articles 54(2)(a) and 55 of 

council Regulation (ec, euratom) 

no 1605/2002 (oJ l 248, 16.9.2002, p. 1).

9 Regulation (ec) no 58/2003.

10 this is done through the Regulatory 

committee for executive agencies 

(cRea), provided for in article 24 of 

the framework Regulation, which is 

composed of the representatives of 

the member states and chaired by the 

representative of the commission.
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e x e c u t i v e  AG e n c i e s  e s tA b l i s h e d  s i n c e  2003
tA b l e  1

Executive agencies

Total budget 
managed 

under 
the MFF 
2007–13

(billion euro)

Initial and final 
term

Number 
of staff

(full-time 
equivalent 

units) 
Budget 2009

Programmes 
managed (*)

Logo

Executive Agency 
for Competitiveness 
and Innovation 
(EACI), former IEEA

1,7
1.1.2004–31.12.2008  
(extended until 
31.12.2015)

147

Implements part of  
the ‘Competitiveness 
and innovation’ frame-
work programme and 
Marco Polo II 

Executive Agency 
for Health and 
Consumers (EAHC), 
former PHEA

0,5
1.1.2005–31.12.2010  
(extended until 
31.12.2015)

50

Implements EU ‘public 
health’ programme, 
‘Consumer policy’ 
programme and ‘Better 
training for safer food’ 
initiative

Education,  
Audiovisual and 
Culture Executive 
Agency (EACEA)

3,7
1.1.2005–31.12.2008  
(extended until 
31.12.2013)

394

Implements 
programmes and 
actions in the fields of 
education and training, 
active citizenship, youth, 
audiovisual and culture

Trans-European 
Transport Network 
Executive Agency 
(TEN-T EA)

8,0
26.10.2006–31.12.2008 
(extended until 
31.12.2015)

99

Implements the  
‘Trans-European 
 transport network’ 
(TEN-T) programme

Research Executive 
Agency (REA) 6,5 1.1.2008–31.12.2017 349

Implements the ‘People’ 
programme and parts 
of the ‘Capacities’ and 
‘Cooperation’  
programmes under 
FP7. Carries out support 
services for a large part 
of FP7

European Research 
Council Executive 
Agency (ERCEA)

7,5 1.1.2008–31.12.2017 300
Implements the ‘Ideas’ 
programme under FP7

27,9 1 339

(* )  more detailed information on the programmes managed by the agencies can be found in Annex I.
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11 Decision no 1926/2006/ec of 

the european parliament and of the 

council (oJ l 404, 30.12.2006, p. 39).

12 Decision no 1350/2007/ec of 

the european parliament and of the 

council (oJ l 301, 20.11.2007, p. 3).

13 article 7 et seq. of the framework 

Regulation (ec) no 58/2003.

14 the court has recently issued a 

special report on the performance 

of regulatory agencies. see Special 

Report No 5/2008 — The European 

Union's agencies: Getting results.

 10.   in several  cases the original  duration or mandate of  an agency has 
been ex tended: 

(a)  e ac e a  m a n d a te  h a s  b e e n  e x te n d e d  fo u r  t i m e s  to  d e a l  w i t h 
the new generat ion of  programmes 2007–13 and to  add new 
programmes in  the f ie ld  of  educat ion; 

(b)  phea has become eahc by adding the ‘consumer pol ic y ’ pro -
gramme 2007–13 11 and the ‘food safet y  t ra ining’ programme 
to the new ‘health’ programme 2008–13 12,  and

(c)  ieea has become eaci,  by adding parts of the cip and the  marco 
polo i i  programme to the ‘ i ntel l igent  energy ’ programme.

 11.   e xe c u t i ve  a g e n c i e s  i m p l e m e n t  e u  s p e n d i n g  p ro g r a m m e s  t o t a l -
l ing around 27,9 bi l l ion euro for  the current mult iannual  f inancial 
framework (mff 2007–13).  tak ing into account also the tasks man-
aged under  the previous  mff,  the total  amount  is  around 32 bi l -
l ion euro. 

 12.   the administrative budget of the executive agencies is  drawn from 
t h e  f i n a n c i a l  e nve l o p e  o f  t h e  p ro gra m m e s  u n d e r  t h e i r  m a n a g e -
ment.  the corresponding appropriations are therefore outside the 
cei l ing on resources  set  by  heading 5  of  the mff,  which refers  to 
the ‘general ’ administrat ive  expenditure  of  the eu inst i tut ions. 

 13.   the commission is  responsible for super vising the executive agen-
c ies’ ac t iv i t ies.  the agencies’ d i rec tors  are  of f ic ia ls  appointed by 
the commission;  the members of  the steering committees are also 
appointed by the commiss ion 13.  the agencies’ annual  ac t iv i t y  re -
por ts  are  annexed to  the repor ts  of  their  parent  Dgs.

 14.   e x e c u t i v e  a g e n c i e s  d i f f e r  i n  v a r i o u s  w a y s  f r o m  t h e  s o - c a l l e d 
‘re g u l a to r y   a g e n c i e s ’,  w h i c h  h ave  b e e n  m a i n l y  d e ve l o p e d  s i n ce 
the 1990s,  to  deal  with  tasks  of  regulat ion at  eu level  re lated to 
the  expansion of  the  inter nal  mar ket 14.  the main  d i f ferences  are 
that executive agencies implement spending programmes and are 
direct ly  dependent on the commission,  whereas regulator y agen-
cies mainly provide common rules and ser vices and operate under 
a management board composed of member states’ representatives 
( for  more detai ls  see A n n e x  I I ) .
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 15.   the overal l  object ive of  the audit  was to assess whether the dele -
gat ion of  operat ional  tasks  to  execut ive  agencies  had proved to 
be a  successful  instrument  for  implementing the eu budget .

 16.   this  was  done by address ing the fol lowing quest ions : 

(a )  were the decisions to create the executive agencies suppor ted 
by adequate analyses  of  the needs and the potent ia l  gains?

(b)  wh at  b e n e f i t s  h ave  b e e n  a c h i e ve d  i n  te r m s  o f  co s t  s av i n g s, 
improved per formance and other  ef f ic ienc y gains?

(c)  h a s  t h e  co m m i s s i o n  e f fe c t i ve l y  c a r r i e d  o u t  i t s  s u p e r v i s o r y 
role?

 17.   the audit  was carr ied out from apri l  to november 2008.  audit  evi-
dence was  col lec ted through documentar y  analyses,  f i le  reviews 
and inter v iews at  a l l  execut ive  agencies  and at  the commiss ion. 
n at i o n a l  g o o d  p ra c t i ce s  we re  u s e d  a s  a  b e n c h m a r k  i n  t h e  a re a s 
of  objec t ive -sett ing and per formance measurement.

auDit oBJective anD appRoach
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t h e  c r e At i o n  P r o c e s s

i n i t i At i v e  to  s e t  u P  t h e  e x e c u t i v e  AG e n c i e s  m A i n ly 
d r i v e n  by  co n s t r A i n t s  o n  e m P loym e n t  w i t h i n  t h e 
co m m i s s i o n

 18.   as  ref lec ted in  the framework Regulat ion 15,  the rat ionale  for  out-
sourcing implementation tasks to executive agencies was for them 
to provide better ser vice and eff iciency gains and for the commis-
s i o n  to  fo c u s  p r i m a r i l y  o n  i t s  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  t a s k s  s u c h  a s  p o l i c y -
m a k i n g  a n d  s t rate gi c  m a n a g e m e nt .  s p e c i f i c  re a s o n s  fo r  s e t t i n g 
u p  a n  exe c u t i ve  a g e n c y  s h o u l d  b e  e s t a b l i s h e d  t h ro u g h  a  n e e d s 
assessment  based on these pr inciples. 

 19.   more recently,  the general  guidance issued by Dg BuDg 16 spel led 
out  the essent ia l  fac tors  on which a  needs assessment  should be 
based:

(a)  the need for  the commission to focus on legis lat ive and stra-
t e g i c  t a s k s  i n  p o l i c y  f o r m a t i o n  a n d  m o n i t o r i n g ,  i n c l u d i n g 
those connec ted with communit y  programmes; 

(b)  a  c l e a r  s e p a r a t i o n  b e t we e n  p o l i c y  p ro g r a m m i n g  ( t h e  co m -
m i s s i o n ' s  c o r e  b u s i n e s s )  a n d  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  t e c h n i c a l 
p ro j e c t s ,  w h e re  n o  d i s c re t i o n a r y  p o we r s  i m p l y i n g  p o l i t i c a l 
choices  are  involved; 

(c )  t h e  n e e d  fo r  a  h i g h  l e ve l  o f  te c h n i c a l  e x p e r t i s e  t h ro u g h o u t 
the projec t  c ycle ; 

(d)  the poss ibi l i t y  of  economies  of  scale  through a  high level  of 
s p e c i a l i s a t i o n  o r  t h e  r e g r o u p i n g  o f  s i m i l a r  p r o g r a m m e s  o r 
ac t iv i t ies  within  one agenc y ; 

(e)  t h e  n e e d  to  c a r r y  o u t  ce r t a i n  a c t i v i t i e s  w i t h  i n c re a s e d  v i s i -
bi l i t y. 

 20.   t h e  c o u r t  a s s e s s e d  h o w  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  h a d  p u t  t h e s e  p r i n -
c iples  into prac t ice  and how it  had identi f ied possible  dr ivers  for 
 devolut ion of  tasks  based on the  nature  an d sp e c i f i c i t i es  of  the 
programmes,  such as the level  of  technical  exper tise required,  the 
poss ib i l i t y  of  reaching standardisat ion of  t ime - consuming tasks 
and the grouping of  s imi lar  ac t iv i t ies,  leading to  synergies. 

15 see especially the preamble 

(whereas 4 to 6) of the framework 

Regulation (ec) no 58/2003.

16 sec(2006) 662 final, 31 may 2006, 

‘guidelines for the establishment 

and operation of executive agencies 

financed by the general budget of 

the european communities’.

auDit oBseRvations
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 21.   the cour t  found that  the in i t iat ive  to  set  up agencies  was mainly 
t a k e n  by  t h e  co m m i s s i o n  i n  re s p o n s e  t o  p r a c t i c a l  p ro b l e m s,  i n 
par t icular  the need to compensate for  discont inuing taos and to 
al low for the continuation of the programmes they managed when 
no new resources  were  made ava i lab le  un de r  th e  ce i l i n g  on  th e 
commission’s administrative budget set by the mff  (paragraph 12). 
Despite the intentions set out in the white paper and the guidance 
documents,  s taf f  shor tages  ( in  number  and specia l isat ion)  at  the 
commiss ion were the main dr iver  for  ex ternal isat ion (see B ox  1 ) . 
R e ce nt  d o c u m e nt s  co n f i r m  t h at  i t  co n t i n u e s  to  b e  t h e  co m m i s -
s i o n’s  p ra c t i ce  to  e x p l o re  t h e  o p t i o n  o f  c re a t i n g  n e w  e xe c u t i ve 
agencies  when faced with a  shor tage of  resources 17. 

17 sec(2007) 530 ‘planning and 

optimising commission human 

resources to serve eu priorities’, p. 15, 

and com(2008) 135 final ‘european 

agencies — the way forward’, p. 3. 

the screening did not report a need 

for new executive agencies in the 

near future. however, externalisation 

of a limited number of other 

programmes to existing agencies was 

envisaged.

•	 	the cBa for the marco polo programme (implemented by eaci) explicitly states that the reason 
for delegating implementation to an executive agency was the absence of sufficient human 
resources at the commission.

•  the creation of phea followed considerable implementation problems and increasing payment 
delays related to the need for additional resources within Dg sanco after the dismantling of 
the former corresponding tao. as a consequence of those problems, when they came to adopt 
a new ‘public health’ programme in 2002, the council and the european parliament insisted that 
‘appropriate structural arrangements’ should be made to carry out the programme. this was 
the argument to support the establishment of phea.

•  the focus on staff shortages has also produced a wide range of implementation modes within 
the same programme. the three specific programmes within the ‘competitiveness and innova-
tion’ framework programme (cip) are managed in various ways: the ‘intelligent energy europe’ 
programme continues to be managed largely by eaci. for the ‘information and communica-
tion technnology — policy support’ programme, the commission opted to continue direct 
mana gement by Dg infso. Regarding the ‘entrepreneurship and innovation’ programme (eip), 
Dg entR delegated major parts of its share to eaci and Dg env delegated the eip eco-innovation 
projects. for the eip parts of Dg ecfin, the cip legal base stipulated the continuation of the 
implementation of the cip financial instruments by the european investment fund. 

b o x  1
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l i m i t e d  co n t r i b u t i o n  f r o m  co s t – b e n e f i t 
A n A lys e s  to  t h e  d e c i s i o n - m A k i n G  P r o c e s s 

 22.   the framework Regulation requires that the setting-up of an execu-
t ive  agenc y should be based upon a  cost–benef i t  analys is  (cBa) 18, 
providing justif ication for  the outsourcing and tak ing into account 
a  number  of  fac tors  such as  the costs  of  coordinat ion and checks, 
the resulting impact on human resources at the commission,  possi-
ble f inancial  savings,  the benefits  afforded by additional  eff iciency 
and f lexibi l i ty  in the implementation of  outsourced tasks,  s impli f i -
cat ion of  the procedures  used,  proximit y  of  outsourced ac t iv i t ies 
to  f ina l  benef ic iar ies ,  v is ib i l i t y  of  the  communit y  as  promoter  of 
the  communit y  programme concer ned and the  need to  mainta in 
an adequate level  of  k now-how ins ide the commiss ion 19. 

 23.   the cour t  assessed the qual i t y  of  the cBas suppor t ing the deci -
sions to set up the agencies,  analysing whether al l  relevant factors 
had been adequately  considered. 

 24.   i t  fo u n d  t h a t ,  i n  g e n e r a l ,  t h e  c B a s  we re  re s t r i c t e d  t o  t h e  f i n a n -
c ia l  aspec ts  and took l i t t le  account  of  other  fac tors  just i fy ing the 
outsourc ing as  set  out  in  para gra p h 22 .  emp ha s is  wa s  p l a ced  o n 
the savings der iv ing from employing cheaper  contrac t  staff  rather 
than permanent  of f ic ia ls 20.  the aspec ts  of  improved per formance 
and ef f ic ienc y  ga ins  were  scarce l y  co ns id ered,  tho ug h inc l ud ing 
such e lements  in  the  analys is  mig ht  have  s t reng thened  the  ca s e 
for the creation of agencies.  as such,  the analyses were mainly cost 
compar isons,  rather  than cBas in  the proper  sense of  the term.

 25.   o n  t h e  s i d e  o f  co s t s ,  s o m e  e l e m e n t s  re l a te d  to  t h e  f u n c t i o n i n g 
and the  winding-up of  the  agencies  are  miss ing.  thus,  the  costs 
of  the addit ional  staff  needed at  the commission to super vise the 
agencies  and at  the agencies  for  hor izontal  func t ions were not  or 
not  accurately  inc luded (except  for  ten-t ea) ;  nor  were the costs 
of  running the programmes beyond the establ ished l i fe - c ycle  of 
the agenc y. 

18 the cost–benefit analysis 

compares all the relevant costs and 

benefits over time to determine 

whether the benefits outweigh the 

costs, and if so, by what proportion. 

19 article 3 of the framework 

Regulation (ec) no 58/2003. article 

25 of the framework Regulation 

provides for such analyses to be 

repeated every three years in the 

framework of the external evaluation 

reports to be drawn up on the 

operations of each agency. 

20 following an earlier indication 

from the european parliament, the 

personnel of executive agencies 

should be composed of 75 % 

contract agents and 25 % officials 

seconded from the commission 

and temporary staff (see coBu 

working Documents 10, 11 and 12, 

4.11.1999, cit., p. 25). for ten-t ea, 

however, the cBa assumed that the 

composition would be 55 % contract 

staff and 45 % officials and temporary 

staff. a staff composition of 60 % 

contract staff and 40 % officials was 

taken into account in eacea cBa 

for programme strands relating to 

external relations (emecw, tempus, 

em ii action 2). 



16

special Report no 13/2009 — Delegating implementing tasks to executive agencies: a successful option? special Report no 13/2009 — Delegating implementing tasks to executive agencies: a successful option?

 26.   m o r e o v e r,  t h e  t i m e  n e e d e d  t o  s e t  u p  a  n e w  a g e n c y  w a s  u n d e r -
estimated and the transit ion costs of  the overlapping commission/
a g e n c i e s  we re  n o t  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  a n a l ys e s ,  e ve n  t h o u g h  i t  w a s 
k nown that  i t  took about  t wo years  before  an agenc y reaches  i ts 
ful l  operational  autonomy 21.  for phea, the transit ion costs were in-
cluded in the analysis  but the init ial  forecast of  three to six months 
for  the star t-up of  the agenc y was  s igni f icant ly  over- opt imist ic 22. 

 27.   i n  addit ion,  there  are  some elements  of  uncer ta int y  in  the analy-
ses.  first ,  the comparison is  general ly made using a single average 
u n i t  co s t  fo r  t h e  va r i o u s  c ate g o r i e s  o f  co nt ra c t  s t a f f  w h e re a s  i n 
prac t ice  they  var y  in  grade and therefore  in  cost 23.  this  average 
i s  b a s e d  o n  t h e  co m m i s s i o n’s  s t a f f  co m p o s i t i o n ,  w h i c h  s h ows  a 
prevalence of  lower grades compared to the (special ised)  person-
nel  to  be  recru i ted  by  the  agen ci e s  an d  l e ad s  to  an  u n d e rs t ate -
ment  of  the costs  for  the agencies  opt ion.

 28.   s e c o n d ,  t h e  e s t i m a t e s  u s e d  t o  c a l c u l a t e  t h e  s t a f f  n e e d s  o f  t h e 
a g e n c i e s  a n d  t h e  re s u l t i n g  i m p a c t  o n  t h e  co m m i s s i o n’s  h u m a n 
re s o u rc e s  ( i n  t e r m s  o f  p e r m a n e n t  p o s t s  s ave d  a n d  re - a l l o c a t e d 
a n d  co nt ra c t  p o s t s  s u p p re s s e d )  we re  n o t  b a c k e d  u p  by  re l i a b l e 
data  on work load and produc t iv i t y  (except  for  the ten-t ea) .  not 
only does this  compromise the accurac y of  the process,  but it  also 
hinders  an ef fec t ive  e x  p o s t  evaluat ion of  the ac tual  level  of  the 
benef i ts  (as  expla ined in  paragraph 37 below) .

 29.   i n  most  cases,  cor rec t ing the  cBas  to  take  account  of  the  weak-
nesses set  out  above would not  af fec t  the conclusion in  favour  of 
sett ing up an agenc y (given the large margin of  savings  on staf f 
costs) :  the exception is  the smal lest  agenc y (phea — now eahc ) , 
where the balance of  purely  f inancia l  arguments  could have cast 
doubt  on the recommendation to proceed.  nonetheless  the cBas 
a r e  o p e n  t o  t h e  c r i t i c i s m  t h a t  t h e y  d o  n o t  g i v e  a  s a t i s f a c t o r y 
overal l  p ic ture  of  the f inancia l  consequences  and other  benef i ts 
in  terms of  ef f ic ienc y and ef fec t iveness.

21 in 2005 the commission recognised 

that: ‘the most important lesson is 

that the time needed to plan and set 

up an executive agency should not 

be underestimated. the first agencies 

established point to a lead time of 

about two years from the commission 

decision creating the agency to the 

moment when the agency is fully 

operational’ (issue paper ref. sg.c.2 D 

(2005) 11582, part 4).

22 it took an average of almost two 

years from the decision to establish 

an agency and its full operation. 

in particular, this period was 

24,5 months for phea; 24 months 

for eaci, 18 months for ten-t ea; 

12 months for eacea. Rea and eRcea 

are expected to be operational by 

mid-2009, which is after a period of 

19,5 months.

23 only eacea used several rates to 

take into account the distribution of 

the personnel by grade.
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 30.   i n  prac t ice,  the cour t  d id  not  ident i fy  any case of  cBas advis ing 
against  sett ing up an execut ive agenc y.  however,  not  a l l  cases  of 
p o s i t i ve  re co m m e n d a t i o n s  we re  fo l l owe d  by  t h e  c re a t i o n  o f  a n 
agency 24 as the f inal  decision was based on a more comprehensive 
evaluat ion of  the arguments  for  and against .  therefore,  the cBas 
brought  l i t t le  added value to  the process  and did not  provide an 
adequate basis  to al low decision-makers to form an opinion about 
di f ferent  a l ternat ives. 

t h e  b e n e f i t s  Ac h i e v e d

s Av i n G s  f r o m  lo w e r  s tA f f  co s t s  b u t  o v e r A l l 
Q uA n t i f i c At i o n  d i f f i c u lt

 31.   concerning the f inancia l  benef i ts ,  the commiss ion’s  assumption 
i s  t h a t  s av i n g s  a re  a c h i e ve d  by  re c r u i t i n g  a  7 5  %  p ro p o r t i o n  o f 
contrac t  staf f  instead of  permanent  of f ic ia ls  at  the agencies 25.

 32.   i n  f a c t ,  a  t o t a l  o f  1  3 3 9  p o s t s  w e r e  a u t h o r i s e d  f o r  t h e  a g e n -
c ies  in  the  budget  for  2009,  of  which 1  227 were  newly  created: 
 941 contrac t   s taf f,  256 temporar y  staf f  and 30 nat ional  exper ts 26. 
th is  represents  a  rea l  propor t i on  of  70  %  contrac t  s ta f f.  as s um-
ing a  post-per-post  average sa lar y  di f ference of  about  50 %,  i t  i s 
c l e a r  t h a t  co n s i d e r a b l e  b e n e f i t s  s te m  f ro m  t h e  o u t s e t  f ro m  t h e 
prevalence of  lower  paid  staf f  compared to  the  staf f  who would 
have been hired at  the commiss ion.

24 this was for instance the case for 

the envisaged eurostat agency.

25 see footnote 20. this percentage 

is applied to all the agencies, with 

the exception of ten-t ea, for which 

a composition of 65 % contract and 

35 % temporary and seconded staff 

has been authorised. 

26 Source: general Budget 2009. the 

remaining 112 posts (technically 

known as full-time equivalent (fte)) 

are commission staff seconded to 

the agencies (the so-called ‘frozen’ 

posts): they generate a corresponding 

reduction of the commission’s budget 

administrative appropriations, so 

they have no impact on the benefits. 

as regards the temporary posts, it 

can be assumed that the costs would 

be the same whoever the employer 

(the commission or the agencies), so 

their impact on benefits can also be 

considered neutral. this calculation 

does not take into account the people 

previously employed by the taos.
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for legislative proposals, Dg BuDg uses the following average unit costs, estimated for the com-
mission as a whole:

• 122 000 euro per year for permanent/temporary officials, and 

• 64 000 euro for contract staff.

Recruiting contract staff instead of permanent officials would therefore allow for per capita 
 theoretical savings of about 50 %. 

b o x  2

 33.   however,  there are some elements of  uncer tainty which make the 
exac t  amount of  the savings di f f icult  to  quanti fy.  fi rst ly,  even as-
suming that  the commiss ion would have hi red exac t ly  the same 
n u m b e r  o f  p e o p l e  a s  t h e  a g e n c i e s ,  t h e  ‘a l l  co m m i s s i o n  p e r m a -
nent  of f ic ia ls ’ hypothes is  does  not  cons ider  that  (at  least  some) 
co n t ra c t  s t a f f  m i g h t  a l s o  h ave  b e e n  re c r u i te d.  s e co n d l y,  a c t u a l 
data  on staf f  costs  avai lable  for  one agenc y show that  the  aver -
age cost  for  contrac t  s taf f  i s  around 10 % higher  than that  used 
by the commission for  general  purposes  (see B ox  2 ) 27.  this  is  due 
t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a g e n c i e s ’ c o n t r a c t  s t a f f  a r e  m o s t l y  h i g h  g r a d e 
whereas  the commiss ion’s  average cost  ref lec ts  the composit ion 
of  i t s  personnel ,  with  prevalence of  contrac t  s taf f  in  mainly  low 
g r a d e s .  i n  v i e w  o f  a  m o re  s a t i s f a c t o r y  c o m p a r i s o n ,  i t  wo u l d  b e 
necessar y  to  have average staf f  costs  d i f ferent iated by categor y 
of  personnel 28.

 34.   in addition,  the staff  savings need to be reduced by the additional 
costs  of  the new super visor y  func t ions  per formed by the parent 
D g s  a n d  t h e  ove r h e a d  co s t s  re l ate d  to  t h e  h o r i zo nt a l  f u n c t i o n s 
in  each agenc y 29.  the commiss ion repor ts  that  the propor t ion of 
staff  assigned to such super visor y and suppor t functions is  around 
13–14 % of  the total  s taf f  of  the agencies 30. 

 35.   o n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d,  fo r  t h o s e  p ro g r a m m e s  p re v i o u s l y  m a n a g e d 
direc t ly  by  the commiss ion ser v ices,  any saving is  dependent  on 
t h e  e f fe c t i ve  re d e p l o y m e n t  o f  t h e  s t a f f  p re v i o u s l y  a s s i g n e d  t o 
t h e  wo r k  t h a t  h a s  b e e n  t r a n s fe r re d  t o  t h e  a g e n c i e s  a n d  o n  t h e 
suppress ion of  the contrac t  staf f  posts  within  the corresponding 
programme areas  at  the commiss ion 31.

27 see the recent interim evaluation 

report of the eacea (paragraph 64). 

28 see also paragraph 27. 

29 the parent Dgs have staff 

specifically devoted to the 

supervision of the agencies. on the 

other hand, all executive agencies 

have a director, a data protection 

supervisor, an internal auditor and an 

accountant. 

30 this percentage has decreased 

with the increase in size of the 

agencies, which has allowed for 

economies of scale. 

31 article 13(6)(c) of framework 

Regulation (ec) no 58/2003.
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f r e e d  P o s t s
tA b l e  2 

Total number of staff  
to be freed by 2012

Staff actually freed  
as of 1.1.2009 (1)

Permanent posts Contract agents Permanent  
posts Contract agents

EACEA 15 18 30 18

IEEA/EACI 28 5 30 0

PHEA/EAHC 22 0 15 0

TEN-T EA 56 6 56 6

ERCEA 0 0 0 0

REA 38 79 0 54

Total 159 108 131 78

( 1)  S o urce: working Document — part iii to the 2010 pDB — com(2009) 300.

 36.   fol lowing the creation of  the s ix  executive agencies,  the commis-
sion planned to free 267 staff  (159 permanent posts + 108 contract 
a g e n t s )  w i t h i n  t h e  c o r re s p o n d i n g  D g s.  o f  t h e s e  s t a f f ,  2 0 9  ( 1 3 1 
permanent posts  + 78 contract  agents)  had been actual ly  freed as 
of  1  Januar y  2009 (see  Ta b l e  2 ) .  for  eRcea,  no staf f  are  p lanned 
to  be f reed as  the ac t iv i t ies  delegated are  total ly  new. 

 37.   however,  the adequac y of  these plans cannot be ver i f ied as  there 
is  no rel iable information on the e x  a n t e  s i tuat ion at  the commis-
s ion concerning the staff  a l located to the programmes taken over 
by  t h e  a g e n c i e s  o r  o n  t h e  s p l i t  i n  t h e  wo r k l o a d  b e t we e n  p o l i c y 
t a s k s  ( w h i c h  re m a i n  w i t h  t h e  co m m i s s i o n )  a n d  i m p l e m e n t at i o n 
t a s k s .  n o r  d o e s  t h e  co m m i s s i o n  h ave  s u c h  f i g u re s  fo r  s t a f f  w h o 
current ly  carr y  out  s imi lar  tasks  within  i ts  Direc torates- general .

 38.   i n  this  respec t ,  the cour t  notes  that  the separate  presentat ion of 
the operat ing budgets  of  the agencies  in  the communit y  general 
budget has increased transparenc y.  indeed,  this  provides relevant 
i n fo r m at i o n  a b o u t  t h e  re s o u rce s  ( a n d  re l ate d  co s t s )  n e e d e d  fo r 
running programmes which is  not  necessar i ly  avai lable  when the 
commiss ion runs  them i tsel f.

 39.   even including the impact of  the uncer tainties  above,  the savings 
margin st i l l  remains  s igni f icant .
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as an example, the contracting time for the ‘public health’ programme was reduced from 345 days 
when the programme was managed by the parent Dg to 219 days; the payment period went down 
from 503 to 91 days; and the time required for approving the technical and financial reports was 
shortened from 90 to 42 days.

b o x  3

b e t t e r  s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y

 40.   Better  ser v ice  del iver y  is  one of  the benef i ts  expec ted f rom con-
centrat ing l imited and wel l - def ined tasks  in  a  s ingle  agenc y ( the 
specia l isat ion fac tor) .

 41.   th e  co u r t  a s s e s s e d  t h e  m a n a g e m e nt  a s p e c t s  o f  p ro gra m m e  i m -
plementat ion us ing quant i tat ive  indicators  to  compare  the  per-
formance of  the agencies with that of  the commission prior  to the 
ex ter nal i sat ion.  this  concer ned the  evaluat ion of  proposals  and 
contrac t ing,  the monitor ing of  contrac tors’ per formance and the 
payment  procedures.  o ther  aspec ts  of  a  qual i tat ive  nature  were 
a lso  considered.

 42.   the audit  showed that  the execut ive  agencies  general ly  per form 
better  than their  parent  Dgs before.  this  is  demonstrated by (see 
B ox  3 ) :

(a )  a  s h o r t e r  t i m e - t o - c o n t r a c t  ( e v a l u a t i o n  a n d  n e g o t i a t i o n  o f 
 proposals ) ;

(b)  more rapid approval  procedures for  both technical  and f inan-
c ia l  repor ts  on the projec ts ;  and

(c)  shor ter  t ime -to -payments  ( f rom the payment request  to  pay-
ment) . 
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 43.   in  addit ion,  the agencies  s impli f ied the management procedures, 
t h e re by  re d u c i n g  t h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i ve  b u rd e n  fo r  a p p l i c a n t s  a n d 
projec t  promoters  (see B ox  4 ) .

 44.   the audit  a lso noted that  the agencies  enhanced communicat ion 
with potential  applicants and ensured the dissemination of results 
to  a  w i d e r  p u b l i c ,  t h u s  p rov i d i n g  m o re  v i s i b i l i t y  fo r  e u  a c t i o n s . 
the agencies  organise  several  events  ( i nfodays,  information ses-
s i o n s ,  w o r k s h o p s ) ,  e i t h e r  d i re c t l y  o r  t h ro u g h  ‘n a t i o n a l  c o n t a c t 
points’,  to  inform potential  benef ic iar ies  about new programmes, 
guiding them through the procedures and providing data on pre -
v ious  programmes (see B ox  5 ) .

 45.  fur ther  examples  are  shown in  A n n e x  I I I .

b o x  4
as an example, eacea simplified the call for proposals and the application forms, moved to online 
submission, clarified the selection criteria, reduced the number of contract annexes, extended the 
use of flat rate and lump sums and simplified the reporting  obligations. 

b o x  5
all eaci activities are supported by a communication plan that defines, for each of the programmes, 
which activity is planned in which period of the year. a website, a logo, leaflets and news alerts 
are designed for each programme. in a previous report (Special Report No 7/2008 — Intelligent 
Energy 2003-2006) the court observed that these initiatives had a positive impact on the degree 
of applicants‘ satisfaction. 
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 46.   as  regards  ex tending the mandate of  ex ist ing agencies,  synergies 
we re  a c h i e ve d  by  u s i n g  t o o l s  a l re a d y  d e ve l o p e d  fo r  s i m i l a r  p ro -
grammes.  this concerns in par ticular  the communication tools used 
for  sending out  cal ls  and informing potent ia l  appl icants,  the pro -
cedures to f ind and manage exper ts  and the contract  management.

l i m i t e d  e f f i c i e n c y  G A i n s  f o r  r e c r u i t m e n t 

 47.   executive agencies were also supposed to provide eff iciency gains 
t h r o u g h  m o r e  f l e x i b i l i t y  i n  h i r i n g  s t a f f ,  t h e  c a p a c i t y  t o  a t t r a c t 
h ighly  qual i f ied personnel  and more staf f ing stabi l i t y.

 48.   o n  t h e  f i r s t  p o i nt ,  t h e  re c r u i t m e nt  o f  co n t ra c t  s t a f f  c a n  by  d e f -
i n i t i o n  a d j u s t  m o re  e a s i l y  to  a g e n c i e s’ s p e c i f i c  n e e d s.  h owe ve r, 
the  process  of  se lec t ing adequate  personnel  proved to  be  more 
d i f f i c u l t  t h a n  t h e  co m m i s s i o n  h a d  a s s u m e d.  pro b l e m s  i n  h i r i n g 
the staf f  are  the main reason for  the agencies’ s low star t-up (see 
paragraph 26) . 

 49.   th e  a p p o i n t m e n t  o f  t h e  d i re c to r s  w a s  a  l e n g t hy  e n te r p r i s e  a n d 
finding a suitable candidate took an average of eight months 32.  for 
the post of  accountant,  the rule that the accounting off icer should 
be an of f ic ia l  seconded by the commiss ion had to  be amended 33 
because no suitable  candidates  were found for  eaci  and phea.

 50.   h i r ing staf f  wi th  spec ia l i sed exper t i se  a lso  proved to  be  a  more 
t ime -consuming task than expected.  the agencies make use of  the 
same l ists  of  candidates as the commission and the establishment 
plans  are  a lso  subjec t  to  the approval  of  Dg aDmin (besides  the 
approval  of  the parent Dg).  moreover,  recruitment at  the agencies 
i s  m a d e  a t  l owe r  gra d e s  fo r  te m p o ra r y  p o s t s  a n d  m o re  ye a r s  o f 
exper ience are  requested for  contrac t  staf f  compared to contrac t 
s t a f f  w i t h  s i m i l a r  t a s k s  a t  t h e  co m m i s s i o n .  th i s  re d u ce s  t h e  a t -
t rac t iveness  of  the job posi t ions,  despite  the of fer  of  renewable 
contrac ts,  in  contrast  to  the three years’ maximum appl icable  to 
commiss ion contrac t  staf f. 

32 this was a key milestone, as the 

director is in charge of recruiting the 

rest of the staff.

33 article 30 of commission 

Regulation (ec) no 1653/2004 of 

21 september 2004 on a standard 

financial regulation for the executive 

agencies (oJ l 297, 22.9.2004, p. 6), 

amended by commission Regulation 

(ec) no 1821/2005 (oJ l 293, 

9.11.2005, p. 10): the accountant 

may now be recruited on the private 

market.
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 51.   t h e  a g e n c i e s  c a n  a l s o  u s e  e m p l o y m e n t  a g e n c y  s t a f f .  s u c h  s t a f f 
are  used ex tens ive ly  at  eacea,  which has  h i red an average of  55  
inter im units  per  year.  whi le  this  solut ion provided greater  f lex i -
b i l i t y  i n  co p i n g  w i t h  p e a k  p e r i o d  p ro b l e m s,  t h e  h i g h  n u m b e r  o f 
such staff  ref lec ts  more fundamental  problems of  recruitment and 
conf l ic ts  with  the expec tat ions  of  exper ienced and stable  staf f.

t h e co m m i s s i o n’s s u P e r v i s i o n o f t h e AG e n c i e s

A  f o c u s  o n  b u d G e tA ry  e x e c u t i o n

 52.   a s  m e n t i o n e d  a b o ve  ( p a r a g r a p h  1 3 ) ,  t h e  co m m i s s i o n  re t a i n s  a 
super visor y  role  in  respec t  of  the execut ive agencies’ ac t iv i t ies 34. 
th is  should  inc lude the  def in i t i on  of  c le ar  p r i or i t i e s  an d re s ul t -
or iented goals  in  the annual  work  programmes (awps)  approved 
by the commission and an assessment of  the activit ies carr ied out 
by the agenc y through the annual  ac t iv i t y  repor ts  (aaRs) 35. 

 53.   the cour t  assessed the use that  was  made of  the agencies’ awps 
a s  a  t o o l  fo r  o b j e c t i ve - s e t t i n g,  t h e  a p p ro p r i a t e n e s s  o f  t h e  p e r -
for mance indicators  establ ished for  2006 to  2008,  as  wel l  as  the 
qual i t y  of  the repor t ing for  the years  2006 and 2007. 

 54.   the t iming of  the awps does not  enable  the commission to make 
use of  them to def ine the agencies’ pr ior i t ies  and objec t ives.  the 
execut ive  agencies’ framework Regulat ion requires  the adoption 
of  the agencies’ awps no later  than the beginning of  each year 36, 
whereas the awps of the community programmes delegated to the 
agencies,  according to the financial  Regulation,  are only adopted 
by  the  f i r s t  quar ter  of  the  yea r.  th i s  ca le n dar  i s  n ot  s u i tab le  for 
e n s u r i n g  co n s i s te n c y.  as  a  m a t te r  o f  f a c t ,  e xce p t  fo r  e a h c ,  t h e 
awps were approved by the commission late  in  the middle of  the 
year  (eaci ,  2008) ,  at  the end of  the year  (eacea,  2007 and 2008) , 
or  not  at  a l l  (eacea,  2006) .

34 article 20 of the executive 

agencies’ framework Regulation. 

more in general, article 54(1) of the 

financial Regulation applicable to 

the general budget of the european 

communities (council Regulation 

(ec, euratom) no 1605/2002), ‘the 

implementing tasks delegated 

must be clearly defined and fully 

supervised as to the use made of 

them’. 

35 article 9(2) of the executive 

agencies’ framework Regulation 

requires the annual work programme 

to entail detailed objectives and 

indicators. in its opinion no 8/2001 

(oJ c 345, 6.12.2001, p. 1) on the 

executive agencies, the court had 

already stressed that ‘when the 

work programme is adopted at 

the beginning of the year, clear 

objectives should also be adopted 

for the agency together with 

performance indicators to assess 

how well the agency is carrying out 

its tasks’. the court had also pointed 

out that the annual activity reports 

‘should contain sufficient information 

and analysis for an appreciation of 

the extent to which the objectives 

of the agency concerned have been 

met, and of the efficiency of the 

agency’s management’. 

36 article 9(2) of the executive 

agencies' framework Regulation.
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 55.   wi t h  re g a rd  to  t h e  co nte nt  o f  t h e  aw ps,  t h e  exe c u t i ve  a g e n c i e s 
have general ly  been ass igned tasks  without  results- or iented ob -
jec t ives  and re lated targets.

 56.   the  agencies’ awps set  out  too many indicators  ( f rom 52 to  109 
fo r  2 0 0 8 ,  s e e  C h a r t  1 )  w h e re a s  g o o d  n at i o n a l  p ra c t i ce s  s u g g e s t 
us ing only  a  l imited number  of  key indicators. 

 57.   moreover,  the indicators  used are  most ly  re lated to  the manage -
ment  ac t iv i t ies  ( tasks  and work load)  rather  than to  the results  of 
t h e  p ro gra m m e s  m a n a g e d.  o n l y  a  l i m i te d  n u m b e r  o f  i n d i c ato r s 
a im at  measur ing del iver y  against  objec t ives  (ef fec t iveness)  and 
there  are  no indicators  to  measure the re lat ionship bet ween the 
resources  employed and the results  achieved (ef f ic ienc y) . 

 n u m b e r  A n d  t y P e  o f  i n d i c Ato r s  i n  Aw Ps
c h A r t  1 
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 58.   a s  re g a rd s  re p o r t i n g,  t h i s  i s  u s u a l l y  c o n f i n e d  t o  t h e  b u d g e t a r y 
d a t a  ( e . g .  t h e  c o n s u m p t i o n  o f  c o m m i t m e n t  a p p ro p r i a t i o n s  a n d 
p a y m e n t  d e l a y s ) .  t h e  a a R s  a r e  n o t  a l w a y s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e 
indicators  of  the  awps,  make no systemat ic  compar ison with  a l l 
t h e  t a rg e t s  s e t  i n  t h e  aw ps  a n d  m a k e  n o  re fe re n c e  t o  p ro g re s s 
achieved f rom year  to  year,  or  to  cor rec t ive  ac t ions  required for 
the future.

 59.   Due to the weaknesses set out in paragraphs 54 to 58,  the commis-
sion's control  over the agencies’ activit ies is  not ful ly effective.  on 
an operational  level,  there are informal contacts on a regular basis 
bet ween staf f  at  the commission and the agencies  ( fac i l i tated by 
their  geographical  proximit y) .  i f  th is  ensures  communicat ion on 
day-to- day management issues,  i t  does not take the place of  well-
structured relationships based on clear per formance measurement 
instruments  and repor ts. 

 60.   this  i s  a lso  crucia l  in  the longer  term for  the commiss ion’s  s t ra-
tegic  func t ions  ( i ts  ‘core  business’ ) ,  which require  k nowledge of 
projec t  implementat ion on the ground (especia l ly  for  pol ic y  do -
mains  that  re ly  heavi ly  on evidence -based projec t  results  to  de -
velop new init iat ives) . 
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 61.   the cour t ’s audit showed that the initiative to set up the six execu-
t ive  agencies  created s ince  2003 was  mainly  dr iven by  the  need 
to  compensate  for  staf f  shor tages  at  the commiss ion. 

 62.   the commission made pragmatic use of the abil ity to set up execu-
tive agencies,  responding to problems as they arose.  on the other 
h a n d,  t h e  co m m i s s i o n’s  ow n  g u i d a n ce  s u g g e s t s  a  m o re  s ys te m -
at ic  approach to  the creat ion of  agencies ;  and i t  i s  suboptimal  to 
consider  sett ing up agencies  only  when forced to  do so  by  staf f 
shor tages  or  other  ex ternal  constra ints. 

 63.   the cost–benef i t  analyses  accompanying the decis ions  to  create 
the agencies  focused on cost  compar isons,  took l i t t le  account  of 
other  re levant  benef i ts ,  and were not  backed up by re l iable  data 
on work load and productivity.  in addit ion,  some of  the costs  were 
incor rec t ly  est imated.  the  cBas  brought  l imited added va lue  to 
the decis ion-mak ing process. 

conclusions anD  
RecommenDations

t he commission should re consider  i t s  proce dures for  identi f y-
i n g  t h e  p o te nt i a l  f o r  e x te r n a l i s a t i o n  a n d  f o r  co ns i d e r i n g  t h e 
es t ab l ishm ent  or  the e x tension of  agencies . 

t h e  co m m is s i o n  s h o u l d  e ns u r e  t h a t  t h e  cBa s  a r e  m o r e  co m -
p l e te  to  a l l ow th e m to  co ntr ib u te  f u l l y  an d e f f e c t i ve l y  to  th e 
de cis ion - mak ing pro cess .

r e c o m m e n d At i o n  1

 64.   fi n a n c i a l  s av i n g s  c l e a r l y  re s u l t  f ro m  re c r u i t i n g  co nt ra c t  s t a f f  at 
lower grades compared to the commission’s off icials.  however,  the 
p re c i s e  a m o u nt  o f  t h e  s av i n g s  c a n n o t  b e  a cc u rate l y  q u a nt i f i e d. 
moreover,  the adequacy of  the plans concerning the posts needed 
by  the  agencies  and the  posts  to  be  f reed at  the  commiss ion as 
a  consequence of  the  ex ter nal i s at i on  can n ot  b e  as s e s s e d i n  th e 
absence of  re l iable  data  avai lable  on the e x  a n t e  s i tuat ion at  the 
commiss ion.
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 65.   as a  result  of  their  special isat ion in wel l - defined tasks,  the execu-
t ive  agencies  are  del iver ing better  ser v ice  than their  parent  Dgs 
did before.  they conclude contracts,  make payments and approve 
technical  and f inancial  repor ts  on the projec ts  more rapidly.  they 
h ave  a l s o  i m p rove d  t h e  p ro c e s s e s  a n d  i n c re a s e d  e x te r n a l  co m -
munication and dissemination of  results,  thus contr ibuting to en-
hance the vis ibi l i ty  of  the eu.  on the other  hand,  the cour t  found 
that elements of  r igidity in the recruitment of  staff  can hinder the 
atta inment  of  the expec ted ef f ic ienc y gains.

in  order  to  f u l ly  evaluate  the b ene f i t s  pro duce d by the e xe cu -
t i ve  ag encies ,  th e  co mmiss io n sh ould  e nsure  that  i t  has  re l e -
v a n t ,  r e l i a b l e  w o r k l o a d  a n d  p r o d u c t i v i t y  d a t a  r e l a te d  to  t h e 
imp lem ent at ion of  the dele gate d t ask s ,  b oth b e fore  and af ter 
e x ternal is at ion .  t his  is  a lso  essent ia l  to  ascer t a in  the cap acit y 
of  the e x is t ing agencies  to  cop e with addit ional  t ask s . 

t he commission is  a lso  inv i te d to  identi f y  the success  f ac tor s 
which have le d to  b et ter  result s  at  the e xe cutive agencies  and 
to  ap p l y  s imi lar  f a c to r s  to  p ro g r amm e s  w hi ch  co nt inu e  to  b e 
manage d in - house. 

t he commission should re f le c t  up on m easures  to  s imp l i f y  the 
re cruitm ent  of  the agencies ’  s t af f.

r e c o m m e n d At i o n  2

 66.   the commission’s  super vis ion of  the executive agencies’ ac t iv it ies 
i s  not  fu l ly  ef fec t ive.  the t iming of  the  annual  wor k  programmes 
does not enable the commission to make use of  them to define the 
a g e n c i e s’ p r i o r i t i e s  a n d  o b j e c t i ve s .  th e  exe c u t i ve  a g e n c i e s  h ave 
general ly  been assigned tasks without results- or iented and target-
ed objec t ives.  monitor ing,  whi lst  mak ing use of  a  large number of 
indicators,  is  restr icted to the management activit ies and does not 
cover the key aspects of  effectiveness and eff iciency.  the repor ting 
requirements  do not  ex tend beyond s imple  budgetar y  data . 
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t h e ag encies  should  b e sup e r v is e d m o re sp e ci f ic a l l y  o n a  re -
s u l t s  b a s i s .  t h e  t i m i n g  f o r  t h e  a d o p t i o n  o f  t h e  a n n u a l  w o r k 
programmes should be made more consistent .  the commission 
s h o u l d  s e t  sm a R t  o b j e c t i ve s  a n d  m o n i to r  t h e i r  a c h i e ve m e nt 
by a  l imited numb er of  key p er formance indicators  which form 
th e b as is  fo r  n e x t  year s ’  o bj e c t i ves .  t his  is  a ls o  cr u cia l  in  th e 
longer  term for  the commission’s  s trate gic  f unc t ions  ( i t s  ‘core 
business’ ),  which require knowledge of projec t implementation 
on the ground and ev idence - b ase d result s .

this  repor t  was  adopted by the cour t  of  auditors  in  luxembourg 
at  i ts  meet ing of  15 and 16 July  2009.

Fo r  t h e  Co u r t  o f  A u d i to r s

vítor manuel da silva caldeira 
Pr e si d e nt

r e c o m m e n d At i o n  3
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A n n e x  i
d e tA i l e d  o v e r v i e w  o f  P r o G r A m m e s  A n d  b u d G e t s  m A n AG e d  
by  e x e c u t i v e  AG e n c i e s

Executive agency Parent DG Programmes

Amount  
managed by 
the EA in the 
MFF 2007–13 
(million euro) 

Executive Agency 
Competitiveness and 

 Innovation (EACI, 
 previously IEEA) 

DG TREN CIP (IEE 2007–13) 690,60

DG ENTR CIP (EIP) 375,80

DG ENV CIP (EIP: Eco-innovation) 181,00

DG INFSO CIP (ICT) not managed by EACI 0,00

DG TREN Marco Polo II 450,00

Total 2007–13 1 697,40

Education, Audiovisual 
and Culture Executive 

Agency (EACEA)

DG EAC Lifelong learning 728,66

DG EAC Youth in action 130,13

DG EAC Culture 320,88

DG EAC Europe for citizens 177,18

DG INFSO Media 2007 696,97

DG AIDCO Erasmus Mundus 2004–08 182,34

DG EAC Erasmus Mundus 2009–13 (Actions 1 and 3) 467,01

DG AIDCO Erasmus Mundus 2009–13 (Action 2) 336,00

DG RELEX Erasmus Mundus 2009–13 (Action 2) 19,00

DG ELARG Erasmus Mundus 2009–13 (Action 2) 57,00

DG ELARG Erasmus Mundus — IPA windows 2009–13 37,50

DG AIDCO
Erasmus Mundus external cooperation window Asia–Latin America 
DCI 2008

47,82

DG AIDCO
Cooperation in Central Asia and Middle Eastern countries DCI  
2007–08

15,39

DG AIDCO
European neighbourhood and partnership financial cooperation with 
Mediterranean and eastern European countries

61,99

DG EAC
USA–EU cooperation in higher education and vocational education 
and training 2006–13

38,53

DG EAC
Canada–EU cooperation in higher education and vocational education 
and training 2006–13

16,50

DG RELEX ICI bilateral educational projects 13,67

DG ELARG Erasmus Mundus Balkan window IPA 2007 4,00

DG ELARG Erasmus Mundus external cooperation window IPA 2008 6,00

DG AIDCO Tempus IV action 204,20

DG ELARG Tempus IV action 94,50

 Total 3 655,27
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Executive agency Parent DG Programmes

Amount  
managed by 
the EA in the 
MFF 2007–13 
(million euro) 

Executive Agency for 
Health and Consumers 

(EAHC, previously  PHEA) 

DG SANCO Public health programme 2008–13 325,20

DG SANCO Consumer policy programme 2007–13 101,50

DG SANCO Better training for safer food initiative 70,80

 Total 497,50

Trans-European Trans-
port Network Executive 

Agency (TEN-T EA)
DG TREN Trans-European networks — transport 8 013,00

Research Executive 
Agency (REA) 

DG RTD
People programme (including Marie Curie fellowships) and parts of 
the Capacities programme (research for the benefit of SMEs) under 
FP7 

6 500,00

DG ENTR
Cooperation programme, themes ‘Space’ and ‘Security’ (multi-partner 
projects) under FP7

FP7 support services for the four research DGs (RTD, ENTR, INFSO, 
TREN): proposal submission and evaluation, payment of experts, 
validation of legal and financial documentation submitted by 
applicants, helpdesk for enquiries about FP7

European Research 
Council Executive 

Agency (ERCEA) 
DG RTD Ideas programme under FP7 2007–13 7 510,00

Total amount of programmes managed by EAs under the MFF 2007–13 27 873,17
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A n n e x  i i
d i f f e r e n c e s  b e t w e e n  e x e c u t i v e  A n d  r e G u l Ato ry  AG e n c i e s

Executive agencies Regulatory agencies

Setting up Created by the Commission under the regulatory 
procedure

Created by the Council or by the Council and the 
Parliament

Legal basis
Basic act of the programme  
Commission decision under Council Regulation (EC)  
No 58/2003

Regulation of the Council or regulation of the 
Parliament and the Council

Control Under the control of the Commission 
Under the control of a board, consisting of 
representatives of the Member States, the Commission 
and sometimes other interested parties 

Seat Brussels/Luxembourg (close to Commission headquar-
ters)

Seat decided by the Council

Scope Executive and operational tasks related to a specific 
spending programme

Assistance to Member States and the Commission in 
various forms (e.g. adoption of common binding rules, 
issuing of technical/scientific opinions, establishment 
of inspection reports, networking and exchange 
of information) and help in implementing Community 
regulation

Life/time Limited In general, unlimited, but depends on the legal base

Budget Fully subsidised as a part of the programme financial 
envelope

Combination of EC subsidies and self-financing

Discharge
Subject to individual discharge for their administrative 
budget while the operational expenditure is part of the 
general discharge given to the Commission 

Subject to individual discharge for their own budget 
(administrative and operational expenditure)
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A n n e x  i i i
m e A s u r e s  tA k e n  i n  r e s P e c t  o f  s i m P l i f i c At i o n ,  co m m u n i c At i o n , 
v i s i b i l i t y  A n d  d i s s e m i n At i o n  o f  r e s u lt s

EACI EACEA EACH

Simplification of 
procedures

Simplification measures were mainly 
aimed at the final beneficiaries:

 Reduction of bank guarantees •	
required
 Extension of reporting period for •	
technical reports
 Revision of threshold for audit •	
certificates for non-public bodies
 Electronic submission of proposals•	
 Simplification of forms, guidelines •	
and selection criteria
 Second pre-financing instead of •	
interim payment based on verified 
incurred costs
 Use of flat rates•	
 Creation of specific databases for •	
experts and projects

Simplification measures were taken 
at various phases of the project cycle, 
such as: 

 Simplification of forms, guidelines •	
and selection criteria
 Reduction in the number of ap-•	
plication forms and of requested 
documents
 Use of declarations on honour •	
instead of extensive financial 
documentation
 Use of standard grant calculation •	
forms in Excel
 Introduction of multiannual calls •	
and permanent programme guides 
(Youth, Citizenship, Culture)
 Extended use of decisions rather •	
than bilateral grants agreements
 Gradual shift toward online applica-•	
tions and submission (already in use 
for Citizenship); target: extension 
to LLP in 2008 and to all EACEA 
programmes by 2009–10
 Simplification of the final reports •	
and of the beneficiaries' obligations 
in the reporting phase
 Extended use of flat-rate financing •	
and lump sums, mainly in Citizen-
ship and Youth areas of activity

Simplification measures were taken 
on the internal side:

 Centralised organisational structure •	
based on the Commission standard 
Financial circuit model 4 (Full cen-
tralisation of financial transactions) 
 More streamlined and coordinated •	
selection procedure bringing in 
more quality
 Creation of specific databases for •	
experts, projects, and applicants 
 Detailed handbooks with clear rules •	
and well explained criteria 

Communication  Functional mailboxes to reply to •	
queries
 Communication plan defining the •	
activities planned during the year 
for each programme and for the 
network 
 Website, logo, poster leaflets and •	
news alerts designed for each 
programme

 Functional mailboxes to reply to •	
queries
 Publications on the website and •	
in the calls for proposals of phone 
numbers to receive feedback and 
guidance 
 Cooperation with national contact •	
points to provide information on the 
programmes

 Dedicated helpdesk to provide •	
 guidance to potential applicants 
(250 e-mails and 80 phone calls 
in 2008)
 Cooperation with the national •	
 focal points to provide information 
on the programmes
 Dedicated website to inform on the •	
calls for proposals and forms to use
 Production of info-packages, CDs •	
and posters



special Report no 13/2009 — Delegating implementing tasks to executive agencies: a successful option?

33

special Report no 13/2009 — Delegating implementing tasks to executive agencies: a successful option?

EACI EACEA EACH

Visibility of the 
Community as 
promoter of 
the Community 
programmes

 More than 30 Infodays/year•	
 Dedicated website with about •	
200 000 hits on the call for proposal 
section
 Organisation of national Infodays •	
in addition to European Infodays in 
Brussels 

 Several Infodays/information •	
sessions/workshops organised (eg. 
Infodays for LLP, culture; media 
festivals; kick-off meetings with LLP 
project promoters, annual meetings 
of Erasmus Mundus consortia)
 Support to events organised by •	
national contact points
 Dedicated website with more than •	
300 000 hits in 2008

 16 Infodays all over Europe in 2008 •	
with 2 400 participants
 Dedicated website with an ever •	
increasing number of hits
 23 technical meetings with •	
expert groups organised in 2007 
(1 600 persons invited)
 Creation of a dedicated network •	
(national focal points) to exchange 
information on the programmes

Dissemination of 
results

 Publication of projects’ fact sheets •	
on the website
 Publication of project brochures and •	
video reports on selected subjects 
 Presentation of examples of projects •	
during the Infodays

 Publication of selection results •	
on the website immediately after 
selection decisions, followed by 
individual notification of results 
 Individual information on the •	
reasons for non-selection
 Publication on the website of best •	
practices and compendia 
 Information collected from project •	
reporting used for dissemination to 
a wider public
 Involvement of the agency in the •	
development of dissemination tools 
(EVE project)

 Substantial improvement of •	
feedback sent to successful and 
unsuccessful applicants 
 Guidelines for applicants •	
 Guidelines for beneficiaries on how •	
to prepare a final payment
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Reply of the 
commission
executive summAry

i. 
th e  co m m i s s i o n  we l co m e s  t h e  re p o r t  o f 
the cour t  of  auditors.

i i . 
e x t e r n a l i s a t i o n  w a s  p a r t  o f  a  g l o b a l  r e -
s p o n s e  to  f a ce  t h e  c h a l l e n g e s  w h i c h  a p -
peared in the 1990s with the multiplication 
of  the community programmes.  external i -
s a t i o n  i n t e n d e d  t o  re a c h  t h e  c o n c e n t r a -
t ion  of  the  commiss ion ser v ices  on thei r 
core  tasks ;  the  improvement  of  the  man-
a g e m e nt  o f  t h e  co m m u n i t y  p ro gra m m e s 
o f te n  i nvo l v i n g  re c u r re n t  a d m i n i s t rat i ve 
tasks  re lated to  the management  of  mul-
t ip le  and re lat ive ly  smal l  grants ,  and the 
speci f ic i t ies  of  the  organisat ion;  and the 
d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  s y n e r g i e s  b e t w e e n  t h e 
v a r i o u s  p ro g r a m m e s  a n d  r a t i o n a l i s a t i o n 
of  their  management.

t h e  n e e d  t o  c re a t e  a n  e xe c u t i ve  a g e n c y 
was clear  in the areas where technical  as-
s istance o ff ices had to be dismantled and 
no new resources  were made avai lable  by 
the Budgetar y author ity  for  the internal i -
sat ion of  the re levant  tasks  see point  21.

v.
(i ) 
execut ive  agencies  are  the outcome of  an 
ex ter nal i sat ion pol ic y  of  the  commiss ion 
that  was  t r iggered mainly  by t wo fac tors :  
the end of the collaboration with so-called 
technical  assistance o ff ices  ( taos)  which 
a s s i s te d  t h e  co m m i s s i o n  i n  t h e  m a n a g e -
m e n t  o f  s o m e  c o m m u n i t y  p r o g r a m m e s ; 
a n d  t h e  n e e d  fo r  t h e  co m m i s s i o n  t o  r e -
f o c u s  o n  i t s  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  t a s k s  s u c h  a s 
 pol ic y-mak ing and strategic  management.
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Reply of the 
commission

against  the backdrop of  expanding com-
munit y  programmes,  and tak ing account 
of  the suggest ion of  the european par l ia-
m e n t  ( B u d g e t  co m m i t t e e ) ,  t h e  co m m i s -
s i o n  p r o p o s e d  t h e  l e g a l  f r a m e w o r k  f o r 
delegating some of  i ts  management tasks 
to  execut ive  agencies.

t h e  c r e a t i o n  o f  e x e c u t i v e  a g e n c i e s  w a s 
s e e n  a s  k e y  f o r  m a n a g i n g  c o m m u n i t y 
programmes both more  e f f i c i e n t l y ,  i .e .  at 
lower  cost  by compar ison to the commis-
s ion  and more  e f f e c t i v e l y  through a  h igh 
d e gre e  o f  s p e c i a l i s a t i o n  o r  t h e  re gro u p -
ing of  s imi lar  programmes and ac t iv i t ies 
within one agency so as to achieve econo -
mies  of  scale.

i n d e e d ,  e f f i c i e n c y  g a i n s  a n d  s y n e r g i e s 
p rove  t h e  b e n e f i t s  o f  t h i s  fo r m  o f  e x te r -
nal isat ion. 

( i i ) 
executive agencies are set up by a decision 
of  the commiss ion,  with  the ass istance of 
t h e  R e g u l a t o r y  c o m m i t t e e  f o r  e x e c u t i v e 
a g e n c i e s  a n d  i n  c l o s e  c o o p e r a t i o n  w i t h 
t h e  B u d g e t a r y  a u t h o r i t y.  t h e  c B a s  w e r e 
regular ly examined as par t  of  the decision-
m a k i n g  p r o c e s s .  t h e y  r e m a i n  a  r e l e v a n t 
par t  of  the suppor t ing documents  for  the 
commission,  the Budgetar y authority and 
t h e  R e g u l a t o r y  co m m i t t e e  fo r  e xe c u t i ve 
agencies.

th e  co m m i s s i o n  h a s  s e t  u p  s i x  exe c u t i ve 
a g e n c i e s  a n d  h a s  p e r m a n e n t l y  e n r i c h e d 
the analys is  carr ied out  with previous  ex-
p er iences.  i t  i s  a  l ea r n ing  p ro ces s  s ha red 
w i t h  t h e  R e g u l a t o r y  c o m m i t t e e  f o r  e x -
ecut ive  agencies  (cRea)  and the  Budget-
a r y  a u t h o r i t y.  i t  h a s  a l w a y s  f o c u s e d  o n 
q u a n t i t a t i v e  a s p e c t s ,  s i n c e  t h e s e  w e r e 
the  aspec ts  the  european par l iament  and 
member  states  have ins isted on the most . 
h o w e v e r,  q u a l i t a t i v e  a s p e c t s  w e r e  a l s o 
looked at.  following the joint statement of 
the  european par l iament  and the counci l 
of  13 July 2007,  the commission provided, 
for  subsequent creation and extensions of 
e xe c u t i ve  a g e n c i e s ,  e x p l a n a t i o n s  o n  t h e 
b e n e f i t s  o f  d e l e g a t i n g  p r o g r a m m e  m a n -
agement tasks as compared to direct  man-
agement  by the commiss ion ser v ices.

t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h e  c B a s 
have now improved as  far  as  re levant  and 
measurable  costs  are  concerned. 

( i i i ) 
while some benefits  are di f f icult  to quan-
t i f y,  t h e  c B a s  s h o we d  t h e  c l e a r  p o s i t i ve 
ef fec t  of  creat ing an execut ive  agenc y.

i n  addit ion,  some execut ive  agencies  were 
created for  programmes which were e i ther 
c o m p l e t e l y  n e w  o r  h a d  b e e n  s u b s t a n t i a l -
l y  e x te n d e d  i n  s co p e  o r  f i n a n c i a l  vo l u m e. 
therefore,  reference to the in-house ex ante  
s i tuat ion was  not  avai lable  in  a l l  cases. 
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Reply of the 
commission

( iv) 
t h e  t a s k s  b e i n g  d e l e g a t e d  t o  e x e c u t i v e 
a g e n c i e s  a re  c l e a r l y  d e f i n e d  i n  t h e  co m -
m i s s i o n  d e c i s i o n  d e l e g a t i n g  t h o s e  t a s k s 
and re late  to  the implementat ion of  pro -
g r a m m e s.  t h i s  a l l ow s  s p e c i a l i s a t i o n  a n d 
s y n e r g i e s .  o n e  o f  t h e  m a j o r  b e n e f i t s  o f 
an execut ive  agenc y is  the staf f  se lec t ion 
process,  which al lows for more f lexible re -
cruitment  of  specia l ised staf f.

(v) 
the commiss ion wi l l  consider  how to fol -
l ow  t h e  co u r t ' s  re co m m e n d at i o n  a i m i n g 
at  a  better  measurement  of  the execut ive 
a g e n c y ’s  m u l t i a n n u a l  p e r f o r m a n c e .  t h e 
commission sees its  super vision responsi -
bil ity as a broader task which it  fulf i ls  with 
due di l igence.  the combination of  regular 
formal  meet ings  and the detai led repor t-
i n g  r e q u i r e m e n t s  a l l o w  t h e  s u p e r v i s o r y 
Dgs to closely monitor the per formance of 
the agencies.  a  revis ion of  the number  of 
indicators and the development of new in-
dicators should al low the super visor y Dgs 
to improve the per formance measurement 
of  the agencies.

t h e  a n n u a l  w o r k  p r o g r a m m e  ( aw p )  o f 
the execut ive  agenc y is  but  one e lement. 
R e p o r t i n g  o n  t h e  a c h i e ve m e n t s  t ow a rd s 
the objec t ives  of  the programme i tse l f  i s 
p e r f o r m e d  b y  t h e  D g  r e s p o n s i b l e  i n  i t s 
 annual  ac t iv i t y  repor t . 

vi.
( i ) 
t h e  co m m i s s i o n  c o n t i n u o u s l y  a d j u s t s  i t s 
overal l  approach to ex ternal isat ion and i ts 
needs assessments.  poss ible  future  ex ten-
s i o n s  o f  t h e  e x i s t i n g  e xe c u t i ve  a g e n c i e s ' 
l i fespan or  tasks  wi l l  provide the commis-
s i o n  w i t h  a n  o p p o r t u n i t y  to  a s s e s s  t h e s e 
improvements in detail,  drawing on experi-
e n c e  g a i n e d  w i t h  t h e  o p e r a t i o n  o f  t h e 
agencies.

( i i )
t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h e  c B a s 
h ave  co n t i n u o u s l y  b e e n  i m p rove d.  c B a s 
have a lways  had an impor tant  role  in  the 
decis ion-mak ing process  for  establ ishing 
new executive agencies,  or  ex tending the 
mandate of  ex ist ing ones.

( i i i )
t h e  co m m i s s i o n  a c k n o w l e d g e s  t h a t  i n i -
t ial  cBas and f inancial  statements did not 
a lways  provide a l l  poss ible  work load and 
p ro d u c t i v i t y  i n d i c a t o r s  b e fo re  e x t e r n a l -
isat ion. 

i m p r o v e m e n t s  h a v e  b e e n  m a d e  i n  t h e 
more recent cost–benefit  analysis  and the 
co m m i s s i o n  w i l l  i n  t h e  f u t u re  g o  d e e p e r 
into the assessment of workload and prod-
uc t iv i t y.

( iv) 
t h e  s u c c e s s  o f  t h e  e x e c u t i v e  a g e n c i e s 
re s ts  on  th e i r  cap ac i t y  to  re cru i t  f lex i b ly 
and to  target  speci f ic  sk i l l s ,  as  wel l  as  to 
specia l ise  on recurrent  execut ive  tasks. 

these advantages are inherent to the con-
cept  of  the execut ive  agencies. 
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(v) 
th e  re v i s i o n  o f  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  i n d i c ato r s 
a n d  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  n e w  i n d i c a t o r s 
s h o u l d  a l l ow  t h e  s u p e r v i s o r y  D g s  to  i m -
p r o ve  t h e  p e r fo r m a n c e  m e a s u r e m e n t  o f 
the agencies,  and to  improve the consist-
enc y bet ween the speci f ic  objec t ives  and 
indicators  of  the programmes and the re -
p o r t i n g  b y  t h e  a g e n c y  o n  t h e  r e s u l t s  o f 
i t s  wo r k  i n  te r m s  o f  e x p e n d i t u re - re l a te d 
outputs  del ivered by speci f ic  objec t ive.

m o r e o v e r,  f o l l o w i n g  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f 
r o l e s  b e t w e e n  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  s e r v i c e s 
and the executive agencies,  the indicators 
set  up by and for  the agencies  should pr i -
mari ly  concern the management activit ies 
( inputs,  processes,  outputs,  per formance) 
f o r  w h i c h  t h e y  a r e  r e s p o n s i b l e .  R e s u l t 
o r  i m p a c t  i n d i c a t o r s  o f  p ro g r a m m e s  a re 
o n l y  t o  a  ve r y  l i m i t e d  e x t e n t  i n f l u e n c e d 
by agencies.

introduction 

1.  to  2. 
th e  rat i o n a l e  b e h i n d  t h e  ex te r n a l i s at i o n 
to  exe c u t i ve  a g e n c i e s  i s  t h e  n e e d  fo r  e f -
f ic ienc y gains  and improved per formance 
in  the implementat ion of  the communit y 
programmes,  whilst  preser ving within the 
co m m i s s i o n  t h e  p o l i c y  t a s k s  a n d  e n s u r -
ing the monitoring of the operation of the 
agencies.  executive agencies  are a  tool  to 
a d d re s s  t h e  i n c re a s e d  n u m b e r  o f  n e w  o r 
re va m p e d  p ro gra m m e s  a n d  t h e  n e e d  fo r 
t h e  co m m i s s i o n  t o  fo c u s  o n  i t s  p o l i t i c a l 
a n d  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  p re ro g a t i ve s  a s  we l l  a s 
the lack  of  resources  within  the commis-
s ion that  have the speci f ic  qual i f icat ions 
necessar y  for  managing the programmes. 
their  operat ional  tasks  are  s imply  execu-
t ive  and do not  entai l  pol i t ica l  choices.

3.  to  7.
executive agencies  are  the outcome of  an 
ex ternal isat ion pol ic y  of  the commiss ion 
that  was  t r iggered mainly  by t wo fac tors : 
the end of the collaboration with so-called 
technical  assistance o ff ices  ( taos)  which 
a s s i s te d  t h e  co m m i s s i o n  i n  t h e  m a n a g e -
ment of  community programmes;  and the 
need for  the commission to refocus on i ts 
inst i tut ional  tasks  such as  pol ic y-mak ing 
and strategic  management.

against  the backdrop of  expanding com-
munit y  programmes,  and tak ing account 
of  the suggest ion of  the european par l ia-
m e n t  ( B u d g e t  co m m i t t e e ) ,  t h e  co m m i s -
s i o n  p r o p o s e d  t h e  l e g a l  f r a m e w o r k  f o r 
delegating some of  i ts  management tasks 
to  execut ive  agencies.

t h e  c r e a t i o n  o f  e x e c u t i v e  a g e n c i e s  w a s 
s e e n  a s  k e y  f o r  m a n a g i n g  c o m m u n i t y 
p r o g r a m m e s  b o t h  m o r e  e f f i c i e n t l y  a n d 
more e f f e c t i v e l y  through a  high degree of 
s p e c i a l i s at i o n  o r  t h e  re gro u p i n g  o f  s i m i -
lar  programmes and ac t iv i t ies  within  one 
a g e n c y  s o  a s  t o  a c h i e v e  e c o n o m i e s  o f 
s c a l e .  fu r t h e r m o r e ,  e xe c u t i v e  a g e n c i e s , 
i n  compar is on  wi th  th e  commi ss ion ,  can 
d e l i ve r  t h e s e  re s u l t s  a t  l owe r  co s t s .  th i s 
i s  m a i n l y  d u e  to  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  co n t r a c t 
s ta f f  exe cut i ve  ag e n ci e s  can  e mp loy  an d 
the durat ion of  their  contrac ts.

8.  to  10. 
a l l  s i x  e xe c u t i ve  a g e n c i e s  c re a te d  s o  f a r 
wi l l  have become operat ional  by  the end 
of  2009. 

the commission has decided not to create 
any addit ional  execut ive  agencies  unless 
there  are  new commiss ion competencies 
u p  t o  2 0 1 3 ,  a n d  i n s t e a d  t o  m a k e  u s e  o f 
the  poss ib i l i t y  to  ex tend the  mandate  of 
ex ist ing agencies.
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12. 
i t  i s  s p e c i f i e d  i n  co u n c i l  R e g u l at i o n  ( e c ) 
n o  5 8 / 2 0 0 3  t h a t  t h e  e xe c u t i ve  a g e n c i e s 
a r e  f i n a n c e d  f r o m  t h e  p r o g r a m m e  t h e y 
c o n t r i b u t e  t o  i m p l e m e n t  ( t h i s  w a s  a l s o 
the case for  the taos) . 

e a c h  p r o g r a m m e  h a s  t w o  c o m p o n e n t s 1, 
a n  o p e r a t i o n a l  p a r t  a n d  a  p a r t  d e v o t e d 
to  a d m i n i s t rat i ve  a n d  te c h n i c a l  s u p p o r t . 
B o t h  o f  t h e m  a r e  p a r t  o f  t h e  o v e r a l l  i n -
d i c a t i v e  e n v e l o p e  o f  t h e  p r o g r a m m e . 
t h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i ve  p a r t  c a n  f i n a n c e,  fo r 
i n s t a n c e ,  t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  o r  e xe c u -
t ive  agencies.  the administrat ive  budget 
i tem for  an  execut ive  agenc y  i s  l inked in 
the remarks  to  the corresponding opera -
t ional  budget  l ine of  the programme.  the 
e xe c u t i ve  a g e n c y  h i re s  a n d  m a n a g e s  i t s 
resources as  a  legal  entity  separate of  the 
c o m m i s s i o n .  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  p u b l i s h e s 
fu l l  informat ion on a l l  administrat ive  ex-
p e n d i t u r e  a n d  a c c o u n t s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r 
administrat ive  expenditure  f inanced out-
s ide  heading 5  of  the  mult iannual  f inan -
cial  f ramework in the annual  statement of 
est imates 2.

the budget  is  approved by the budgetar y 
authority based on ful l  k nowledge and in-
formation,  a l l  data  are  avai lable,  audited, 
control led and published thereby guaran-
teeing ful l  t ransparenc y.

13. 
the commission receives discharge for the 
i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  g e n e r a l  b u d g e t , 
inc luding the operat ional  appropr iat ions 
implemented by the agencies.

1 article 12(3) of council Regulation (ec) no 58/2003 states that 

‘the executive agency's revenue shall include a subsidy entered 

in the general budget of the european union, without prejudice 

to other revenue determined by the budgetary authority, drawn 

from the financial allocation to the community programmes 

which the agency is involved in the management of’.

2 see statement of estimates of the European Commission for the 

financial year 2010, first part dedicated to expenditure analysis 

by multiannual financial framework headings, page 82 (of the 

en version).

the direc tor  of  each agenc y receives  dis-
charge for  the  implementat ion of  i t s  op -
erat ing budget .

the executive agencies contribute to imple-
m ent  th e  pro gra m m e u n der  th e  d i rec t  su -
per vis ion of  the commiss ion in  conform i t y 
with  counci l  Regulat ion (ec )  no 58/2003.

Audit observAtions

21. 
t h e  r a t i o n a l e  u n d e r p i n n i n g  e x t e r n a l i s a -
t i o n  t o  e xe c u t i v e  a g e n c i e s  i s  t o  a c h i e v e 
e f f i c i e n c y  a n d  m o n e t a r y  g a i n s ,  a n d  i m -
p r o v e d  p e r f o r m a n c e  i n  t h e  i m p l e m e n -
t a t i o n  o f  t h e  r e l e v a n t  c o m m u n i t y  p r o -
grammes.  the delegat ion of  management 
t a s k s  to  e xe c u t i ve  a g e n c i e s  h a s  re d u ce d 
costs  but  more impor tantly,  i t  has  s ignif i -
c a n t l y  i m p r o v e d  t h e  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f 
the programmes concerned. 

i n  i ts  ‘s creening’ repor t  of  apr i l  2007,  the 
commission expl ic it ly  opted for  an exten-
s ion of  the mandate of  exist ing execut ive 
a g e n c i e s  t o  a d d  n e w  p ro g r a m m e s  i n  o r -
d e r  to  a c h i e ve  s y n e rg i e s  a n d  e co n o m i e s 
o f  s c a l e 3.  t h i s  w a s  fo r  e x a m p l e  t h e  c a s e 
fo r  t h e  e c o - i n n o v a t i o n  p a r t  o f  t h e  c o m -
p e t i t i v e n e s s  a n d  i n n o v a t i o n  f r a m e w o r k 
programme (see Box 1  for  fu l l  detai ls ) .

the financial  Regulation,  amended for the 
last  t ime in  2007,  speci f ies  other  possible 
forms of  delegat ion of  execut ive  tasks  in 
ar t ic le  54.

3 sec(2007) 530, screening, point 2.1. : ‘…however, a limited 

number of programmes might be — subject to the results of 

cost–benefit analysis, the opinion of the Regulatory committee 

for executive agencies and of the european parliament — 

externalised to existing agencies (for instance, the consumer 

programme to the public health executive agency and progress, 

tempus to eacea).’
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box 1 
t h e  c B a  fo r  t h e  m a r c o  po l o  p r o g r a m m e 
refers  to  insuf f ic ient  human resources  in 
the commission but equal ly  to cost- effec -
t iveness  and l i s ts  a  number  of  qual i tat ive 
advantages  such as  a  h igher  f lex ibi l i t y  in 
s taf f ing,  a  better  qual i t y  of  projec t  man-
agement  or  a  more ef f ic ient  projec t  man-
agement  c ycle. 

t h e  c r e a t i o n  o f  t h e  p h e a  w a s  l i n k e d  t o 
t h e  d i s a p p e a r a n c e  o f  t h e  ta o  ( 4 5  s t a f f 
l e s s  t o  m a n a g e  a p p r ox i m a t e l y  t h e  s a m e 
number  of  projec ts  and a  rather  compar-
a b l e  a m o u n t  o f  b u d g e t ) .  B u t  t h e re  we re 
other  reasons.  i n  par t icular,  as  expla ined 
i n  t h e  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  o f  2 0 0 4  t h e  m a i n 
objec t ives  in  creat ing the phea were the 
refocusing of  tasks  on pol ic y-mak ing and 
s t r a t e g i c  a c t i v i t i e s ,  a s  we l l  a s  o n  v a l o r i -
sat ion  of  the  outputs  of  the  programme ; 
d e a l i n g  w i t h  a  m o r e  a m b i t i o u s  2 0 0 3 – 0 8 
‘ h e a l t h ’ p r o g r a m m e ,  w h i c h  p r o v i d e d  a 
m o r e  g l o b a l  a p p r o a c h  t o  h e a l t h  i s s u e s , 
h e n ce  n e e d i n g  s p e c i a l i s e d  s t a f f  to  m a n -
age i t ;  and the poss ibi l i t y  of  recruit ing in 
phea exper ienced and specia l i sed f inan-
c i a l  a n d  t e c h n i c a l  s t a f f  ( w h i c h  w a s  b o t h 
a  co u n c i l  a n d  e p  r e q u i r e m e n t  w h e n  n e -
got iat ing the programme)  in  a  more f lex-
i b l e  e n v i r o n m e n t  ( a d a p t i n g  t o  e v o l v i n g 
needs) .

i n  the case of  the competit iveness  and in-
novation framework programme, the com-
miss ion af ter  having assessed the need as 
wel l  as  the poss ibi l i t y  to  ex ternal ise  man-
agement tasks,  has come to the conclusion 
t h at  i t  w i l l  co nt i n u e  w i t h  d i re c t  m a n a g e -
ment  of  some par ts  of  the cip.  the reason 
f o r  t h i s  w a s  t h a t ,  a c c o r d i n g  t o   a r t i c l e  6 
of  the regulat ion,  execut ive  agencies  can 
b e  e n t r u s te d  w i t h  a ny  t a s k ,  w i t h  t h e  e x-
c e p t i o n  o f  t a s k s  re q u i r i n g  d i s c re t i o n a r y 
powers. 

24. 
the commiss ion has  set  up s ix  execut ive 
a g e n c i e s  a n d  h a s  p e r m a n e n t l y  e n r i c h e d 
the analys is  carr ied out  with previous  ex-
per iences.  i t  i s  a  learning process  shared 
w i t h  t h e  R e g u l a t o r y  c o m m i t t e e  f o r  e x -
ecut ive  agencies  (Rcea)  and the Budget-
a r y  a u t h o r i t y.  i t  h a s  a l w a y s  f o c u s e d  o n 
q u a n t i t a t i v e  a s p e c t s ,  s i n c e  t h e s e  w e r e 
the aspec ts  the european par l iament  and 
member states have insisted on the most. 
h o w e v e r,  q u a l i t a t i v e  a s p e c t s  w e r e  a l s o 
l o o k e d  at .  fo l l ow i n g  t h e  j o i nt  s t ate m e nt 
of  13 July 2007,  the commission provided, 
for  subsequent creation and extensions of 
e xe c u t i ve  a g e n c i e s ,  e x p l a n a t i o n s  o n  t h e 
b e n e f i t s  o f  d e l e g a t i n g  p ro g r a m m e  m a n -
agement tasks as compared to direct man-
agement  by the commiss ion ser v ices.

25. 
the commiss ion bel ieves  that  the format 
used in the latest  cBas has now improved 
a s  f a r  a s  r e l e v a n t  a n d  m e a s u r a b l e  c o s t s 
are  concerned. 

the costs of  the additional  staff  needed at 
the commission to super vise the agencies 
a n d  a t  t h e  a g e n c i e s  fo r  h o r i zo n t a l  f u n c -
t i o n s  w e r e  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  c B a  o n  t h e 
p r o l o n g a t i o n  o f  t h e  m a n d a t e  o f  e a c e a 
for  the per iod 2009–15.  these costs  were 
a lso  included in  the subsequent  cBas for  
t h e  e x t e n s i o n  t o  s p e c i f i c  p r o g r a m m e s 
( tempus  and erasmus mundus 2009–13) .
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26. 
the sett ing up of  execut ive  agencies  has 
b e e n  a  l e a r n i n g  p r o c e s s .  w h e r e a s  s o m e 
delays  have indeed occurred in  the ac tu-
a l  s e t t i n g  u p  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  a g e n c i e s ,  t h e 
overal l  conclus ion remains  posit ive,  both 
in  terms of  better  ser v ice  del iver y  and in 
terms of  cost  savings.  the transit ion costs 
were deemed to be not s ignif icant in rela-
t ion to the overal l  cost  savings achievable 
over  the per iod of  the agenc y 's  l i fet ime. 

i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  p h e a ,  t h e  i n i t i a l  o p t i m i s -
t ic  forecast  for  the star t-up of  the agenc y 
was  mainly  due to  the fac t  that  phea was 
a m o n g  t h e  f i r s t  a g e n c i e s  c re a t e d  b y  t h e 
commiss ion and therefore  no re l iable  ex-
per ience on the transit ion deadl ines were 
avai lable. 

27. 
t h e  a v e r a g e  c o s t s  u s e d  i n  c B a s  a r e  d i f -
ferentiated by categories of personnel (of-
f icials,  contract agents,  seconded national 
ex p e r t s ) .  th e y  a re  i n d e e d  n o t  d i f fe re nt i -
ated by grade.  apply ing average costs  by 
categor ies  of  personnel  i s  the methodol-
ogy agreed with the Budget  author it y  for 
any  document  involv ing commiss ion hu-
man resources.

given the impac t  of  mobi l i t y,  i t  i s  debat-
able that using actual costs by grade would 
have given a  more re l iable  projec t ion.

28. 
t h e  co m m i s s i o n  a c k n o w l e d g e s  t h a t  i n i -
t ial  cBas and f inancial  statements did not 
a lways  provide a l l  poss ible  work load and 
p ro d u c t i v i t y  i n d i c ato r s  b e fo re  ex te r n a l i -
sat ion.  i mprovements  have been made in 
t h e  m o re  re c e n t  c B a s ,  a n d  t h e  co m m i s -
sion wil l  in the future continue to improve 
these e lements  of  the cBas. 

as regards ex p ost  evaluation council  Reg-
ulat ion (ec )  no 58/2003 foresees  evalua-
t ions  ever y  three years. 

29. 
t h e  m e t h o d o l o g y  u s e d  f o r  c o s t - b e n e f i t 
analyses has been fur ther  developed over 
t h e  y e a r s ,  b a s e d  o n  e x p e r i e n c e  g a i n e d 
w i t h  t h i s  e x e r c i s e .  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  b e -
l i e ve s  t h at  t h e  c B as  h ave  n ow  i m p rove d 
a s  f a r  a s  r e l e v a n t  a n d  m e a s u r a b l e  c o s t s 
are  concerned.

30. 
the cost–benef i t  analyses  have informed 
t h e  d e c i s i o n - m a k i n g  p r o c e s s ,  a s  f o r e -
s e e n  i n  a r t i c l e  3  o f  c o u n c i l  R e g u l a t i o n 
(ec) no 58/2003,  and brought added value 
in  order  to  form an opinion about  d i f fer-
ent  a l ternat ives.

however cBas are only one element in the 
process  of  deciding whether  to  establ ish 
execut ive  agencies.

31. 
t h e  m i x  o f  p e r s o n n e l  c o n s i d e r e d  f o r  a n 
 execut ive  agenc y (25  % temporar y  agents 
and a maximum of 75 % external personnel) 
i s  d i f fe re n t  f ro m  t h e  c u r re n t  m i x  o f  p e r -
sonnel  in the commission ser vices.  one of 
the major benefits  of  an executive agenc y 
is  definitely the recruitment of special ised 
s taf f.  th i s  i s  a  d i re c t  con s e que n ce  of  th e 
staff  selection process,  which is  more f lex-
i b l e  a n d  a m e n a b l e  t o  h i g h l y  s p e c i a l i s e d 
profi les than that used by the commission 
for  of f ic ia ls .
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33. 
t h e  a v e r a g e  c o s t s  u s e d  i n  c B a s  a r e  d i f -
ferentiated by categories of personnel (of-
f icials,  contract agents,  seconded national 
ex p e r t s ) .  th e y  a re  i n d e e d  n o t  d i f fe re nt i -
ated by grade.  apply ing average costs  by 
categor ies  of  personnel  i s  the methodol-
ogy agreed with the Budget  author it y  for 
any  document  involv ing commiss ion hu-
man resources.

given the impac t  of  mobi l i t y,  i t  i s  debat-
able that using actual costs by grade would 
have given a  more re l iable  projec t ion.

34. 
w h i l e  i n i t i a l  c B a s  d i d  n o t  t a k e  i n t o  a c -
count  the addit ional  costs  of  super visor y 
f u n c t i o n s  p e r fo r m e d  i n  t h e  p a r e n t  D g s , 
these addit ional  costs  have more recently 
been taken into account in  the legis lat ive 
f inancia l  s tatements  re lated to  the latest 
c r e a t i o n s  a n d  e x t e n s i o n s  o f  e x e c u t i v e 
agencies 4.

37. 
t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  a c k n o w l e d g e s  t h a t  i n i -
t ia l  cBas and f inancial  statements  did not 
a lways  provide a l l  poss ib le  wor k load and 
p r o d u c t i v i t y  i n d i c a t o r s  b e f o r e  e x t e r n a l -
isat ion.  i mprovements  have been made in 
the more recent cBas,  and the commission 
w i l l  i n  t h e  f u t u r e  g o  d e e p e r  i n t o  t h e  a s -
sessment  of  work load and produc t iv i t y.

4 see for example: the supervisory functions executed by 

the parent Dg have been included in the ‘interim evaluation 

of eacea’ (chapter on cost–benefit analysis). their level 

of significance is low (a total of 4,5 fte covering the three 

parents Dgs of eacea), against the total eacea staffing of 

approximately 400 persons). 

i t  i s  t r u e  t h at  i n fo r m at i o n  o n  t h e  a l l o c a -
tion of staff  is  not available by programme 
but  by  pol ic y  area  or  t i t le  of  the  budget , 
i n  a cco rd a n ce  w i t h  t h e  a p p l i c a b l e  a c t i v -
i t y  based budget ing (aBB)  nomenclature, 
which imposes that  a l l  administrat ive ap -
p ro p r i a t i o n s  b e  vo t e d  u n d e r  c h a p t e r  0 1 
of  each t i t le  of  the  budget .  the commis-
s ion is  of  the  opinion that  th is  degree of 
detail  already imposes enough constraints 
on the  vote  of  the  budget  and i ts  imple -
mentat ion.  fur thermore,  the commiss ion 
must  under l ine that  the spl i t  of  work load 
between pol ic y and implementation tasks 
is  of ten di f f icult  to  assess  in  terms of  hu-
man resources  as  the same personnel  of -
te n  c a r r y  o u t  b o t h  f u n c t i o n s  fo r  o bv i o u s 
re a s o n s  o f  s p e c i a l i s a t i o n  a n d  e f f i c i e n c y, 
especial ly  under a constraint of  stable hu-
man resources.

41. 
t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  w e l c o m e s  t h i s  f i n d i n g, 
which conf i rms the benef i ts  of  ex ternal i -
sat ion towards  execut ive  agencies.

46. 
t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  o v e r  t h e  l a s t  fe w  y e a r s 
has  chosen to  ex tend the  s cope of  ex is t -
i n g  e xe c u t i ve  a g e n c i e s  i n  o rd e r  to  cove r 
n e w  o r  a d d i t i o n a l  p r o g r a m m e s  t o  r e a p 
s y n e r g i e s  i n  t e r m s  o f  e x p e r t i s e  a n d  r e -
duced overhead costs. 

47. 
the staff  Regulations impose str ict  condi -
t ions  on the commiss ion,  which may em-
ploy contrac t  agents  (except  for  func t ion  
g r o u p  i )  f o r  a  m a x i m u m  d u r a t i o n  o f 
three years only.  these restr ict ions do not 
 apply  to  execut ive  agencies. 
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a s  a  r e s u l t  t h e r e o f ,  a  c o m m i s s i o n  ' i n -
h o u s e '  s o l u t i o n  f o r  t h e  i m p l e m e n a t i o n 
o f  p ro gra m m e s  wo u l d  h ave  re s u l te d  i n  a 
h i g h  t u r n ove r  o f  c o n t r a c t  a g e n t s  e n t a i l -
ing a  considerable  loss  of  k nowledge and 
lesser  qual i t y  and per formance.

48. 
D elays  in  recru i tment  of  contrac t  agents 
a re  d u e  t o  t h e  c re a t i o n  o f  t h i s  c a t e g o r y 
of  staf f  as  of  1  may 2004,  precisely  at  the 
t ime when the f i rst  execut ive  agenc y was 
created.

t h e s e  d e l a y s  w e r e  a l s o  e n c o u n t e r e d  b y 
commiss ion ser vices.  there is  no par t icu-
lar  addit ional  delay  f rom the perspec t ive 
o f  e xe c u t i ve  a g e n c i e s  ( o t h e r  t h a n  t h o s e 
re l at i n g  to  i n e v i t a b l e  d e l ays  w h e n  f a ce d 
w i t h  m a s s i v e  r e c r u i t m e n t  a t  s t a r t - u p 
phase) .

49. 
with regard to the durat ion of  f i l l ing spe -
c i f ic  posts,  the commiss ion would l ike  to 
recal l  that  there  are  only  a  few direc tors’ 
posts  and recruitment of  senior  managers 
is  a  del icate  process.

50. 
the attrac t iveness  of  temporar y  and con-
trac t  posts  in  the execut ive  agencies  l ies 
n o t  o n l y  i n  t h e  r e c r u i t m e n t  g r a d e s  b u t 
a lso  in  the  poss ib i l i t y  of  career  develop -
ment ( i .e.  obtaining a permanent contract 
and being upgraded) . 

Dif ferences in the grade of  recruitment of 
s t a f f  b e t we e n  co m m i s s i o n  a n d  a g e n c i e s 
a l s o  r e f l e c t  d i f fe r e n c e s  i n  t h e  n a t u r e  o f 
their  tasks. 

51. 
e xe c u t i ve s  a g e n c i e s  re c r u i t  e m p l oy m e n t 
agency staff  ( intér imaires )  to face peaks in 
work load and to replace temporar y or  ex-
te r n al  p e rs on n e l  d u r i n g  a  l i m i te d  p e r i od 
(e.g.  maternity  leave) .  in  past  years,  some 
agencies had to recruit  more employment 
agenc y staff  than planned,  while await ing 
the avai labit y  of  l i s ts  of  laureates.

52. 
the tasks  of  an  execut ive  agenc y  are  de -
f ined in  the  decis ion of  delegat ion.  they 
a r e  m o s t l y  ' m u l t i a n n u a l '  a n d  r e c u r r e n t . 
th e  t a s k s ,  w h i c h  a re  e l a b o r a t e d  i n  m o re 
detail  in the annual work programmes,  are 
a l l  re lated to the mult iannual  programme 
management  c ycle.

54. 
Bearing in mind the legal obligations set up 
by Regulation (ec ) no 58/2003,  a pragmatic 
approach has been implemented to reduce 
t h e  t i m e  l a g  b e t we e n  t h e  a d o p t i o n  o f  t h e 
commiss ion ser v ices '  annual  management 
p lans  and the execut ive  agencies '  annual 
work  programmes.  now that  the execut ive 
agencies have reached full  operational cap-
ac i t y,  i t  i s  expec ted that  the  adopt ion of 
t h e  aw ps  w i l l  i n t e r v e n e  m u c h  e a r l i e r  i n 
the year.

as regards the past,  delays in the adoption 
of the awp occurred mainly during the f irst 
ye a r s  o f  t h e  a g e n c i e s ,  a n d  we re  l i n k e d  to 
their  star t-up phases  or  ex tensions. 
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h o w e v e r,  t h e  l a c k  o f  a  f o r m a l  a d o p t i o n 
does  not  mean that  there  has  been a  lack 
o f  g u i d a n c e  a n d  m o n i t o r i n g  o f  a g e n c y 
per formance,  as the draft  documents have 
b e e n  ex a m i n e d  by  t h e  ste e r i n g  co m m i t-
tee.  therefore,  progress can be monitored 
and cont inuit y  is  ensured. 

for  the eaci ,  the t iming of  the f inal  adop -
t i o n  o f  t h e  aw p  i n  2 0 0 8  w a s  d u e  to  s p e -
c i a l  c i rc u m s t a n c e s :  t h e  e x t e n s i o n  o f  t h e 
a g e n c y ' s  a c t i v i t i e s  f o l l o w i n g  t h e  t r a n s -
fo r m a t i o n  o f  t h e  i e e a  i n to  t h e  e ac i .  th e 
f i r s t  d ra f t  o f  t h e  aw p  i s  p re p a re d  w i t h i n 
t h e  e ac i  a n d  p r e s e n t e d  t o  t h e  s t e e r i n g 
c o m m i t t e e  d u r i n g  t h e  t h i r d  q u a r t e r  o f 
y e a r  n  –  1 ,  a s  w a s  t h e  c a s e  fo r  t h e  2 0 0 9 
awp, which was adopted in the f irst  half  of 
march 2009.  for  the eacea,  the 2006 awp 
was endorsed by the steer ing committee 
of  eacea on 22 februar y  2006. 

55. 
t h e  t a s k s  a n d  t a r g e t s  o f  t h e  a g e n c i e s ’ 
awps,  in fact ,  'mirror '  the commission de -
cis ion delegating the tasks  to the agenc y. 
th e s e  a re  t h e  a c t u a l  'e xe c u t i ve '  t a s k s  o f 
a n  e x e c u t i v e  a g e n c y,  a s  m e n t i o n e d  i n 
a r t  i c l e  6 ( 2 )  o f  c o u n c i l  R e g u l a t i o n  ( e c ) 
no 58/2003. these should be distinguished 
from the objectives,  targets and indicators 
of  the communit y  programmes.

t h e  a m p  g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  2 0 1 0  w i l l  b e 
a d a p t e d  a c c o r d i n g l y  i n  o r d e r  t o  b e t t e r 
ref lec t  the di f ferent  roles  and to  def ine a 
harmonised content  for  the t wo manage -
ment  instruments. 

56. 
t h e  co m m i s s i o n  i s  i n  t h e  p ro c e s s  o f  i m -
proving the executive agency indicators.  a 
work ing group was establ ished in autumn 
2008 to reflect on how the consistency can 
be improved bet ween the speci f ic  objec-
t ives and indicators of  the programmes as 
d e f i n e d  i n  t h e  a n n u a l  m a n a g e m e n t  p l a n 
of  the parent Dg and the repor t ing by the 
agenc y on the results  of  i ts  work in  terms 
of  expenditure -re lated outputs  del ivered 
by speci f ic  objec t ive. 

t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  c o n s i d e r s  t h a t  t h e  i n -
d i c ato r s  s h o u l d  b e  s e l e c te d  o n  t h e  b a s i s 
o f  t h e i r  re l e v a n ce  a n d  p e r t i n e n ce  to  t h e 
work of  the agencies and that they should 
remain stable  over  t ime,  which pleads for 
a  reduc t ion in  the overal l  number of  indi-
cators  reta ined.

57. 
t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  c o n s i d e r s  t h a t  i t  i s  a p -
propr iate  that  indicators  used are  most ly 
re lated to  the management  ac t iv i t ies.

fo l l o w i n g  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  r o l e s  b e -
t w e e n  t h e  co m m i s s i o n  s e r v i c e s  a n d  t h e 
e xe c u t i v e  a g e n c i e s ,  t h e  m o n i t o r i n g  a n d 
the evaluat ion of  the programmes'  ef fec-
tiveness and eff iciency remain the respon-
s ibi l i t y  of  the commiss ion ser v ices.

58. 
t h e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  t h e  a g e n c i e s '  a a R  c o r -
responds to the standards and guidel ines 
l a i d  d o w n  b y  t h e  co m m i s s i o n  w h i c h  a re 
t h e  ' s t a n d i n g  i n s t r u c t i o n s '  a l s o  f o r  t h e 
parent  Dgs. 
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59. 
th e  co m m i s s i o n  s e e s  i t s  s u p e r v i s i o n  re -
s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s  a  b r o a d e r  t a s k  w h i c h  i t 
f u l f i l s  w i t h  d u e  d i l i g e n c e.  t h e  c o m b i n a -
t i o n  o f  re g u l a r  fo r m a l  m e e t i n g s  a n d  t h e 
detai led repor ting requirements al low the 
s u p e r v i s o r y  D g s  t o  c l o s e l y  m o n i t o r  t h e 
per formance of the agencies.  a revision of 
the number of indicators and the develop -
m e nt  o f  n e w  i n d i c ato r s  s h o u l d  a l l ow  t h e 
super visor y  Dgs to  improve the per form-
ance measurement  of  the agencies.

60. 
a s  s t a t e d  u n d e r  5 9 .  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  i s 
s u p e r v i s i n g  t h e  a g e n c i e s  t h r o u g h  a  v a -
r i e t y  o f  f o r m a l  m e c h a n i s m s ,  i n c l u d i n g 
fo r m a l  r e p o r t i n g  r e q u i r e m e n t s  p u r s u a n t 
to  ar t ic le  9 (7)  of  counci l  R egulat io n  (ec ) 
n o  5 8 / 2 0 0 3 ,  a n d  i t s  d a y - t o - d a y  c o n t a c t s 
with  the agencies.

conclusions And  
recommendAtions

61.  to  62. 
executive agencies  are  the outcome of  an 
ex ternal isat ion pol ic y  of  the commiss ion 
that  was  t r iggered mainly  by t wo fac tors : 
the end of the collaboration with so-called 
technical  assistance o ff ices  ( taos)  which 
a s s i s te d  t h e  co m m i s s i o n  i n  t h e  m a n a g e -
ment of  community programmes;  and the 
need for  the commission to refocus on i ts 
inst i tut ional  tasks  such as  pol ic y-mak ing 
and strategic  management.

against  the backdrop of  expanding com-
munit y  programmes,  and tak ing account 
of  the suggest ion of  the european par l ia-
m e n t  ( B u d g e t  co m m i t t e e ) ,  t h e  co m m i s -
s i o n  p r o p o s e d  t h e  l e g a l  f r a m e w o r k  f o r 
delegating some of  i ts  management tasks 
to  execut ive  agencies.

t h e  c r e a t i o n  o f  e x e c u t i v e  a g e n c i e s  w a s 
s e e n  a s  k e y  f o r  m a n a g i n g  c o m m u n i t y 
programmes both more  e f f i c i e n t l y ,  i .e .  at 
lower costs by comparison to the commis-
s ion,  and more e f f e c t i v e l y  through a  high 
d e gre e  o f  s p e c i a l i s a t i o n  o r  t h e  re gro u p -
ing of  s imi lar  programmes and ac t iv i t ies 
within one agency so as to achieve econo -
mies  of  scale. 

63. 
the commiss ion has  set  up s ix  execut ive 
a g e n c i e s  a n d  h a s  p e r m a n e n t l y  e n r i c h e d 
t h e  a n a l y s i s  c a r r i e d  o u t  w i t h  p r e v i o u s 
e x p e r i e n c e s .  i t  h a s  a l w a y s  f o c u s e d  o n 
q u a n t i t a t i v e  a s p e c t s ,  s i n c e  t h e s e  w e r e 
the aspec ts  the european par l iament  and 
member states have insisted on the most. 
h o w e v e r,  q u a l i t a t i v e  a s p e c t s  w e r e  a l s o 
looked at  as  the cBas have gradual ly  be -
come more comprehensive. 

t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h e  c B a s 
have now improved as  far  as  re levant  and 
measurable  costs  are  concerned.

the cost–benef i t  analyses  have informed 
t h e  i n t e r i n s t i t u t i o n a l  d e c i s i o n - m a k i n g 
process,  as foreseen in council  Regulation 
( e c )  n o  5 8 / 2 0 0 3 ,  a r t i c l e  3 ) ,  a n d  b ro u g ht 
a d d e d  va l u e  i n  o rd e r  to  fo r m  a n  o p i n i o n 
about  di f ferent  a l ternat ives.

recommendation 1
the commiss ion cont inuously  adjusts  i ts 
overall  approach to externalisation and its 
needs assessments.  possible future exten-
s ions  of  the  ex is t ing  execut ive  agencies ' 
l i fespan or  tasks wil l  provide the commis-
s ion with  an oppor tunit y  to  assess  these 
improvements  in  detai l . 
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t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  d e c i d e d  n o t  t o  c r e a t e 
new agencies  under  the current  f inancia l 
f ramewor k  and to  only  ex ter nal i se  a  l im-
i t e d  n u m b e r  o f  p r o g r a m m e s  t o  e x i s t i n g 
execut ive  agencies,  unless  there  are  new 
c o m p e t e n c i e s  a t t r i b u e d  t o  t h e  co m m i s -
s ion.

t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h e  c B a s 
h a v e  c o n t i n u o u s l y  b e e n  i m p r o v e d  a n d 
n o w  i n c l u d e  r e l e v a n t  a n d  m e a s u r a b l e 
co s t s .  c B as  h ave  a l ways  b e e n  t a k e n  i nto 
account in the inter inst itutional  decis ion-
mak ing process.

65. 
the commiss ion welcomes this  core  f ind-
i n g  o f  t h e  re p o r t  a b o u t  t h e  e f f i c i e n c y  i n 
t e r m s  o f  c o s t s  a n d  d e l i v e r y  o f  t h e  p r o -
gra m m e  b ro u g ht  a b o u t  by  t h e  exe c u t i ve 
agencies. 

t h e  r e c r u i t m e n t  p r o c e s s  i s  g o v e r n e d  b y 
t h e  s t a f f  R e g u l a t i o n  ( e . g .  t r a n s p a r e n c y, 
publ ic i t y  and equal  t reatment) .

recommendation 2
t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  a c k n o w l e d g e s  t h a t  i n i -
t ia l  cBas and f inancial  statements  did not 
a lways  provide a l l  poss ib le  wor k load and 
p ro d u c t i v i t y  i n d i c a t o r s  b e fo re  e x t e r n a l i -
sat ion.  i mprovements  have been made in 
the more recent cBas,  and the commission 
w i l l  i n  t h e  f u t u r e  g o  d e e p e r  i n t o  t h e  a s -
sessment  of  work load and produc t iv i t y.

the success of  the executive agencies l ies 
o n :  t h e i r  c a p a c i t y  t o  r e c r u i t  e x t e n s i v e l y 
contrac tual  agents  (up to  75%) with con-
tracts of  much longer duration than in the 
commission;  to target their  recruitment to 
speci f ic  sk i l l s ;  and to  specia l ise  on recur-
rent executive tasks.  these advantages are 
inherent  to  the  concept  of  the  execut ive 
agencies  and can therefore  not  be repro -
duced within the commission.  fi rst ly,  the 
co m m i s s i o n  h a s  t o  m a i n t a i n  t h e  o v e r a l l 
c u r r e n t  b a l a n c e  o f  s t a f f  w h i c h  i n c l u d e s 
p r e d o m i n a n t l y  p e r m a n e n t  o f f i c i a l s  a n d 
m ay  o n l y  e m p l o y  c o n t r a c t u a l  a g e n t s  fo r 
a  m a x i m u m  o f  t h r e e  y e a r s .  s e c o n d l y,  i n 
order  for  the  commiss ion to  focus  on i ts 
s t r a t e g i c  a n d  p o l i c y  t a s k s  a s  a n  i n s t i t u -
t i o n ,  i t  m u s t  h i re  a  h i g h  n u m b e r  o f  g e n -
eral ists . 

as  re g a rd s  re c r u i t m e nt  o f  co nt ra c t  s t a f f, 
t h e  s e l e c t i o n  m e c h a n i s m  w i t h  e p s o  h a s 
generally worked to the satisfaction of the 
agencies,  and the proposed reform of  the 
process in the epso development plan wil l 
shor ten the delays  even fur ther.  i so lated 
diff icult ies may be the case for special ised 
staff  with an academic background which 
is  not  readi ly  avai lable  on the l i s ts . 

for  temporar y  staf f  recruited outs ide the 
co m m i s s i o n ,  p ro ce d u re s  fo r  re c r u i t m e nt 
may indeed be t ime - consuming,  but  th is 
c o u l d  b e  i m p r o v e d  t h r o u g h  s t r i c t e r  e l i -
g i b i l i t y  a n d  s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  s e t  b y  t h e 
agencies  themselves.

Reply of the 
commission
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66.
th e  co m m i s s i o n  s e e s  i t s  s u p e r v i s i o n  re -
s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s  a  b r o a d e r  t a s k  w h i c h  i t 
f u l f i l s  w i t h  d u e  d i l i g e n c e.  t h e  c o m b i n a -
t i o n  o f  re g u l a r  fo r m a l  m e e t i n g s  a n d  t h e 
detai led repor ting requirements al low the 
s u p e r v i s o r y  D g s  t o  c l o s e l y  m o n i t o r  t h e 
per formance of the agencies.  a revision of 
the number of indicators and the develop -
m e nt  o f  n e w  i n d i c ato r s  s h o u l d  a l l ow  t h e 
super visor y  Dgs to  improve the per form-
ance measurement  of  the agencies.

recommendation 3
a  p r a g m a t i c  a p p r o a c h  w i l l  b e  s o u g h t  i n 
o r d e r  t o  s p e e d  u p  t h e  a d o p t i o n  o f  t h e 
e x e c u t i v e  a g e n c i e s '  a n n u a l  w o r k  p r o -
grammes through ear l ier  adoption of  the 
D g s '  f i n a n c i n g  d e c i s i o n s  w h i c h  c o n t a i n 
the annual programmes of grants and pro-
c u r e m e n t s  o f  t h e  D g .  t h i s  s h o u l d  a l l o w 
m o re  t i m e  fo r  t h e  e xe c u t i ve  a g e n c i e s  t o 
e laborate  their  annual  work  programmes 
w h i c h  a r e  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  l i n k e d  w i t h  t h e 
Dg's  f inancing decis ions. 

fo l l o w i n g  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  r o l e s  b e -
t w e e n  t h e  co m m i s s i o n  s e r v i c e s  a n d  t h e 
execut ive  agencies,  the indicators  set  up 
by  and for  the  agencies  should  pr imar i ly 
c o n c e r n  t h e  m a n a g e m e n t  a c t i v i t i e s  ( i n -
p u t s ,  p r o c e s s e s ,  o u t p u t s ,  p e r f o r m a n c e ) 
for  which they are  responsible.

Reply of the 
commission

Result or impact indicators of programmes 
a r e  o n l y  t o  a  v e r y  l i m i t e d  e x t e n t  i n f l u -
e n c e d  b y  a g e n c i e s .  t h e  m o n i t o r i n g  a n d 
the evaluat ion of  the programmes'  ef fec-
t iveness  and ef f ic ienc y remains  a  respon-
sibil ity of  the commission.  the parent Dgs 
design the programmes,  the agencies  im-
plement  them.

th e  re v i s i o n  o f  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  i n d i c ato r s 
a n d  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  n e w  i n d i c a t o r s 
s h o u l d  a l l ow  t h e  s u p e r v i s o r y  D g s  to  i m -
p r o ve  t h e  p e r fo r m a n c e  m e a s u r e m e n t  o f 
the agencies,  and to  improve the consist-
enc y bet ween the speci f ic  objec t ives  and 
indicators  of  the programmes and the re -
p o r t i n g  b y  t h e  a g e n c y  o n  t h e  r e s u l t s  o f 
i t s  wo r k  i n  te r m s  o f  e x p e n d i t u re - re l a te d 
outputs  del ivered by speci f ic  objec t ive.
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ExECutivE AgEnCiEs ArE Community BoDiEs EstABlishED By thE 

EuropEAn Commission in orDEr to implEmEnt, By DElEgAtion, 

All or pArt of Eu spEnDing progrAmmEs. thEy ArE A rElAtivEly 

nEw phEnomEnon in thE EuropEAn institutionAl lAnDsCApE. 

thE AuDit AssEssED whEthEr thE six ExECutivE AgEnCiEs whiCh 

hAvE BEEn CrEAtED sinCE 2003 hAD provEn to BE A suCCEssful 

instrumEnt for implEmEnting thE EuropEAn BuDgEt. 

t h E r E p o r t A n A lys E s t h E D E C i s i o n - mA k i n g p r o C E s s f o r 

CrEAting thE AgEnCiEs AnD thE BEnEfits AChiEvED in tErms 

of Cost sAvings, sErviCE DElivEry AnD EffiCiEnCy gAins. thE 

Commission’s supErvision of thE AgEnCiEs’ ACtivitiEs is Also 

ExAminED.

EuropEAn Court of AuDitors

En
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