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Abstract 
 

This study explores the potential revenue from the extension of charging fees by EU 
Agencies. It presents a high-level review of the current and prospective situation of fees and 
charges in the 33 decentralised EU Agencies, and a detailed review of fees and charges for 6 
Agencies in particular: ACER, EASA, ECHA, EFSA, ERA and ESMA. The study focuses mainly on 
Agencies’ fees collected from industry and on fees charged for services rendered. It extends 
the analysis to alternative funding means where relevant. Finally, it provides conclusions on 
the benefits and limitations of introducing or extending fee-based systems in EU Agencies. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Introduction 
The decisions leading to the creation of EU Agencies sought to concentrate competences in the 

execution of the EU budget towards the Treaties’ and the Commission’s strategic objectives. The 

Budget 2018 identifies 33 decentralised Agencies active in numerous policy areas. Their contribution 

to the Union is acknowledged and their mission is regularly extended with new tasks.  

The current pressure on the EU budget (and consequently on Agencies’ funding) is expected to remain 

for the new MFF covering the period 2021-2027. Along with the impact of the BREXIT on the overall 

level of the EU budget, and the concerns that some Agencies may not be provided with sufficient 

resources to execute their mission in full, this calls for assessing alternative ways of financing EU 

Agencies. Hence initiatives to either lower the Agencies’ weight in the EU budget (mainly from the 

Budgetary Authority’s or Commission’s perspective) or to increase Agencies’ overall budget (mainly 

from the Agencies’ perspective) through fees and charges are generally welcomed. 

This analytical study examines the potential revenue from the extension of charging fees by EU 

Agencies, from a general perspective, as well as their capacity to alleviate the EU budget’s contribution 

to their activities. It presents a review of the current and prospective situation of the 33 Agencies in the 

Budget 2018 (mainly based on desk research and information collected among 75% of the Agencies 

through a survey), and a detailed analysis of six Agencies which are currently or will potentially be at 

least partially “self-financed” through industry fees: ACER, EASA, ECHA, EFSA, ERA and ESMA (case 

studies elaborated through a series of interviews with relevant institutional stakeholders). The study 

focuses mainly on Agencies’ fees collected from industry and on fees charged for services rendered, 

and extends the analysis to alternative funding means where relevant. The study provides conclusions 

on the benefits and limitations of introducing or extending fee-based systems in EU Agencies. 

 
State-of-play of fees and charges systems within EU Agencies 
EU Agencies’ total revenue1 in the 2018 EU budget reach EUR 3 billion, broken down as follows: 

 
Table 1: EU Agencies’ revenue breakdown in 2018 

Contribution from the EU budget 61% 
Revenue from industry fees 34% 
MS co-financing 2% 
Revenue from charges for services 0.02% 
Revenue from peers 1% 
Miscellaneous (e.g. correction of imbalances)  2% 

 
The nature of Agencies’ activities determines their potential for funding from sources beyond the EU 

budget. Agencies with supervisory, surveillance, regulation and registration activities have more 

potential than those without such activities. A large number of Agencies have no significant potential 

for funding from sources beyond the EU budget because their activities do not consist of supervisory, 

                                                 
1 Excluding the Single Resolution Fund 
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surveillance, regulation or registration activities for industry, or of services which can be rendered to 

external parties for fees. 

Agencies with supervisory, surveillance, regulation and registration activities already have an 

important share of fee-funded activities, representing 34% of total Agencies’ budget and 83% of fee-

funded Agencies’ budget (2018 figures). These Agencies are: (1) the existing partially self-financed or 

co-financed Agencies: EASA (between 60% and 80% of total budget, depending on the presentation 

of the Agency’s revenue), ECHA (40 to 80%), EMA (90%) and ESMA (26%) (2) the fully self-financed 

Agencies: EUIPO, CPVO, SRB. 

The Framework Financial Regulation does not foresee a systematic approach for considering fee 

funding of Agencies with supervisory, surveillance, regulation and registration activities. Consequently, 

although their missions are comparable to those of Agencies already receiving fees, ACER and EFSA in 

particular are exclusively funded from the Union’s budget. In addition, although these Agencies are 

(re-) launching initiatives to assess the possibility of introducing industry fees, they are still far from the 

design and adoption of the required regulatory environment to do so. 

There are two ways to manage or extend industry fees among EU Agencies: the universal budgeting 

approach and the assigned revenue approach. The assigned revenue approach requires a strict 

separation between EU budget-funded and industry-funded activities, and a higher level of financial 

information granularity. In both cases, management and IT costs are important elements to account 

for when conceiving a fee model, calling for a trade-off between transparency and complexity. The 

Commission and the Budgetary Authority advocate for simple implementation mechanisms and for 

minimising monitoring costs when adopting or implementing fees. This position suggests a preference 

for the universal budgeting approach where feasible. It is not in contradiction with the positions of 

Agencies, though there is some debate concerning Agencies’ limited flexibility for the management of 

potential reserves inherent to the EU budgetary principle of universality (flow back of potential annual 

surpluses to the EU budget).  

The existence of fee-based systems in EU Agencies is no guarantee for their ability to execute their 

mandate in full, as confirmed by the EP in its discharge 2015 concerning EFSA, ECHA and EMA. Nor is 

the existence of fee-based systems systematically linked to enhanced performance by the Agencies. 

Both benefits and shortcomings to fee-based systems are recurrently underlined by Agencies. Fee 

systems generally bring Agencies closer to the market, and lead to better planning, quicker responses 

to stakeholders’ needs, better budget execution and a more accurate allocation of resources. However, 

fee funding does not guarantee establishment plans flexibility (affecting Agencies’ capacity to handle 

potentially increased fee-funded demand), nor does it mean that the overall budget of an Agency will 

increase de facto. 

Agencies which do not have supervisory, surveillance, regulation and registration activities do not have 

any potential for industry fees. Other external funding possibilities for these Agencies lie in their 

regulations under “charges for services rendered”, which currently represent 0,02% of Agencies’ total 

revenue. From a total of 19 Agencies whose regulations include this possibility, only four charge some 

of their services to non-EU institutional stakeholders. Such services are generally publications, training 

and data processing. 
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Few Agencies envisage a significant potential for charging additional fees for services rendered. Some 

limitations are underlined in this respect: when such activities are financed from the EU budget and 

constitute the core of an Agency’s activities, founding regulations’ recitals reflect the political choice 

and decision for such funding. The remaining potential for funding such activities from external sources 

is negligible, as it concerns exceptional and non-recurrent activities. The alternative would be to have 

all these activities charged as services rendered, which appears unlikely according to the Agencies 

consulted. 

 
Future of fees and charges systems within EU Agencies 
Agencies with supervisory, surveillance, regulation and registration activities see a potential for 

funding a (larger) share of their budget from industry fees. These Agencies are: 

•  the existing partially self-financed Agencies: EASA, ECHA, EMA;  

•  the existing fully self-financed Agencies: EUIPO, CPVO, SRB; 

•  ERA; 

•  ESMA, EBA, EIOPA; 

•  Surveillance/Supervisory Agencies at early stages of internal exploration towards 

implementing industry fees: EFSA, ACER. 

Seven Agencies have launched specific initiatives in this respect, but the level of maturity of these 

initiatives vary greatly from one to another. ESMA is in the process of extending its fee system; EBA, 

EIOPA and ERA are in the process of introducing fees and charges systems; EASA is revising its fees 

regulation; ACER and EFSA are starting reflexions on the feasibility of entering the process to become 

(partially) fee financed. EMSA is not performing activities for the exclusive benefit of industry 

stakeholders, but considers it would be best placed to be entrusted with this mission if the legislator 

decides to establish an EU authority on maritime issues (and therefore candidate for fee funding 

accordingly). Other fee-financed Agencies expect business to continue as usual. The graph below 

provide an overview of the potential for Agencies to generate fee-based revenue by EU Agencies:  
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Figure 1: Potential for generating industry fees by EU Agencies (see details in Figure 8) 

 
 
There is no peremptory restriction to prevent a given Agency from being entrusted with supervisory, 

surveillance, regulation and registration activities in the future, and therefore from being potentially 

fee funded. This is a political choice that would require further analysis and would call for addressing 

the question of the role of the Union and of its Agencies in particular (from a subsidiarity perspective, 

notably in cases where Agencies collaborate with related national Agencies). 

The realistic potential for extending industry fees is nevertheless rather limited. The study team’s 

calculations show that the share of industry fees in Agencies’ funding could likely – in a best case 

scenario – increase by 3% from 34 to 37% of the total revenue of EU Agencies for the remainder of the 

current MFF and early years of the next MFF (based on the number of agencies entrusted with 

supervisory, surveillance, regulation and registration activities, the revenue forecasts available in these 

agencies’ programming documents, and the estimations provided by ACER and EFSA). While this 

increase would lower the proportional burden on the EU budget, whether it would lower the absolute 

pressure on the EU budget is uncertain, as mainly new tasks (and consequently new costs) would be 

financed from fees. 

In addition, the timing of the increase in the proportion of fee funding is uncertain. Considering the 

average length and uncertain result of the comitology process inherent to the adoption of fees 

regulations, and the stages at which various Agencies planning the introduction of fees find themselves 

today, significant parts of the planned potential increase may only materialize in the next MFF (in 

particular if the ESA proposal is not agreed within the current MFF, hence postponing increased fees 

for EBA, EIOPA and ESMA by several years). 

The mechanisms for implementing fees impact Agencies’ budget management at several levels, and 

require thorough attention in the design and further implementation of fees regulations. Upon the 

introduction of fees, rules providing for ex post payment of fees generally raise issues of treasury 

shortfalls that have to be accurately forecasted. This may require advances from the EU budget and a 

reimbursement plan negotiated with the Commission. Payment schemes for fees (e.g. one-off or 
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recurrent) also impact the level and the predictability of Agencies’ budget depending on the behavior 

of charged economic operators. 

The notion of fees as currently implemented in EU Agencies refers to cost recovery fees, i.e. charges for 

a specific good, service or regulation to a specific individual legal entity or organisation. The adequacy 

of the fees conceived in implementing proposals to this definition may be controversial where the 

payment of fees is due by indirect beneficiaries of an Agency’s activities (as is the case in the ESA 

proposal). In this case, proposed fees may be requalified as taxes or levies and hence be ineligible for 

fee funding, as the EU primary legislation does not foresee the possibility for EU Agencies to raise taxes. 

Several partially self-financed Agencies are keen to explore alternative ways of funding their budget, 

based on their perceived incapacity to fully execute their mandates with the resources available 

currently and in the future. These alternative funding sources are encompassed in the as yet unclearly 

defined notions of “value-based fees” and “other resources”. From the Agencies’ perspective, this 

mainly addresses user charges and new levies. These alternative funding means are not foreseen in the 

EU primary legislation. 

 
Benefits and limitations of introducing or extending fees and charges systems 
within EU Agencies 
Benefits 
The current and foreseen future level of fees and charges for EU Agencies appear to be accepted by a 

majority of stakeholders. These current and foreseen future fees and charges already alleviate the 

burden of EU Agencies’ activities on the EU budget by 34% of Agencies’ total budget and – without 

substantive and unexpected changes to EU law - may be expected to do so by at least that much going 

forward, but not to consequently increase. In the current context of major pressure on the EU budget, 

this is an important benefit. 

Within the “family” of Supervisory/Surveillance Agencies and authorities, a case-by-case approach for 

fee systems is currently applied. A systematic approach could be explored, or failing that, a systematic 

analysis could be conducted at the creation of any new supervisory Agency. Indeed, introducing or 

extending industry fees and charges within EU Agencies by definition alleviates the burden of their 

activities on the EU budget. This is expected for ERA and for the ESAs, but the new fees and charges will 

have a fairly neutral effect on the EU budget as they will either fund new activities (ERA) or replace MS 

contributions, except where there are new tasks (ESMA, EIOPA). 

Implementing a fee system may also bring EU Agencies closer to the industry / market needs of the 

economic operators they supervise. Current revisions of basic regulations generally demonstrate this 

trend: the implementation of fees systems fosters reactivity/timeliness, flexibility and administrative 

burden reduction for industry. Implementing fee systems may therefore be positive from an 

operational perspective. 

 

Limitations 
As seen above, there is no systematic approach for the management of fees and charges within the 

FFR, nor any guidance available to EU Agencies wishing to assess the opportunity to do so and a case-



Policy Department D: Budgetary Affairs 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

15 

by-case approach is applied within the “family” of Agencies and authorities entrusted with supervisory, 

surveillance, regulation and registration activities. A systematic approach could be explored, or failing 

that, a systematic analysis could be conducted at the creation of any new Agency implementing 

activities which could potentially be conceived as eligible. Moreover, reinforced guidance would be 

useful in order for Agencies to benefit from the best practices and experience of their peers in terms 

covering more than just the basic principles of full cost recovery and balanced budgets (e.g. in terms 

of fee structures and mechanisms which can be put in place, the processes to be followed, including 

for adjustments of fee levels, the management of treasury gaps with the introduction of fees, etc.). As 

(activity-based) management and costing models and corresponding IT tools are required in order to 

manage fees (and indeed called for by best practice in public sector management), a point of attention 

is to ensure that fee management systems do not lead to unnecessary complexity in their design, 

independently of their type. 

There does not appear to be a systematic link between implementing a fee system and an Agency’s 

capacity to execute its mission in full. In addition, adopting or extending revenue from fees does not 

mean that the overall budget of an Agency will increase de facto. Political discussions during the 

budgetary procedure may lead to decrease the EU funding of Agencies’ activities. 

Moreover, the impact of introduced fee systems in EU Agencies may be limited by other factors. Staff 

reduction objectives in the last years, and the more rigid approach for the management of 

establishment plans in general, whereby the human resources available to perform fee-financed 

activities may not evolve in line with revenues from these activities have been one such factor 

according to EU Agencies. Another factor is that the implementation of fee systems entails 

administrative costs for the introduction of a structure to define, collect and enforce fees from 

economic operators. Where Agencies have both EU budget funding and fee funding, they therefore 

increase their proportional costs for the collection of revenues. A third factor is that in globalized 

markets, fees may place EU Agencies in competition with their non-EU peers e.g. when trade, economic 

and political agreements lead to mutual recognition agreements. 

Other potential shortcoming from the introduction of fee-based systems, such as a (perceived) loss of 

independence do not appear to be of concern to the majority of stakeholders as the governance 

models put in place within EU Agencies and institutions more broadly is felt to be sufficient to 

guarantee the independence and effectiveness of these. 

 
Conclusions 
Based on a review of the current and prospective potential for fees of the 33 EU Agencies in the Budget 

2018, this study shows that: 

1) Most EU Agencies having activities eligible for fee-funding currently collect such fees, leading 

to 34% of Agencies’ overall budgets being fee-funded; 

2) Despite continued pressure on EU funding for Agencies, the proportion of fee-funded activities 

is not expected to significantly increase, as few additional activities are eligible for such funding 

in the current and expected future financial framework for EU Agencies; 
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3) This situation is not of concern to the majority of stakeholders as Agencies are broadly accepted 

to be satisfactorily performing the activities within their mandates based on their current and 

expected balance of funding sources;  

4) Where punctual issues occur in terms of Agencies being able to satisfactorily perform the 

activities within their mandate, and activities possibly eligible for fee-funding are not yet fee-

funded, it would be recommendable to explore the opportunity for fee-funding: in general, 

when fee funding is introduced, its benefits outweigh its shortcomings; 

5) If new Agencies are created and mandated to perform activities with a potential for fee-

funding, then the possibility for fee-funding should be considered from the onset; 

6) A possible harmonization of the Framework Financial Regulation for Agency funding could 

serve to facilitate the introduction or extension of fee-funding within EU Agencies while 

minimizing the administrative burden of doing so. This would notably address issues linked to 

adjustments of fee levels or treasury gaps; 

7) Unnecessary complexity should be avoided when implementing activity-based management 

and costing models for the management of fee-based systems; 

8) Other limitations when implementing fee systems should be duly taken into account, such as 

constraints on the human resources available to perform fee-financed activities, additional 

administrative costs for the introduction of a structure to define, collect and enforce fees from 

economic operators, etc. 
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ZUSAMMENFASSUNG 

Einleitung 

Mit den Beschlüssen, die zur Einrichtung von Agenturen der EU geführt haben, sollten die 

Zuständigkeiten bei der Ausführung des EU-Haushalts auf die strategischen Ziele der Verträge und der 

Kommission konzentriert werden. Im Haushaltsplan 2018 sind 33 dezentrale Agenturen genannt, die 

in zahlreichen Politikbereichen tätig sind. Ihr Beitrag zur Union ist anerkannt und ihr Auftrag wird 

regelmäßig um neue Aufgaben erweitert.  

Es wird erwartet, dass der derzeitige Druck auf den EU-Haushalt (und folglich auf die Finanzierung der 

Agenturen) beim neuen MFR für den Zeitraum 2021-2027 bestehen bleibt. Angesichts der 

Auswirkungen des BREXIT auf den gesamten EU-Haushalt und der Bedenken, dass einige Agenturen 

möglicherweise nicht über genügend Mittel verfügen, um ihren Aufgaben vollständig 

nachzukommen, müssen alternative Möglichkeiten für die Finanzierung der EU-Agenturen geprüft 

werden. Daher werden Initiativen allgemein begrüßt, mit denen entweder das Gewicht der Agenturen 

im EU-Haushalt reduziert (hauptsächlich aus Sicht der Haushaltsbehörde oder der Kommission) oder 

die Gesamthaushaltsmittel der Agenturen durch Gebühren und Entgelte erhöht werden 

(hauptsächlich aus Sicht der Agenturen). 

In dieser analytischen Studie wird aus allgemeiner Sicht untersucht, welche Einnahmen durch eine 

Ausweitung der von den EU-Agenturen erhobenen Gebühren geschaffen werden können und wie die 

Agenturen den Beitrag zu ihren Tätigkeiten aus dem EU-Haushalt senken können. Die Studie enthält 

eine Bewertung der derzeitigen und künftigen Situation der 33 Agenturen im Haushalt 2018 

(hauptsächlich aufgrund von Fachliteraturrecherche und Informationen, die im Rahmen einer Umfrage 

bei 75 % der Agenturen eingeholt wurden) und eine ausführliche Untersuchung von sechs Agenturen, 

die derzeit mindestens teilweise durch von der Industrie entrichtete Gebühren „selbstfinanziert“ sind 

oder möglicherweise sein werden: ACER, EASA, ECHA, EFSA, ERA und ESMA (Fallstudien, die aufgrund 

von Gesprächen mit maßgeblichen institutionellen Akteuren erstellt wurden). Im Mittelpunkt der 

Studie stehen insbesondere von der Industrie entrichtete Gebühren und für erbrachte 

Dienstleistungen erhobene Gebühren; gegebenenfalls werden darüber hinaus alternative 

Finanzierungsmittel untersucht. In der Studie werden Schlussfolgerungen zu den Nutzen und Grenzen 

der Einführung oder Ausweitung gebührengestützter Systeme in EU-Agenturen vorgelegt. 
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Stand der Gebühren- und Entgeltsysteme innerhalb der EU-Agenturen 
Die Gesamteinnahmen2 der EU-Agenturen im EU-Haushalt für 2018 belaufen sich auf 3 Mrd. EUR, die 
sich wie folgt zusammensetzen: 

 
Tabelle 2: Aufschlüsselung der Einnahmen von EU-Agenturen 2018 

Beitrag aus dem EU-Haushalt 61 % 
Einnahmen aus Gebühren der Industrie 34 % 
Kofinanzierung durch MS 2 % 
Einnahmen aus Gebühren für Dienstleistungen 0,02 % 
Einnahmen von vergleichbaren Einrichtungen 1 % 
Verschiedenes (z. B. Korrektur von 
Ungleichgewichten)  

2 % 

 
Die Art der Tätigkeiten der Agenturen bestimmt ihr Finanzierungspotenzial aus Quellen außerhalb des 

EU-Haushalts. Agenturen mit Aufsichts-, Überwachungs-, Regulierungs- und Registrierungstätigkeiten 

haben ein höheres Potenzial als Agenturen ohne diese Tätigkeiten. Ein Großteil der Agenturen hat kein 

nennenswertes Finanzierungspotenzial aus Quellen außerhalb des EU-Haushalts, da ihre Tätigkeiten 

nicht in Aufsichts-, Überwachungs-, Regulierungs- und Registrierungstätigkeiten für die Industrie oder 

in Dienstleistungen bestehen, die gegen Gebühren für externe Parteien erbracht werden können. 

Agenturen mit Aufsichts-, Überwachungs-, Regulierungs- und Registrierungstätigkeiten haben bereits 

einen hohen Anteil an gebührenfinanzierten Tätigkeiten, der 34 % des Gesamthaushalts der 

Agenturen und 83 % des gebührenfinanzierten Haushalts der Agenturen ausmacht (Zahlen von 2018). 

Dies sind folgende Agenturen: (1) die bestehenden, teilweise selbstfinanzierten oder kofinanzierten 

Agenturen: EASA (zwischen 60 % und 80 % des Gesamthaushalts, abhängig von der Darstellung der 

Einnahmen der Agentur), ECHA (40 bis 80 %), EMA (90 %) und ESMA (26 %); (2) die vollständig 

selbstfinanzierten Agenturen: EUIPO, CPVO, SRB. 

In der Rahmenfinanzregelung ist kein systematischer Ansatz für die Berücksichtigung der 

Gebührenfinanzierung von Agenturen mit Aufsichts-, Überwachungs-, Regulierungs- und 

Registrierungstätigkeiten vorgesehen. Folglich sind ihre Aufgaben zwar mit denen der bereits 

Gebühren erhaltenden Agenturen vergleichbar, doch werden insbesondere die ACER und die EFSA 

ausschließlich aus dem Haushalt der Union finanziert. Darüber hinaus leiten diese Agenturen zwar 

(erneut) Initiativen ein, um die Möglichkeit der Einführung von Gebühren der Industrie zu prüfen, sind 

jedoch noch weit von der Gestaltung und Festlegung des dafür erforderlichen regulatorischen Umfelds 

entfernt. 

Es gibt zwei Möglichkeiten, von der Industrie entrichtete Gebühren bei den EU-Agenturen zu verwalten 

oder auszuweiten: den Ansatz der allgemeinen Haushaltsplanung und den Ansatz der 

zweckgebundenen Einnahmen. Der Ansatz der zweckgebundenen Einnahmen erfordert eine strikte 

Trennung zwischen Tätigkeiten, die aus dem EU-Haushalt und Tätigkeiten, die von der Industrie 

finanziert werden, sowie eine höhere Granularität der Finanzinformationen. In beiden Fällen sind 

Verwaltungs- und IT-Kosten entscheidende Aspekte, die bei der Konzipierung eines Gebührenmodells 

                                                 
2 Ohne den einheitlichen Abwicklungsfonds. 
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berücksichtigt werden müssen, was eine Abwägung zwischen Transparenz und Komplexität 

erforderlich macht. Die Kommission und die Haushaltsbehörde sprechen sich für einfache 

Umsetzungsmechanismen und für eine Minimierung der Überwachungskosten bei der Annahme oder 

Einführung von Gebühren aus. Dieser Standpunkt lässt auf eine Präferenz für den Ansatz der 

allgemeinen Haushaltsplanung, sofern machbar, schließen. Dies steht nicht im Widerspruch zu den 

Standpunkten der Agenturen, auch wenn es einige Diskussionen über die geringe Flexibilität bei der 

Verwaltung von möglichen Reserven gibt, die dem EU-Haushaltsgrundsatz der Universalität inhärent 

sind (Rückflüsse möglicher jährlicher Überschüsse in den EU-Haushalt).  

Gebührenbasierte Systeme in EU-Agenturen sind keine Garantie dafür, dass die Agenturen ihren 

Auftrag vollständig erfüllen können, wie dies durch das EP in seiner Entlastung 2015 im Hinblick auf die 

EFSA, ECHA und EMA bestätigt wurde. Das Bestehen gebührenbasierter Systeme ist auch nicht 

systematisch mit einer besseren Leistung der Agenturen verbunden. Vorteile und Mängel 

gebührenbasierter Systeme werden von den Agenturen immer wieder hervorgehoben. 

Gebührensysteme bewirken in der Regel eine Annäherung der Agenturen an den Markt, sie 

ermöglichen eine bessere Planung, raschere Reaktionen auf den Bedarf der Interessenträger, eine 

bessere Ausführung des Haushalts und eine genauere Zuweisung von Mitteln. Eine 

Gebührenfinanzierung stellt jedoch nicht die Flexibilität der Stellenpläne sicher (die sich auf die 

Fähigkeit der Agenturen auswirkt, mit einer potenziell höheren gebührenfinanzierten Nachfrage 

umzugehen) und bedeutet auch nicht, dass sich der Gesamthaushalt einer Agentur de facto erhöht. 

Agenturen, die keine Aufsichts-, Überwachungs-, Regulierungs- und Registrierungstätigkeiten 

ausüben, haben keinerlei Potenzial für von der Industrie entrichtete Gebühren. Sonstige externe 

Finanzierungsmöglichkeiten für diese Agenturen bestehen gemäß ihren Verordnungen im Rahmen 

von „Gebühren für erbrachte Dienstleistungen“, die derzeit 0,02 % der Gesamteinnahmen der 

Agenturen darstellen. Von insgesamt 19 Agenturen, deren Verordnungen diese Möglichkeiten 

vorsehen, erheben nur vier Gebühren für einige ihrer Dienstleistungen von institutionellen Akteuren 

außerhalb der EU. Diese Dienstleistungen bestehen in der Regel in Veröffentlichungen, Schulungen 

und Datenverarbeitung. 

Nur wenige Agenturen besitzen ein erhebliches Potenzial für die Erhebung zusätzlicher Gebühren für 

erbrachte Dienstleistungen. In diesem Zusammenhang werden einige Einschränkungen 

hervorgehoben: Werden diese Tätigkeiten aus dem EU-Haushalt finanziert und bilden den Kern der 

Tätigkeiten einer Agentur, spiegeln die Erwägungsgründe der Gründungsverordnungen die politische 

Option und die Entscheidung für eine solche Finanzierung wider. Das übrige Potenzial der 

Finanzierung dieser Tätigkeiten aus externen Quellen ist vernachlässigbar, da es außerordentliche und 

nicht wiederkehrende Tätigkeiten betrifft. Die Alternative würde darin bestehen, alle diese Tätigkeiten 

als erbrachte Dienstleistungen in Rechnung zu stellen, was den konsultierten Agenturen zufolge 

unwahrscheinlich ist.  
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Zukunft der Gebührensysteme innerhalb von EU-Agenturen 
Agenturen mit Aufsichts-, Überwachungs-, Regulierungs- und Registrierungstätigkeiten haben die 

Möglichkeit, einen (größeren) Anteil ihres Haushalts durch von der Industrie entrichtete Gebühren zu 

finanzieren. Dies sind folgende Agenturen: 

•  die bestehenden teilweise selbstfinanzierten Agenturen: EASA, ECHA, EMA;  

•  die bestehenden vollständig selbstfinanzierten Agenturen: EUIPO, CPVO, SRB; 

•  ERA; 

•  ESMA, EBA, EIOPA; 

•  Überwachungs-/Aufsichtsagenturen, in denen sich die interne Prüfung einer Einführung von 

von der Industrie zu entrichtender Gebühren im Anfangsstadium befindet: EFSA, ACER. 

Sieben Agenturen haben in dieser Hinsicht gezielte Initiativen eingeleitet, die jedoch sehr 

unterschiedlich weit ausgereift sind: Die ESMA ist dabei, ihr Gebührensystem auszuweiten, die EBA, die 

EIOPA und die ERA führen gerade Gebührensysteme ein, die EASA überprüft ihre Gebührenordnung, 

die ACER und die EFSA haben Überlegungen eingeleitet, um die Machbarkeit der Einführung einer 

(teilweisen) Finanzierung aus Gebühren zu prüfen. Die EMSA übt keine Tätigkeiten zum 

ausschließlichen Nutzen von Wirtschaftsakteuren aus, ist jedoch der Ansicht, dass sie am besten in der 

Lage wäre, diese Aufgabe zu übernehmen, wenn der Gesetzgeber beschließt, eine EU-Behörde für 

maritime Belange einzurichten (und ist dementsprechend ein Kandidat für eine Finanzierung aus 

Gebühren). Andere gebührenfinanzierte Agenturen erwarten, dass der Betrieb wie gewohnt 

weiterläuft. Die nachstehende Abbildung bietet einen Überblick über die Möglichkeit der EU-

Agenturen, Einnahmen aus Gebühren zu generieren:  

 
Abbildung 2: Möglichkeit von EU-Agenturen, von der Industrie entrichtete Gebühren zu generieren 
(siehe Einzelheiten in Figure 8) 

 
 
Es gibt keine zwingende Einschränkung, die eine bestimmte Agentur daran hindert, künftig Aufsichts-, 

Überwachungs-, Regulierungs- und Registrierungstätigkeiten zu übernehmen und sich somit 

potenziell aus Gebühren zu finanzieren. Dies ist eine politische Entscheidung, die eine weitere 
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Untersuchung und die Behandlung der Frage der Rolle der Union und ihrer Agenturen im Besonderen 

erfordern würde (aus Sicht der Subsidiarität, insbesondere in Fällen, in denen die Agenturen mit 

verbundenen nationalen Agenturen zusammenarbeiten). 

Das realistische Potenzial einer Ausweitung von Gebühren, die von der Industrie zu entrichten sind, ist 

jedoch eher begrenzt. Die Berechnungen des Studienteams zeigen, dass der Anteil der von der 

Industrie entrichteten Gebühren an der Finanzierung der Agenturen – im besten Fall – um 

3 Prozentpunkte von 34 auf 37 % der Gesamteinnahmen der EU-Agenturen für den verbleibenden 

Zeitraum des derzeitigen MFR und in den ersten Jahren des nächsten MFR steigen könnte (ausgehend 

von der Zahl der mit Aufsichts-, Überwachungs-, Regulierungs- und Registrierungstätigkeiten 

betrauten Agenturen, der in den Programmplanungsdokumenten dieser Agenturen vorliegenden 

Einnahmenvorausschätzungen und den von der ACER und der EFSA vorgelegten Schätzungen). Durch 

diesen Anstieg würde zwar die proportionale Belastung des EU-Haushalts sinken, doch es ist nicht 

sicher, ob dadurch der absolute Druck auf den EU-Haushalt abnehmen würde, da hauptsächlich neue 

Aufgaben (und folglich neue Kosten) aus Gebühren finanziert würden. 

Zudem ist der Zeitpunkt für eine Erhöhung des Anteils der Gebührenfinanzierung ungewiss. 

Angesichts der durchschnittlichen Dauer und der ungewissen Ergebnisse des Komitologieverfahrens, 

das mit der Annahme von Gebührenordnungen verbunden ist, und des Stadiums, in dem sich die 

verschiedenen Agenturen, die eine Einführung von Gebühren planen, heute befinden, werden sich 

wesentliche Teile der geplanten möglichen Erhöhung wahrscheinlich erst im nächsten MFR realisieren 

lassen (insbesondere, wenn der Vorschlag der ESA nicht im derzeitigen MFR gebilligt wird und höhere 

Gebühren für die EBA, die EIOPA und die ESMA damit um mehrere Jahre aufgeschoben werden). 

Die Mechanismen für die Einführung von Gebühren wirken sich auf mehreren Ebenen auf den Haushalt 

der Agenturen aus und erfordern große Sorgfalt bei der Gestaltung und weiteren Einführung von 

Gebührenordnungen. Mit der Einführung von Gebühren stellt sich durch die Bestimmungen, die eine 

nachträgliche Zahlung von Gebühren vorsehen, im Allgemeinen das Problem von Haushaltsdefiziten, 

die genau prognostiziert werden müssen. Dies kann Vorschüsse aus dem EU-Haushalt und einen mit 

der Kommission ausgehandelten Rückzahlungsplan erforderlich machen. Zahlungsregelungen für 

Gebühren (z. B. Einmalzahlungen oder wiederkehrende Zahlungen) wirken sich ebenfalls auf den 

Umfang und die Vorhersagbarkeit des Haushalts der Agenturen aus, abhängig vom Verhalten der 

Gebühren zahlenden Wirtschaftsteilnehmer. 

Der derzeit in EU-Agenturen verwendete Gebührenbegriff bezieht sich auf Gebühren zur 

Kostendeckung, d. h. Gebühren für eine bestimmte Ware, Dienstleistung oder Regulierung für eine 

bestimmte einzelne juristische Person oder Organisation. Die Angemessenheit der in den 

Durchführungsvorschlägen zu dieser Definition vorgesehenen Gebühren ist möglicherweise 

fragwürdig, wenn die Zahlung der Gebühren von indirekt Begünstigten der Tätigkeiten einer Agentur 

zu leisten ist (wie im Fall des ESA-Vorschlags). In diesem Fall können Gebühren als Steuern oder 

Abgaben eingestuft werden und kommen daher nicht für eine Gebührenfinanzierung in Frage, da im 

Primärrecht der EU nicht vorgesehen ist, dass EU-Agenturen Steuern erheben können. 

Einige teilweise selbstfinanzierte Agenturen wollen alternative Möglichkeiten der Finanzierung ihres 

Haushalts prüfen, da sie sich nicht in der Lage sehen, ihre Aufgaben mit den derzeit und künftig 
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verfügbaren Mitteln vollständig wahrzunehmen. Diese alternativen Finanzierungsquellen sind in den 

bislang unklar definierten Begriffen „wertabhängige Gebühren“ und „sonstige Mittel“ enthalten. Aus 

Sicht der Agenturen betrifft dies hauptsächlich Nutzergebühren und neue Abgaben. Diese alternativen 

Finanzierungsmittel sind nicht im Primärrecht der EU vorgesehen. 

 
Nutzen und Grenzen der Einführung oder Ausweitung von Gebührensystemen 
innerhalb der EU-Agenturen 
Nutzen 
Die Mehrzahl der Akteure scheint die derzeitige und vorgesehene künftige Höhe von Gebühren für EU-

Agenturen zu akzeptieren. Durch diese derzeitigen und vorgesehenen künftigen Gebühren und 

Entgelte wird die Belastung des EU-Haushalts durch die Tätigkeiten der EU-Agenturen bereits um 34 % 

des Gesamthaushalts der Agenturen reduziert; dies wird – ohne substanzielle und unerwartete 

Änderungen des EU-Rechts – voraussichtlich auch künftig in mindestens dieser Höhe der Fall sein, es 

ist jedoch kein Anstieg zu erwarten. Im derzeitigen Kontext eines starken Drucks auf den EU-Haushalt 

ist dies bereits ein großer Vorteil. 

Innerhalb der „Familie“ der Aufsichts-/Überwachungsagenturen und -behörden wird derzeit ein 

fallweiser Ansatz für Gebührensysteme angewendet. Ein systematischer Ansatz könnte geprüft 

werden, oder, wenn dies nicht möglich ist, könnte eine systematische Analyse bei der Einrichtung 

neuer Aufsichtsbehörden durchgeführt werden. Die Einführung oder Ausweitung der von der Industrie 

entrichteten Gebühren innerhalb der EU-Agenturen verringert definitionsgemäß die Belastung des EU-

Haushalts durch ihre Tätigkeiten. Dies wird für die ERA und die ESA erwartet; die neuen Gebühren und 

Entgelten werden jedoch eine eher neutrale Wirkung auf den EU-Haushalt haben, da sie entweder 

neue Tätigkeiten finanzieren (ERA) oder die Beiträge der MS ersetzen, sofern es keine neuen Aufgaben 

gibt (ESMA, EIOPA). 

Durch die Einführung eines Gebührensystems wird auch eine Annäherung der EU-Agenturen an die 

Industrie/die Marktbedürfnisse der Wirtschaftsteilnehmer bewirkt, die sie beaufsichtigen. In laufenden 

Überarbeitungen der Grundverordnungen kommt dieser Trend in der Regel zum Ausdruck: Die 

Einführung von Gebührensystemen fördert die Reaktionsfähigkeit/Pünktlichkeit, Flexibilität und die 

Verringerung des Verwaltungsaufwands der Industrie. Die Einführung von Gebührensystemen kann 

daher aus operativer Sicht positiv sein. 

 

Grenzen 
Wie vorstehend gezeigt, gibt es keinen systematischen Ansatz für die Verwaltung von Gebühren 

innerhalb der RFR und auch keine Anleitung für EU-Agenturen, die die Möglichkeit prüfen wollen, dies 

zu tun; innerhalb der „Familie“ der mit Aufsichts-, Überwachungs-, Regulierungs- und 

Registrierungsaufgaben betrauten Agenturen und Behörden wird ein fallweiser Ansatz angewandt. Ein 

systematischer Ansatz könnte geprüft, oder, falls dies nicht möglich ist, könnte bei der Einrichtung 

neuer Agenturen, die Tätigkeiten durchführen, die möglicherweise in Betracht kommen, eine 

systematische Analyse vorgenommen werden. Zudem wären verbesserte Orientierungshilfen sinnvoll, 

damit Agenturen von den bewährten Verfahren und den Erfahrungen gleichwertiger Einrichtungen im 
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Hinblick darauf profitieren könnten, mehr als lediglich den Grundprinzipien der vollständigen 

Kostendeckung und ausgewogener Haushalte Rechnung zu tragen (z. B. im Hinblick auf 

Gebührenstrukturen und Mechanismen, die eingerichtet werden können, die zu befolgenden 

Verfahren, einschließlich Anpassungen der Gebührenhöhe, die Bewältigung von Haushaltsdefiziten 

durch die Einführung von Gebühren usw.). Da (tätigkeitsbezogene) Verwaltungs- und Kostenmodelle 

sowie entsprechende IT-Instrumente notwendig sind, um Gebühren zu verwalten (und gemäß 

bewährten Verfahren in der öffentlichen Verwaltung gefordert werden) muss sichergestellt werden, 

dass Gebührenverwaltungssysteme, unabhängig von ihrer Art, nicht zu einer unnötigen Komplexität 

ihrer Strukturen führen. 

Es scheint keine systematische Verbindung zwischen der Einführung eines Gebührensystems und der 

Fähigkeit einer Agentur zu geben, ihren Auftrag vollständig wahrzunehmen. Zudem bedeutet die 

Einführung oder Ausweitung von Einnahmen aus Gebühren nicht, dass sich der Gesamthaushalt einer 

Agentur de facto erhöht. Politische Diskussionen während des Haushaltsverfahrens können dazu 

führen, dass die Finanzierung von Tätigkeiten der Agenturen durch die EU reduziert wird. 

Zudem kann die Wirkung eingeführter Gebührensysteme in EU-Agenturen durch andere Faktoren 

begrenzt werden. Die angestrebte Verringerung des Personalbestands in den vergangenen Jahren und 

der striktere Ansatz bei der Verwaltung von Stellenplänen im Allgemeinen, aufgrund derer sich die 

verfügbaren Humanressourcen zur Ausübung gebührenfinanzierter Tätigkeiten nicht entsprechend 

den Einnahmen aus diesen Tätigkeiten weiterentwickelt haben, waren den EU-Agenturen zufolge ein 

solcher Faktor. Ein weiterer Faktor besteht darin, dass die Einführung von Gebührensystemen 

Verwaltungskosten für die Einführung einer Struktur mit sich bringt, die Gebühren von 

Wirtschaftsbeteiligten festsetzt, erhebt und durchsetzt. Werden Agenturen aus dem EU-Haushalt und 

durch Gebühren finanziert, steigen daher ihre proportionalen Kosten für die Einziehung der 

Einnahmen. Ein dritter Faktor besteht darin, dass die EU-Agenturen auf den globalisierten Märkten bei 

den Gebühren mit vergleichbaren Nicht-EU-Einrichtungen konkurrieren, z. B. wenn Handels-, 

Wirtschafts- und politische Abkommen zu Vereinbarungen über die gegenseitige Anerkennung 

führen. 

Weitere mögliche Nachteile der Einführung gebührenbasierter Systeme, wie ein (wahrgenommener) 

Verlust von Unabhängigkeit, scheinen für die Mehrzahl der Akteure nicht von Belang zu sein, da die 

innerhalb der Agenturen und Einrichtungen der EU eingerichteten Verwaltungsmodelle im 

Allgemeinen als ausreichend betrachtet werden, um deren Unabhängigkeit und Wirksamkeit 

sicherzustellen. 

 
Schlussfolgerungen 
Ausgehend von einer Bewertung des derzeitigen und künftigen Potenzials für Gebühren der 

33 Agenturen der EU im Haushalt 2018 zeigt die Studie Folgendes: 

1) Die meisten EU-Agenturen mit Tätigkeiten, die für eine Gebührenfinanzierung in Frage 

kommen, erheben derzeit Gebühren, wodurch 34 % der Gesamthaushalte der Agenturen 

gebührenfinanziert sind; 
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2) Trotz eines fortgesetzten Drucks auf die EU-Finanzierung für Agenturen wird der Anteil der 

gebührenfinanzierten Tätigkeiten voraussichtlich nicht deutlich ansteigen, da im derzeitigen 

und erwarteten künftigen Finanzrahmen für EU-Agenturen nur wenige weitere Tätigkeiten für 

diese Finanzierung in Frage kommen; 

3) Diese Situation ist für die Mehrzahl der Akteure nicht besorgniserregend, da allgemein 

anerkannt ist, dass die Agenturen die Tätigkeiten im Rahmen ihres Auftrags auf der Grundlage 

ihrer derzeitigen und erwarteten ausgewogenen Finanzierungsquellen zufriedenstellend 

wahrnehmen; 

4) Bestehen punktuelle Probleme im Hinblick darauf, ob Agenturen in der Lage sind, die 

Tätigkeiten innerhalb ihres Auftrags zufriedenstellend wahrzunehmen, und kommen die 

Tätigkeiten möglicherweise für eine Gebührenfinanzierung in Frage, sollte die Möglichkeit der 

Gebührenfinanzierung unter Berücksichtigung der Tatsache geprüft werden, daß bei 

Gebühreneinführung im Allgemeinen, die Vorteile die Mängel überwiegen; 

5) werden neue Agenturen geschaffen und beauftragt, Tätigkeiten mit einer potenziellen 

Gebührenfinanzierung wahrzunehmen, sollte die Möglichkeit der Gebührenfinanzierung von 

Beginn an erwogen werden; 

6) Eine mögliche Harmonisierung der Rahmenfinanzregelung für die Finanzierung von 

Agenturen könnte dazu dienen, die Einführung oder Ausweitung der Gebührenfinanzierung 

innerhalb von EU-Agenturen zu erleichtern und dabei den Verwaltungsaufwand dieses 

Vorgehens zu minimieren. Dies würde insbesondere dazu beitragen, Fragen im 

Zusammenhang mit Anpassungen der Gebührenhöhe oder mit Haushaltsdefiziten anzugehen; 

7) unnötige Komplexität sollte vermieden werden, wenn ein maßnahmenbezogenes 

Management und Kostenmodelle für die Verwaltung gebührenbasierter Systeme eingeführt 

werden; 

8) sonstige Einschränkungen bei der Einführung von Gebührensystemen sollten hinreichend 

berücksichtigt werden, wie Beschränkungen bei den Humanressourcen, die für die 

Wahrnehmung gebührenfinanzierter Tätigkeiten zur Verfügung stehen, zusätzliche 

Verwaltungskosten für die Einführung einer Struktur zur Festsetzung, Erhebung und 

Durchsetzung von Gebühren von Wirtschaftsbeteiligten usw. 
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SYNTHÈSE 
Introduction 
Les décisions qui ont abouti à la création des agences de l’Union européenne tendaient à axer les 

compétences dans le domaine de l’exécution du budget de l’Union sur la réalisation des objectifs 

stratégiques des traités et de la Commission. Dans le cadre du budget 2018, 33 agences décentralisées 

actives dans de nombreux domaines politiques ont été recensées. Leur contribution à l’Union est 

reconnue et leur mission est régulièrement étendue à de nouvelles tâches.  

La pression pesant actuellement sur le budget européen et, partant, sur ces agences devrait également 

s’exercer sur le nouveau cadre financier pluriannuel (CFP) couvrant la période 2021-2027. En sus des 

répercussions de la sortie du Royaume-Uni de l’Union européenne sur le niveau global du budget 

européen et des craintes que certaines agences ne disposent pas de ressources suffisantes pour mener 

à bien leur mission, cette pression appelle une évaluation des autres moyens envisageables pour 

financer les agences de l’Union. Les initiatives visant à réduire le poids des agences dans le budget de 

l’Union (principalement du point de vue de l’autorité budgétaire ou de la Commission) ou à augmenter 

le budget global de ces agences (principalement du point de vue de ces dernières) grâce aux droits et 

aux redevances sont généralement bien accueillies. 

La présente étude analytique examine, d’une manière générale, les éventuels revenus pouvant être 

dégagés de l’extension de l’application de systèmes de redevances par les agences de l’Union 

européenne, ainsi que la capacité de ces dernières à alléger la contribution du budget européen à leurs 

activités. Elle présente un examen des situations actuelle et prévisionnelle des 33 agences financées 

par le budget 2018, qui s’appuie principalement sur des recherches documentaires et les informations 

recueillies par le canal d’une enquête menée auprès de 75 % de ces agences, ainsi qu’une analyse 

détaillée de six agences qui sont ou pourraient être, au moins en partie, «autofinancées» par des 

redevances versées par des entreprises, à savoir l’Agence de coopération des régulateurs de l’énergie 

(ACER), l’Agence de l’Union européenne pour la sécurité aérienne (AESA), l’Agence européenne des 

produits chimiques (ECHA), l’Autorité européenne de sécurité des aliments (EFSA), l’Agence de l’Union 

européenne pour les chemins de fer (AFE) et l’Autorité européenne des marchés financiers (ESMA). Les 

études de cas ont été bâties sur une série d’entretiens tenus avec des acteurs institutionnels concernés. 

La présente étude porte principalement sur les redevances perçues par les agences de l’Union 

européenne auprès d’entreprises et sur les redevances qu’elles facturent pour services rendus, et étend 

son analyse à d’autres moyens de financement lorsque cela s’avère pertinent. Enfin, elle formule des 

conclusions sur les avantages et les limites de l’introduction ou de l’extension des systèmes de 

redevances dans les agences de l’Union européenne. 
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État des lieux des systèmes de droits et de redevances des agences de l’Union 
européenne 
Les recettes totales des agences de l’Union européenne3 dans le budget européen pour l’année 2018 
atteignent trois milliards d’euros, et sont réparties comme suit: 

 
Tableau 3: Répartition des recettes des agences de l’Union européenne en 2018 

Contribution du budget de l’Union 61 % 
Recettes provenant des redevances versées par des 
entreprises 

34 % 

Cofinancement par les États membres 2 % 
Recettes provenant des droits rémunérant des 
services 

0,02 % 

Recettes provenant des pairs 1 % 
Divers (tels que la correction des déséquilibres)  2 % 

 
La nature des activités des agences détermine leur capacité à être financées par d’autres sources que 

le budget de l’Union. Ainsi, les agences exerçant des activités de supervision, de surveillance, de 

régulation et d’enregistrement affichent un plus grand potentiel à cet égard que les autres agences. 

Bon nombre d’agences sont tributaires du financement budgétaire de l’Union, car elles n’exercent 

aucune des activités précitées pour des entreprises et ne prestent pas de services pouvant être rendus 

à des tiers en contrepartie de redevances. 

Les agences exerçant les activités susmentionnées endossent déjà une part importante des activités 

financées par des redevances, lesquelles représentent 34 % du budget total des agences et 83 % du 

budget des agences financé par des redevances (chiffres de 2018). Ces agences sont: 1) les agences 

partiellement autofinancées ou cofinancées, à savoir l’AESA (entre 60 % et 80 % de son budget total, 

en fonction de la présentation de ses recettes), l’ECHA (40 % à 80 %), l’Agence européenne des 

médicaments (AEM, à hauteur de 90 % de son budget) et l’ESMA (26 %); et 2) les agences entièrement 

autofinancées, soit l’Office de l’Union européenne pour la propriété intellectuelle (EUIPO), l’Office 

communautaire des variétés végétales (OCVV) et le Conseil de résolution unique (CRU). 

Le règlement financier-cadre ne prévoit pas d’approche systématique pour envisager la mise en place 

d’un financement par redevances des agences de l’Union européenne exerçant des activités de 

supervision, de surveillance, de régulation et d’enregistrement. Par conséquent, bien que leurs 

missions soient comparables à celles des agences percevant déjà des redevances, l’ACER et l’EFSA, en 

particulier, sont exclusivement financées par le budget de l’Union. En outre, bien que ces agences 

(re)lancent des initiatives visant à évaluer la possibilité d’introduire des redevances versées par des 

entreprises, elles devront encore parcourir un long chemin avant de parvenir à l’élaboration et à 

l’adoption du cadre réglementaire qui s’impose dans cette perspective. 

Deux options pour gérer ou augmenter les redevances versées par les entreprises s’offrent aux agences 

de l’Union européenne: l’approche universelle de l’établissement du budget et l’approche relative aux 

recettes affectées. La seconde solution nécessite une séparation stricte entre les activités financées par 

le budget de l’Union et celles financées par l’industrie. Elle requiert, par ailleurs, un niveau plus élevé 

                                                 
3 À l’exclusion du Fonds de résolution unique. 
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de granularité de l’information financière. Dans les deux cas, les coûts engendrés dans les domaines de 

la gestion et de l’informatique sont des éléments importants à prendre en compte lors de l’élaboration 

d’un modèle de redevance, ce qui nécessite un compromis entre la transparence et la complexité. La 

Commission et l’autorité budgétaire préconisent l’instauration de mécanismes simples de mise en 

œuvre ainsi que la limitation au minimum des coûts de surveillance lors de l’adoption ou de 

l’application de systèmes de redevances. Cette position laisse entendre que ces entités privilégient 

l’approche universelle de budgétisation lorsque cela est possible. Cette démarche n’est pas en 

contradiction avec les positions des agences de l’Union européenne, bien que la marge de manœuvre 

restreinte de ces agences pour ce qui est de la gestion des réserves potentielles inhérente au principe 

d’universalité budgétaire de l’Union, qui prévoit une réinjection dans le budget européen des 

éventuels excédents annuels, fasse débat.  

L’existence de systèmes de redevances dans les agences de l’Union européenne ne garantit nullement 

leur capacité à exécuter pleinement leur mandat, comme l’a confirmé le Parlement européen dans sa 

résolution concernant la décharge sur l’exécution du budget de l’EFSA, de l’ECHA et de l’AEM pour 

l’exercice 2015. L’application de ces systèmes n’est pas non plus systématiquement synonyme 

d’amélioration des performances de ces agences. Les avantages et les inconvénients de ce type de 

système sont régulièrement mis en avant par les agences de l’Union européenne. D’une manière 

générale, les systèmes de redevances rapprochent les agences du marché et se traduisent par une 

meilleure planification, par une satisfaction plus rapide des besoins des parties prenantes, par une 

exécution plus efficace du budget et par une allocation plus précise des ressources. Toutefois, le 

financement par redevances ne garantit pas la souplesse des tableaux des effectifs, ce qui nuit à la 

capacité des agences de l’Union européenne à faire face à une éventuelle augmentation de la demande 

financée par des redevances, et n’implique pas non plus l’augmentation de facto du budget global 

d’une agence. 

Les agences qui n’exercent pas d’activités de supervision, de surveillance, de régulation et 

d’enregistrement n’ont pas la possibilité de percevoir des redevances de la part d’entreprises. Ces 

agences peuvent bénéficier d’autres financements externes qui sont prévus dans leurs règlements 

sous la rubrique relative aux droits pour services rendus, et qui représentent actuellement 0,02 % de 

leurs recettes totales. Parmi les dix-neuf agences dont le règlement prévoit cette possibilité, quatre 

seulement facturent certains de leurs services à des acteurs institutionnels non membres de l’Union. 

Ces services recouvrent généralement les publications, la formation et le traitement de données. 

Peu nombreuses sont les agences de l’Union qui estiment que la facturation de redevances 

supplémentaires pour les services rendus a un véritable potentiel. Certaines restrictions sont mises en 

avant à cet égard. Ainsi, lorsque ces activités sont financées par le budget de l’Union et constituent le 

cœur des activités d’une agence, les considérants du règlement fondateur de cette dernière se font 

l’écho du choix et de la décision politiques d’un tel financement. Les autres possibilités de financement 

externe de telles activités sont négligeables, car elles ne concernent que des activités exceptionnelles 

et ponctuelles. La facturation de l’ensemble de ces activités en tant que services rendus pourrait 

constituer une autre solution de financement, mais elle apparaît peu probable selon les agences 

consultées. 
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L’avenir des systèmes de redevances et de droits des agences de l’Union 
européenne 
Les agences exerçant des activités de supervision, de surveillance, de régulation et d’enregistrement 

voient une possibilité de financer une (plus grande) partie de leur budget grâce aux redevances versées 

par les entreprises. Ces agences sont: 

•  les agences partiellement autofinancées, à savoir l’AESA, l’ECHA et l’AEM;  

•  les agences entièrement autofinancées, soit l’EUIPO, l’OCVV et le CRU; 

•  l’AFE; 

•  l’ESMA, l’Autorité bancaire européenne (ABE) et l’Autorité européenne des assurances et des 

pensions professionnelles (AEAPP); 

•  les agences de supervision et de surveillance aux premiers stades de l’exploration interne pour 

la mise en œuvre des redevances provenant de l’industrie, à savoir l’EFSA et l’ACER. 

Dans cette perspective, sept agences ont lancé des initiatives spécifiques, lesquelles présentent 

cependant des niveaux de maturité très variables. En effet, l’ESMA s’est engagée dans un processus 

d’extension de son système de redevances, tandis que l’ABE, l’AEAPP et l’AFE ne sont qu’au stade de 

l’introduction de systèmes de redevances et de droits. De même, l’AESA révise sa règlementation en 

matière de redevances, pendant que l’ACER et l’EFSA entament une réflexion sur la possibilité de lancer 

un processus leur permettant d’être (partiellement) financées par des redevances. Enfin, l’AESM 

n’exerce aucune activité au bénéfice exclusif des parties prenantes de l’industrie, mais, si le législateur 

devait décider de créer une autorité européenne sur les questions maritimes, elle estime être la mieux 

placée pour se voir confier cette mission, et serait donc candidate au financement par redevances. 

D’autres agences financées par redevances s’attendent à ce que les activités poursuivent leur cours 

habituel. Le graphique ci-dessous donne un aperçu du potentiel des agences de l’Union européenne à 

générer des recettes tirées des redevances.  
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Graphique 3: Potentiel des agences de l’Union européenne pour générer des redevances versées par les 
entreprises (voir détails sur la Figure 8) 

 
 
Aucune restriction impérative n’empêche une agence donnée de se voir confier des activités de 

supervision, de surveillance, de régulation et d’enregistrement à l’avenir, et donc d’être 

éventuellement financée par des redevances. Il s’agit d’un choix politique qui nécessiterait une analyse 

plus approfondie et l’apport d’une réponse à la question relative au rôle de l’Union et de ses agences 

en particulier (sur le plan de la subsidiarité, notamment lorsque les agences de l’Union collaborent avec 

les agences nationales concernées). 

D’un point de vue réaliste, le potentiel d’extension des redevances perçues auprès des entreprises est 

néanmoins plutôt limité. Les calculs de l’équipe chargée de la présente étude montrent que la part des 

redevances perçues auprès des entreprises dans le financement des agences pourrait, dans le meilleur 

des cas, augmenter de 3 %, passant ainsi de 34 % à 37 % du montant total des recettes des agences de 

l’Union pour les dernières années du CFP actuel et les premières années du prochain CFP. Ces calculs 

s’appuient sur le nombre d’agences chargées des activités de supervision, de surveillance, de 

régulation et d’enregistrement, sur les prévisions de recettes disponibles dans les programmes de 

travail de ces agences ainsi que sur les estimations fournies par l’ACER et l’EFSA. Même si cette 

augmentation permettait de réduire la charge proportionnelle sur le budget de l’Union, il n’est pas 

certain qu’elle réduirait la pression absolue pesant sur ce dernier, car ce serait principalement les 

nouvelles tâches, impliquant donc de nouveaux coûts, qui seraient financées par les redevances. 

De plus, le moment où l’augmentation de la part des redevances dans le financement sera effective 

reste incertain. Compte tenu de la durée moyenne et du résultat incertain du processus de comitologie 

inhérent à l’adoption des règlements sur les redevances, ainsi que des différents stades auxquels se 

trouvent les diverses agences prévoyant l’introduction de systèmes de redevances, des parts 

importantes de l’éventuelle augmentation prévue ne se matérialiseront peut-être que dans le prochain 

CFP, en particulier si la proposition de l’autorité européenne de surveillance (AES) n’est pas convenue 

au cours du CFP actuel, ce qui retarderait de plusieurs années l’augmentation des redevances pour 

l’ABE, l’AEAPP et l’ESMA. 
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Les mécanismes d’application des redevances ont une incidence sur la gestion du budget des agences 

à plusieurs niveaux et requièrent qu’une attention particulière soit accordée à l’élaboration et à la mise 

en œuvre de la réglementation sur les redevances. Lors de l’introduction des redevances, les règles 

prévoyant le paiement ex post de celles-ci soulèvent généralement des problèmes de trésorerie qui 

doivent être anticipés avec précision. Cela peut nécessiter des avances sur le budget de l’Union et un 

plan de remboursement négocié avec la Commission. Les systèmes de paiement pour les redevances 

(ponctuelles ou récurrentes entre autres) ont également un impact sur le niveau et la prévisibilité du 

budget des agences, en fonction du comportement des opérateurs économiques assujettis. 

La notion de redevances telle qu’elle est actuellement appliquée dans les agences de l’Union 

européenne fait référence aux droits de recouvrement des coûts, à savoir les redevances dues pour un 

bien, un service ou une réglementation spécifiques, à une entité juridique ou à une organisation 

données. L’adéquation à cette définition des redevances conçues dans les propositions de mise en 

œuvre peut être controversée lorsque le paiement des redevances est dû par les bénéficiaires indirects 

des activités d’une agence (comme c’est le cas dans la proposition de l’AES). Dans ce cas, les redevances 

proposées sont susceptibles d’être requalifiées en taxes ou cotisations et, partant, de ne pas être 

éligibles au financement par redevances, car le droit primaire de l’Union ne prévoit pas la possibilité 

pour les agences de l’Union de lever des impôts. 

Plusieurs agences partiellement autofinancées souhaitent explorer d’autres moyens de financer leur 

budget, en raison de la perception selon laquelle elles ne sont et ne seront pas en mesure d’exécuter 

pleinement leur mandat avec les ressources disponibles actuellement et à l’avenir. Ces autres sources 

de financement sont comprises dans les notions encore mal définies de «redevances fondées sur la 

valeur» et d’«autres ressources». Du point de vue des agences, cela concerne principalement les droits 

d’usage et les nouvelles cotisations. Ces moyens de financement alternatifs ne sont pas prévus dans le 

droit primaire de l’Union. 

 
Avantages et limites de l’introduction ou de l’extension des systèmes de 
redevances et de droits des agences de l’Union européenne 
Avantages 
La majorité des parties prenantes semblent accepter les niveaux actuel et futur des redevances et des 

droits des agences de l’Union européenne. Ces redevances et droits actuels et futurs permettent déjà 

d’alléger la charge que les activités des agences de l’Union européenne font peser sur le budget 

européen, et ce, à hauteur de 34 % du budget total de ces agences. Sans modification substantielle et 

imprévue du droit de l’Union, cet allégement devrait rester au moins identique à l’avenir, mais ne 

devrait pas augmenter, ce qui constitue à ce jour un avantage important dans un contexte caractérisé 

par l’exercice de pressions fortes sur le budget de l’Union. 

Une approche au cas par cas des systèmes de redevances est actuellement appliquée au sein de la « 

famille » des agences et des autorités de supervision et de surveillance. Une approche systématique 

pourrait être explorée ou, à défaut, une analyse systématique pourrait être menée lors de la création 

de toute nouvelle agence de surveillance. En effet, l’introduction ou l’extension des redevances et des 

droits des agences de l’Union européenne allègent, par définition, la charge des activités de celles-ci 
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sur le budget européen. Cet allègement est attendu pour l’AFE et pour l’AES, mais les nouveaux droits 

et les nouvelles redevances auront un effet relativement neutre sur le budget de l’Union, car ils 

financeront de nouvelles activités (AFE) ou remplaceront les contributions des États membres, sauf en 

cas d’instauration de nouvelles tâches (ESMA et EIOPA). 

La mise en place d’un système de redevances peut également permettre aux agences de l’Union 

européenne de mieux répondre aux besoins des opérateurs économiques qui supervisent les 

entreprises et le marché. Les révisions actuelles des règlements de base montrent que, d’une manière 

générale, la mise en place de systèmes de redevances favorise la réactivité, la rapidité, la flexibilité et la 

réduction de la charge administrative pour l’industrie. Ainsi, l’application de systèmes de redevances 

peut se révéler bénéfique d’un point de vue opérationnel. 

 

Limites 
Comme exposé ci-dessus, les agences de l’Union européenne souhaitant gérer des redevances et des 

droits dans le cadre de la responsabilité budgétaire ne disposent d’aucune approche systématique ni 

d’aucune orientation, mais uniquement d’une approche au cas par cas s’appliquant à la « famille » des 

agences et autorités chargées des activités de supervision, de surveillance, de régulation et 

d’enregistrement. Une approche systématique pourrait être explorée ou, à défaut, une analyse 

systématique pourrait être menée lors de la création de toute nouvelle agence mettant en œuvre des 

activités susceptibles d’être considérées comme éligibles. En outre, un renforcement des orientations 

permettrait aux agences de bénéficier des bonnes pratiques et de l’expérience de leurs pairs portant 

non seulement sur les principes de base du recouvrement intégral des coûts et des budgets équilibrés, 

mais aussi sur des sujets plus vastes tels que les structures et mécanismes de redevances pouvant être 

mis en place, les procédures à suivre, y compris en matière d’ajustement des niveaux de redevances, 

ou la gestion des écarts de trésorerie découlant de l’introduction des redevances. Comme les modèles 

de gestion et d’établissement des coûts (basés sur les activités) et les outils informatiques y afférents 

sont nécessaires à la gestion des redevances et imposés par les bonnes pratiques dans la gestion du 

secteur public, il faut veiller à ce que l’élaboration des systèmes de gestion de redevances, 

indépendamment de leur type, ne souffre pas d’une complexité inutile. 

Aucun lien systématique entre la mise en place d’un système de redevances et la capacité d’une agence 

à exécuter pleinement sa mission n’a été mis en lumière. De plus, l’adoption ou l’extension d’un 

système permettant de générer des recettes grâce aux redevances n’impliquent pas nécessairement 

une augmentation de facto du budget global d’une agence. En effet, les discussions politiques qui ont 

lieu au cours de la procédure budgétaire peuvent aboutir à une diminution du financement européen 

des activités des agences. 

Par ailleurs, l’incidence des systèmes de redevances introduits dans les agences de l’Union européenne 

peut être limitée par d’autres facteurs, comme, selon ces mêmes agences, les objectifs de réduction 

des effectifs fixés ces dernières années et l’approche plus rigide adoptée en matière de gestion des 

tableaux des effectifs en général, qui prévoit que les ressources humaines disponibles pour réaliser des 

activités financées par les redevances peuvent ne pas suivre la même évolution que les recettes 

provenant de ces activités. Cet impact est également susceptible d’être limité par le fait que la mise en 
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place de systèmes de redevances engendre des coûts administratifs aux fins de l’introduction d’une 

structure permettant de définir, de collecter et de faire appliquer les redevances auprès des opérateurs 

économiques. Lorsque les agences bénéficient à la fois d’un financement au titre du budget de l’Union 

et du versement de redevances, elles voient augmenter les coûts liés à la collecte des recettes. Un 

troisième facteur réside dans le fait que, dans le cadre de la globalisation des marchés, les redevances 

peuvent placer les agences de l’Union européenne en position de concurrence face à leurs homologues 

non membres de l’Union, par exemple lorsque des accords commerciaux, économiques et politiques 

débouchent sur des accords de reconnaissance mutuelle. 

D’autres carences dues à l’introduction de systèmes de redevances, comme une perte (ressentie) 

d’indépendance, ne semblent pas préoccupantes pour la majorité des parties prenantes, car les 

modèles de gouvernance mis en place au sein des agences et des institutions de l’Union plus largement 

sont jugés suffisants pour garantir l’indépendance et l’efficacité de ces systèmes. 

 
Conclusions 
S’appuyant sur un examen portant sur le potentiel actuel et futur des 33 agences de l’Union 

européenne pour générer des recettes provenant de redevances dans le cadre du budget 2018, cette 

étude montre que: 

1) la plupart des agences de l’Union exerçant des activités éligibles aux redevances les perçoivent 

déjà. Ainsi, 34 % des budgets globaux des agences sont financés par des redevances; 

2) malgré la pression qui pèse en permanence sur le financement européen destiné aux agences, 

la part des activités financées par les redevances ne devrait pas augmenter de manière 

significative, car peu nombreuses sont les activités supplémentaires qui sont éligibles à un tel 

financement dans les cadres financiers actuel et futur s’appliquant aux agences de l’Union 

européenne; 

3) cette situation n’est pas préoccupante pour la majorité des parties prenantes, car il est 

largement reconnu que les agences exécutent les activités relevant de leur mandat de manière 

satisfaisante, en fonction de l’équilibre actuel et prévisionnel de leurs sources de financement;  

4) lorsque les agences rencontrent des difficultés ponctuelles à mener de façon satisfaisante les 

activités relevant de leur mandat et quand les activités susceptibles d’être financées par les 

redevances ne le sont pas encore, il serait judicieux d’explorer la possibilité de mettre en œuvre 

un financement par redevances: en général, lorsque le financement par redevances est 

introduit, ses avantages contrebalancent ses inconvénients; 

5) si de nouvelles agences sont créées et mandatées pour exécuter des activités susceptibles 

d’être financées par des redevances, la possibilité d’un tel financement devrait être envisagée 

dès le départ; 

6) la possibilité de procéder à une harmonisation du règlement financier-cadre pour le 

financement des agences faciliterait l’introduction ou l’extension d’un système de redevances 

au sein des agences de l’Union européenne, tout en réduisant au minimum la charge 

administrative qui en découlerait. Cela permettrait notamment de résoudre les problèmes liés 

aux ajustements des niveaux de redevance ou aux écarts de trésorerie; 
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7) toute complexité inutile devrait être évitée dans le cadre de la mise en œuvre de modèles de 

gestion et d’établissement des coûts par activité aux fins de la gestion des systèmes de 

redevances; 

8) d’autres limites devraient être dûment prises en compte lors de la mise en place de systèmes 

de redevances, telles que les contraintes pesant sur les ressources humaines disponibles pour 

réaliser des activités financées par les redevances, les coûts administratifs supplémentaires 

engagés pour l’introduction d’une structure chargée de définir, de collecter et de faire 

appliquer les redevances auprès des opérateurs économiques, etc. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. CONTEXT OF THE STUDY 
The decisions leading to the creation of EU Agencies sought to concentrate competences. Their 

contribution to the achievement of the Union’s objectives (EU2020 Strategy and beyond) is universally 

acknowledged and praised. Furthermore, their existence is not questioned – Commissioner Oettinger’s 

recent declarations confirm this, as he set the target for EU Agencies to act and be recognised as world 

class public Agencies. 

However, the time for categorising Agencies as “start-ups” (thereby allowing them some flexibility to 

adapt to compliance and performance objectives) is behind us: all existing Agencies are now 

categorised either as “cruising speed” or “new tasks”. As such, they should all seek to do more with less 

regardless of their funding mechanisms, while over recent years their human resources have been 

capped according to staff reduction plans calculated and decided at the Commission and the 

Budgetary Authorities’ levels. 

Today, EU Agencies face major challenges. In a budgetary context impacted by the BREXIT, many 

uncertainties characterise their future funding and resources, and hence their capacity to execute their 

missions in full – regarding both existing policies and new priorities. The new MFF proposal to increase 

Member States’ contribution to the EU budget up to 1,09 to 1,13% of their Gross National Income4 has 

not yet been agreed to, and it is unclear how this will impact the funding of EU Agencies which 

represent roughly 2% of the EU budget (excluding the SRB Fund). 

The introduction of fees and charges to fund certain Agency activities has already contributed to 

reduce the burden of these activities on the EU budget. Nevertheless, it has not provided a perfect 

solution to allow for the full implementation of their mandates. The European Parliament’s 2015 

discharge resolution noted that5: “Union regulatory Agencies in charge of the risk assessment of regulated 

products, in particular the European Food Safety Authority, the European Chemicals Agency or the European 

Medicines Agency do not have the financial and legal resources to fulfil their mission properly”. Some 

Agencies echo this today6. 

It appears that restrictions and constraints, which are characteristic of the 2018 EU budget, will 

continue during the second half of MFF 2014-2020, and into the next MFF. This concerns all EU 

Institutions, let alone the 33 decentralised EU Agencies encompassed in B-2018. It calls for assessing 

whether alternative financing systems can be implemented, with the general objective of diminishing 

the burden imposed on EU tax payers (citizens) within the EU general budget and reinforcing the link 

between EU public organisations’ services or activities and their direct beneficiaries (industry actors or 

Member States).  

                                                 
4 Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, The Council, the European Economic and Social 
Committee and the Committee of the Regions, A Modern Budget for a Union that Protects, Empowers and Defends, The 
Multiannual Financial Framework for 2021-2027, Brussels 02.05.2018 COM(2018) 321 final. 
5 European Parliament resolution of 27 April 2017 on discharge in respect of the implementation of the budget of the 
European Union Agencies for the financial year 2015: performance, financial management and control (2016/2206(DEC)). 
6 See Chapters 2 and 3, and Annex 5. 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?lang=en&reference=2016/2206(DEC)
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For these reasons, the European Parliament commissioned this study to explore the potential revenue 

from the extension of charging fees by EU Agencies. 

1.2. OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE OF THE STUDY 
This study analyses the potential revenue from the extension of charging fees by the EU decentralised 

Agencies encompassed in the EU 2018 budget.  

Decentralised Agencies are categorised as: 

•  Fully self-financed Agencies (from industry fees): CPVO, EUIPO and the SRB; or from other own 

resources (revenue from peers): CdT; 

•  Partially self-financed Agencies (from industry fees): ECHA, EASA, EMA and ESMA; 

•  Co-financed Agencies (from contributions from Member States): EBA, EIOPA and ESMA; 

•  Agencies fully financed from the EU budget: ACER, BEREC Office, CEDEFOP, CEPOL, EASO, ECDC, 

EEA, EFCA, EFSA, EIGE, EMCDDA, EMSA, ENISA, ERA, ETF, eu-LISA, eu-OSHA, EUROFOUND, 

EUROJUST, EUROPOL, FRA, FRONTEX and GSA. 

A second categorisation of decentralised Agencies is also worth mentioning for the present analysis: 

•  Agencies with a mission of supervision, surveillance or regulation (activities of certification, 

authorization, approval, registration, exemption and processing of appeals): CPVO, EUIPO, SRB, 

ECHA, EASA, EMA, EBA, EIOPA ESMA, EFSA and ACER; 

•  All other Agencies. 

This study mainly focuses on (but is not limited to) two categories of activities performed by Agencies: 

•  Activities performed exclusively for the (direct) benefit of industry stakeholders: certification, 

authorization, approval, registration, exemption and processing of appeals. In the current 

practice of EU Agencies’ budget funding, these activities may generate industry fees and 

charges, be funded by Member States, or remain exclusively funded from the EU budget – 

although their nature is similar. 

•  Other activities potentially generating non-EU funded contributions. Currently, these activities 

are almost exclusively funded from the EU budget: training, publication, data provision, etc.  

Agencies also conduct policy support activities which are not focussed on in this report, as not eligible 

for financing from other sources than the EU budget due to their nature. 

The present study addresses three key research questions: 

1. Which current and potential future types of activities carried out by EU Agencies could bring in 

revenue by charging fees or justifying non-EU contributions? 

This key research question addresses major three topics: 

•  What is the view of the Agencies in scope towards the legitimacy and feasibility of charging 

fees for the execution of these activities? 

•  What are the limits of the current Agencies’ regulatory environment for charging fees – and the 

next steps should a potential for charging fees be identified? 

•  What practical lessons can be drawn from the Agencies’ budgets?  
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2. What is the extent of budgetary and administrative savings which could result from an extension of 

charging fees by EU Agencies, considering the current and (potential) future tasks of the Agencies? 

This key research question addresses three major topics: 

•  How do Agencies concerned conceive their own fees system (by type of activities, fees settings 

principles, level of fees, fees system implementation – e.g. one-off or recurrent fees, impact on 

Agencies’ autonomy and margin of action, reporting requirements and costs, budgetary 

principles, treatment of surpluses and reserves, role of National Authorities); 

•  What monetary potential may result from the implementation or extension of fees for EU 

Agencies (quantification, impact on the level of EU-budget funding)? 

•  Have Agencies identified direct substantial links between the introduction of a fee-based 

system and its global performance? 

3. How would extending the fee-financed model to activities carried out by EU Agencies be beneficial 

(or detrimental) to the EU Agencies and broader EU? 

This key research question addresses three topics: 

•  What are the Agencies’ views regarding the advantages and the shortcomings of a fee-based 

system (sufficiency, stability, predictability, cost, treasury management, ability to respond to 

beneficiaries’ expectations, autonomy…)? 

•  Would a fee-funding mechanism from the industry impair the Agencies’ independence? 

•  Is (the introduction of) a fee-based system an efficient way to tackle the difficulties encountered 

by Agencies to execute their mission in full? Do Agencies advocate for or see potential 

advantages to alternative means of funding their budget? 

1.3. METHODOLOGY 
This analytical study was performed using a methodology agreed with the European Parliament. The 

analytical framework that underpins the study is outlined in Annex 6.4, and the steps followed to 

perform the study are described below. 

1.3.1. Desk research  
The study team gathered all publicly available relevant information with respect to the research 

questions, and was provided internal documentation by the European Parliament and study 

interviewees. The relevant documentation includes: 

•  EU primary and secondary (financial) regulations; 

•  Commission’s Regulations defining the rules with regards to fees payable to self-financed 

Agencies; 

•  Relevant Court of Auditors reports; 

•  Relevant European Parliament reports and studies; 

•  Legal and financial information relevant to Agencies in scope (including their basic regulations 

and revisions to these, their current and prospective work programmes, etc.); 

•  Comparative information on other Agencies, of interest for the study; 

•  Relevant information and documentation identified / provided during the inception meeting; 
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•  Previous studies on fees payable to self-financed Agencies (impact assessment studies, etc.), 

including by EFRAN; 

•  Annual activity reports, work programmes and budgets of EU Agencies; 

•  Websites of EU Agencies. 

1.3.2. Interview round, including case study interviews 
The study team conducted an interview round amongst a selection of stakeholders agreed with the 

European Parliament to: 

•  Fill information gaps identified during the desk research; 

•  Collect additional documentation of relevance for the study; 

•  Collect stakeholder views regarding the research questions. 

Six case studies were conducted of ACER, EASA, ECHA, EFSA, ERA and ESMA. The case studies brought 

together the outcome of desk research and structured interviews with the senior management of the 

Agencies and parent DGs of the selected EU Agencies, and were used to detail answers to each of the 

research questions in the analytical study both from a qualitative and a quantitative perspective. They 

were also used to classify EU Agencies into various types based on the types of activities for which fees 

can be put in place. 

The case studies allowed the study team to cover: 

•  Six EU Agencies currently providing services to industry and/or carrying out surveillance, 

supervision, and other services to industry such as registrations, certifications, approvals, 

authorisations and exemptions (ACER, EASA, ECHA, EFSA, ESMA), or planning to do so (ERA); 

•  One EU Agency currently charging Member States for additional services, such as the provision 

of operational information, data, publications, expertise, consultative support, and training etc. 

that fall within the remit of its activities: EASA. 

Extrapolations from the case studies to the full scope of 33 decentralised EU Agencies are not 
straightforward, but the study team identified categories of EU Agencies on the basis of which overall 
assessments could be extrapolated taking into account the two abovementioned groups of case study 
EU Agencies. 

The case studies’ outcomes were both qualitative and quantitative and form a core of the report inputs. 
Quantification of expected fees and costs were obviously not performed at the level of detail of impact 
assessments dedicated solely to that exercise, but based on Agency inputs. Forecasts of fees and 
charges from the EU Agencies for coming years were generally available until 2019 or 2020, but not 
after this. A number of hypotheses were therefore used by the study team beyond this period to 
estimate ranges of potential budgetary and administrative savings. 

It was agreed with EU Agencies that interviews of industry representatives from industries in fields 
covered by these (e.g. Energy, Banking, Rail transportation, Aviation Safety, etc.) would not be 
appropriate due to a variety of reasons (lack of representativity of a limited number of stakeholders, 
particularly where an Agency covers several fields; ongoing stakeholder consultations; already existing 
stakeholder consultations). 

The list of interviewees is presented in annex. 



Potential revenue from the extension of charging fees by EU Agencies 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

38 

1.3.3. Survey of EU Agencies 
The study team conducted a web-based survey of all 33 EU Agencies in scope of the analytical study to 

obtain available information and perceptions from each of the EU Agencies on the research questions. 

24 EU Agencies responded (ACER, BEREC, CEPOL, CPVO, EASA, EBA, ECHA, EEA, EFCA, EFSA, EIGE, EIOPA, 

EMA, EMCDDA, EMSA, ERA, ESMA, ETF, eu.LISA, EUIPO, EU-OSHA, EUROFOUND, EUROPOL and GSA). EU 

Agencies did not respond (CdT, CEDEFOP, EASO, ECDC, ENISA, EUROJUST, FRA, FRONTEX, SRB). 

Overall, the survey collected information from 24 respondents, representing 73% of decentralised 

Agencies 

The survey questionnaire and results are included in annex. 

1.3.4. Data analysis and reporting 
The results of the desk research, survey of EU Agencies and (case study) interviews were analysed and 

summarised to provide information on all key aspects of the study: 

•  The current and potential future types of activities carried out by EU Agencies that could bring 

in revenue by charging fees; 

•  A range of budgetary and administrative savings that could result from an extension of 

charging fees by EU Agencies, considering the current and potential future tasks of the EU 

Agencies, based on potential additional revenues and costs; 

•  A description of how extending the fee-financed model to activities carried out by EU Agencies 

would be beneficial to the EU Agencies and broader EU. 

This report was prepared based on all data available to the study team. It is structured on the basis of 

the research questions, and includes the key findings and conclusions of the analytical study as well as 

identified issues. 

1.4. STRUCTURE OF THIS REPORT 
This report is structured as follows: 

Chapter 2 addresses the state-of-play of fees and charges in the EU decentralised Agencies’ 

environment. The chapter reflects on: 

•  the limits and potential for charging fees from a regulatory perspective (what FFR and 

Agencies’ basic and financial regulations allow for towards fees and charges); 

•  a conceptual framework providing a snapshot of Agencies in terms of their potential for 

charging fees considering their current activities and regulatory environment; 

•  current budget figures ultimately providing the share of each budget revenue type in the total 

of Agencies’ budget. 

•  issues identified towards the extension of charging fees for decentralised Agencies. 
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Chapter 3 addresses the future of fees and charges systems in EU Agencies. The chapter reflects on: 

•  general considerations on conceptual, regulatory and budgetary principles, alternative means 

of funding Agencies’ budgets, fees systems implementation matters, adoption process and 

timing for implementing fees and charges; 

•  the evolution of industry fees systems in EU Agencies, with a distinction between status quo / 

continuity of current programmes, cases of revision of basic and fees regulations, and early 

reflexions towards the implementation of fees and charges systems in certain Agencies; 

•  the evolution of systems of charges for services rendered in EU Agencies, highlighting the pro’s 

and con’s as stated by EU Agencies when considering services against payments versus the 

notion of (free) public services; 

•  alternative funding means with positive impact towards lowering the pressure on the EU 

budget;  

•  The identification of Agencies that see no potential for fees and charges – in the light of the 

likely evolution of their mission; 

•  An overview of the budgetary impact on the basis of scenarios. 

Chapter 4 addresses the benefits and limitations of introducing or extending fee-based systems within 

EU Agencies. It also puts the related key findings in the perspective of alternative funding means for EU 

Agencies. 

Chapter 5 details the conclusions of the study. 
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2. STATE-OF-PLAY OF FEES AND CHARGES SYSTEMS IN EU AGENCIES 
KEY FINDINGS 

• The nature of Agencies’ activities determines their potential for funding from sources 

beyond the EU budget. Agencies with supervisory, surveillance, regulation and registration 

activities have more potential than those without such activities. A large number of Agencies 

have no identified potential for funding from sources beyond the EU budget. 

• Agencies with supervisory, surveillance, regulation and registration activities already have an 

important share of fee-funded activities, representing 34% of total Agencies’ budget and 83% 

of fee-funded Agencies’ budget. These Agencies are: (1) the existing partially self-financed or 

co-financed Agencies: EASA, ECHA, EMA and ESMA; (2) the fully self-financed Agencies: EUIPO, 

CPVO, SRB. Finally, four surveillance / supervisory agencies, EBA, EIOPA, EFSA, and ACER entirely 

depend on EU budget. 

• Agencies which do not implement supervisory, surveillance, regulation and registration 

activities have no industry fees. Other external funding possibilities lie in “charges for 

services rendered”, which (1) currently represent 0,02% of Agencies’ total revenues, (2) are 

often seen by Agencies as a public good or service that must be financed through the EU 

budget, (3) represent negligible external funding extension capacity, (4) are unsatisfactory in 

terms of budget sufficiency, stability and predictability. The economic potential from the 

external funding of these activities is furthermore limited by the fact that the cost they generate 

may already be included in fees calculations (such as the cost linked to the provision of 

Information Systems). Of the 19 Agencies that could charge for services rendered according to 

their regulation, only four reflect such revenue in their 2018 budgets. 

• The framework Financial Regulation does not foresee a systematic approach for considering 

fee funding for Supervisory Agencies. Consequently, although their missions are comparable 

and could systematically lead to implementing fee funding from a conceptual and regulatory 

perspective, EU Regulatory Agencies’ founding and financial regulations show drastically 

different levels of maturity in terms of budget funding through industry fees as they are 

established on a case-by-case basis. This was referred to as a weakness during Agencies’ 

interviews – and calls for recommending to address this issue at the early stages of creation of 

new Agencies. 

• A number of Agencies state that they are not able to execute their mandate in full due to their 

limited staff and financial resources. This was confirmed by the EP in the discharge 2015 

resolution, stating that: “Union regulatory Agencies in charge of the risk assessment of regulated 

products, in particular the European Food Safety Authority, the European Chemicals Agency or the 

European Medicines Agency do not have the financial and legal resources to fulfil their mission 

properly”. Such statement is also put forward by EASA and ESMA. This shows that (1) fee funding 

does not guarantee establishment plans flexibility, and that (2) funding from industry fees is 

not necessarily linked to the Agencies’ global performance, and explains why several partially 

self-financed Agencies strongly advocate for alternative sources of funding today. 
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2.1. GENERAL ENVIRONMENT AND PRINCIPLES 
The present section examines the categories of activities implemented by EU Agencies which curry 

potential for charging fees and charges. It reflects the results of the survey of the decentralised 

Agencies and of the interviews conducted with the six case study Agencies: ACER, EASA, ECHA, EFSA, 

ERA and ESMA. 

Two categories of activities are considered: 

The first category concerns activities performed exclusively for the (direct) benefit of industry 

stakeholders. In the current practice of EU Agencies budget funding, these activities may generate 

industry fees and charges, be funded by Member States, or remain exclusively funded from the EU 

budget – although their nature is similar. In practice, these activities correspond to: 

• Surveillance, supervision and regulation: certifications, approvals, authorisations and 

exemptions; 

• Other services to economic operators: registrations; 

• Treatment of exemptions and processing of appeals. 

The second category encompasses all other activities with a potential for generating non-EU funded 

contributions. In practice, these activities correspond to a wide range of services provided by EU 

Agencies, namely (non-exhaustive): publications, training, data processing, research, surveys, 

information systems provision, studies and reports, expertise, and coordination. 

The nature of Agencies’ activities determines their potential for funding from sources beyond the EU 

budget. Agencies with supervisory, surveillance and regulation activities have more potential than 

those without such activities, as amounts of external funding collected from the industry indicate that 

it is by far more the more substantial non-EU funded revenue currently. An Agency is however unlikely 

to raise such revenue if a number of conditions are not met. The testing framework below shows what 

criteria Agencies should meet to envisage industry fee funding. 
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Figure 4: Testing framework: Conditions for charging fees to economic operators 

 
 

A large number of Agencies have no identified potential for funding from sources beyond the EU 

budget, as suggested by the results from the survey – regarding both categories of activities envisaged.  

Agencies implementing activities for the exclusive benefit of industry (part 1.1. of the testing 

framework) already have an important share of fee-funded activities, representing 34% of total fee-

funded Agencies’ budget. These Agencies are: (1) the partially self-financed or co-financed Agencies: 

EASA, ECHA, EMA and ESMA; (2) the fully self-financed Agencies: EUIPO, CPVO, SRB. Industry fees 

constitute 83% of these Agencies’ revenue as indicate the figures from the Draft Budget 2018. 

The graph below provides a snapshot of the industry fee funding environment in 2018, distinguishing 

between Agencies that implement fees, Agencies that implement activities included in the testing 

framework (part 1.1), and Agencies that do not appear to have any potential for industry fees:  

  

1

2

ELIGIBILITY OF ACTIVITIES PERFORMED BY EU AGENCIES FOR EXTERNAL FINANCING
1.1. Activities performed for industry
• Surveillance / supervision and other services to economic operators:

• Certification, authorisation, approval, registration, exemption
1.2. Activities performed for non-EU stakeholders
• Non-core services to stakeholders:

• Training, publication, information systems provision, research, surveys, studies and reports, expertise provision

FEASIBILITY AND OPPORTUNITY OF IMPLEMENTING EXTERNAL FINANCING
• Individual recipients of supervision or service provision clearly identifiable

• Assessment of direct or indirect nature of service beneficiary
• Compatibility of fees with Primary Legislation

• Cost-effectiveness of the fee system
• Collection cost
• Management cost
• Enforcement cost

• Impact on the Agency’s budget
• Isssues linked to first implementation (treasurygaps, deviation from forecasts)
• Sufficiency to address Agency’s existing and new tasks
• Impact on the EU contribution to the Agency’s budget

• Impact on Treaty and Commission strategy and objectives
• Impact on economic sector
• Treatment of SMEs

• Better funding alternatives
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Figure 5: Current picture of industry fees environment within EU Agencies 

 
The data is from study team calculations of: 1) the feasibility of implementing or extending fees (y axis) taking into account 
inputs received from the Agencies (survey) and other interviewed stakeholders on the factors influencing this, namely: 
Existing eligible activities; Political willingness; Existence of Legal Basis; Comitology progress; Relation to industry; 
Implementation complexity; Implementation costs; Better funding alternatives and Governance implications; 2) the potential 
proportion of an Agency’s activities eligible for fee funding (x axis) taking into account inputs received from the Agencies 
(survey) and other interviewed stakeholders on the factors influencing this, namely the expected volumes of eligible and total 
activities; 3) the corresponding potential overall volume of fees expected (size of balls). 
 
Agencies which do not implement activities referred to in part.1.1 of the testing framework have no 

industry fees. Other external funding possibilities for these Agencies lie in “charges for services 

rendered”, to the extent they are delivered to non-EU stakeholders and that they do not constitute the 

core business of Agencies. These activities correspond to part 1.2. of the testing framework, and (1) 

currently represent 0,02% of Agencies total revenue, (2) are often seen by Agencies as public good or 

service that must be financed through the EU budget, (3) represent negligible external funding 

extension capacity, (4) are unsatisfactory in terms of budget sufficiency, stability and predictability. The 

economic potential from the external funding of these activities is furthermore limited by the fact that 

the cost they generate may already be included in fees calculations.  In practice, among the 19 Agencies 

that could charge for services rendered according to their regulation, only four implement such 

revenue in 2018.  

The following graph provides a snapshot of the funding from fees or charges for services rendered in 
2018.  
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Figure 6: Current picture of fees or charges for services rendered within EU Agencies 

 
The data is from study team calculations of: 1) the feasibility of implementing or extending fees (y axis) taking into account 
inputs received from the Agencies (survey) and other interviewed stakeholders on the factors influencing this, namely: 
Existing eligible activities; Political willingness; Existence of Legal Basis; Comitology progress; Relation to industry; 
Implementation complexity; Implementation costs; Better funding alternatives and Governance implications; 2) the potential 
proportion of an Agency’s activities eligible for fee funding (x axis) taking into account inputs received from the Agencies 
(survey) and other interviewed stakeholders on the factors influencing this, namely the expected volumes of eligible and total 
activities; 3) the corresponding potential overall volume of fees expected (size of balls). 
 

2.2. OVERVIEW OF CURRENT FINANCING OF EU AGENCIES 
The EU Financial Regulation and the Framework Financial Regulation do not foresee a systematic 

approach for considering fee funding for EU Agencies. Consequently, although their missions are 

comparable and could systematically lead to implementing fee funding from a conceptual and 

regulatory perspective, EU Regulatory Agencies founding and financial regulations show drastically 

different levels of maturity towards budget funding through industry fees as they are established on a 

case-by-case basis. This was referred to as a weakness during the interviews of Agencies – and calls for 

recommending addressing this issue at the early stages of creation of new Agencies. 

Agencies’ founding and financial regulations generally foresee a large range of funding means. These 

can be summarised as follows.  

Table 4: Overview of EU Agencies’ funding sources from their regulation’s perspective 

1- Union subsidy or contribution 
2- Fees from the industry a result of certification, approval, authorisation, registration, exemption  
3- Charges for services rendered (e.g. training, publication, data processing etc.) 
4- Contributions from Third Countries 
5- Contributions from Member States (direct or via national Agencies) 
6- Voluntary contributions from Member States or other public authorities 
7- Legacies, donations, delegations agreements, grants, etc. 
8- Own revenue from fees and charges (specific case of revenue from peers for the CdT) 
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Some founding and financial regulations also foresee that these categories of revenue are foreseen 

“without prejudice of other sources of revenue”, which are not defined but which some Agencies 

consider opening doors to other funding sources (and notably to levies or taxes7). 

We note that from Agencies’ budgetary perspective, variances are found between the theoretical 

regulatory framework of Agencies and their effective founding in practice8, as shown in the table 

below: 

 

Table 5: Comparative overview of EU Agencies’ theoretical (regulatory) and current funding sources 

Revenue category 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Number of Agencies that foresee such a revenue category in 
their regulation 

31 9 18 15 6 17 4 1 

Number of Agencies that are effectively funded from such a 
category of revenue 

29 7 4 17 5 0 3 1 

 

In budgetary terms, we also note that charges for services remain anecdotal in Agencies’ yearly budget 

(DB-2018). The following table provides a consolidated view of the share of each revenue category in 

the total funding of EU decentralised Agencies (Agencies’ total budget revenue: 

EUR  3,053,210,963.009): 

 
Table 6: Share of the different regulatory sources of revenue in EU Agencies’ revenue 

Revenue category 1 2 3 
4 5 6 7 8 

 

Amount (in EUR) 1,862,057,154 1,040,848,054 590,000 38,631,838 60,976,474 N/A N/A 41,896,900 

% of total 
Agencies’ budget 
revenue 

60.99% 34.09% 0.02% 1.27% 2.00% N/A N/A 1.37% 

 

The following table10 provides the details – for each of the 33 decentralised Agencies – of the share of 

each type of revenue in their total budget.  

  

                                                 
7 See Section 4.3. 
8 Draft General budget of the European Union for the financial year 2018 – General Statement of Revenue, COM(2017) 400. 
9 Excluding the Single Resolution Fund. 
10 Source: Draft General budget of the European Union for the financial year 2018 – General Statement of Revenue, COM(2017) 
400 – When the total % is different from 100%, the gap is usually due to corrections of budgetary imbalances. 
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Table 7: Share of the different regulatory sources of revenue in EU Agencies’ revenue - detailed 

Name Total %EU 
Budget 

% 
Industry 

Fees 

% Co-
financing 

% 3rd 
Countries 

% 
Services 
against 

payment 

% Own 
revenue 
fees and 
charges 

ACER 13,562,000.00 100%           

BEREC 4,331,000.00 100%           

CdT 47,699,500.00           88% 

CEDEFOP 17,869,389.00 98%     2% 0.06%   

CEPOL 9,216,720.00 100%           

CPVO 16,635,000.00   97%         

EASA11 186,961,801.00 20% 79%   1% 0.05%   

EASO 86,971,000.00 100%           

EBA 41,904,248.00 36%   63% 1%     

ECDC 58,102,941.00 98%     2%     

ECHA 115,017,107.00 29% 71%         

EEA 43,063,323.00 88%     9%     

EFCA 16,183,000.00 100%           

EFSA 80,096,994.00 98%     2%     

EIGE 7,781,000.00 100%           

EIOPA 25,366,621.00 37%   60% 3%     

EMA 333,917,000.00 10% 90%     0.09%   

EMCDDA 16,132,335.00 96%     4%     

EMSA 82,016,756.00 97%     2%     

ENISA 11,424,970.00 92%   6% 2%     

ERA 28,821,000.00 98%     2%     

ESMA 43,976,970.00 31% 26% 42% 1%     

ETF 20,144,000.00 100%           

eu.LISA 200,666,000.00 100%           

EUIPO 393,092,208.00   100%         

EU-OSHA 15,500,700.00 97%   1% 2%     

EUROFOUND 20,771,000.00 99%       0.88%   

EUROJUST 36,761,737.00 100%           

EUROPOL 118,555,520.00 100%           

FRA 22,350,000.00 99%     1%     

FRONTEX 320,198,000.00 93%     7%     

GSA 526,753,123.00 100%           

SRB 91,368,000.00 0% 100%         

  3,053,210,963.00 60.99% 34.09% 2.00% 1.25% 0.02% 1.37% 

 

                                                 
11 In the case of EASA, the total budget amount (EUR 186,961,801) and the percentage of revenue from industry fees (79% or 
EUR 146,959,000) include an amount of EUR 47,333,000 corresponding to corrections of budgetary imbalances. See also Table 
9 EASA future planned revenue until 2020. 
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The inventory of decentralised Agencies according to their funding sources shows that more than 60% 

of their budgets are currently financed from the EU general budget and 34% from industry fees12.  

2.3. CURRENT FUNDING SYSTEMS IN ACER, EASA, ECHA, EFSA, ERA AND ESMA 

2.3.1. Current activities and funding at ACER 
ACER’s mission13 is to work towards the completion of the EU internal energy market for electricity and 

natural gas by complementing and coordinating the work of national energy Regulators at EU level, by 

tackling the infrastructure challenges, monitoring wholesale energy markets, and dealing with longer-

term regulatory challenges. 

Current and Future activities14 

The Agency deals with four major activities (evolutionary since the Agency’s creation in 2011): 

•  (Post-)Completion of the Internal Energy Market, including the development and adoption of 
Network Codes and Guidelines and the monitoring of the internal energy market; 

•  Wholesale Energy Market Integrity and Transparency (REMIT15) – see below; 
•  Infrastructure challenges such as the development of regional interconnection and of a cos 

efficient network; 
•  Future challenges such as the integration of renewable energy sources. 

The Agency’s activities involve interactions and collaboration with NRAs as well as with ESMA. 

In addition, tasks inherent to the implementation of Regulation on wholesale energy market integrity 

and transparency (REMIT) are progressively implemented since 2015. It is typically in the scope of the 

REMIT regulation that industry fees can be envisaged. These activities include in particular: 

•  registration of reporting parties; 

•  reporting; 

•  monitoring; 

•  CBCA decision; 

•  Exemption request; 

•  Network code related decisions; 

•  Request for opinion. 

ACER’s founding regulation provides that its revenue shall comprise, in particular: 

•  a subsidy from the Community; 

•  fees paid to the Agency (resulting from exemption decisions); 

•  voluntary contributions from the Member States or from the regulatory authorities […]; and 

•  legacies, donations or grants […]. 

                                                 
12 These figures includes the administrative and operational budget of the Single Resolution Board but excludes funds 
managed at the level of the Single Resolution Fund. 
13 ACER communication strategy, 2014-2015, p.4. 
14 Briefing EU Legislation in Progress, New rules for the Agency for the Cooperation of Energy Regulators (ACER), EPRS  
European Parliamentary Research Service (Author: Gregor Erbach). 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2017/599300/EPRS_BRI(2017)599300_EN.pdf, 2 May 2018 
15 Regulation (EU) No 1227/2011 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 25 October 2011 on wholesale energy 
market integrity and transparency. 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2017/599300/EPRS_BRI(2017)599300_EN.pdf
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In practice, 100% of the Agency’s budget is funded from the EU budget since its creation, and forecasts 

indicate that it should continue to be the case during the remainder of the MFF. Accounting for the 

new tasks assigned to the Agency, it is acknowledged, notably at the level of the Parliament, that the 

financial and human resources of the Agency must and should be increased - as shown in the table 

below:  

Table 8: Budget revenue 2016-2020 of ACER 

Revenue 201616 2017 201817 201918 2020 
EU subsidy 15,872,582 13,272,160 13,562,000 22,008,985 20,435,203 

2.3.2. Current activities and funding at EASA 
EASA’s mission is to “provide safe air travel for EU citizens in Europe and worldwide”19. EASA’s main 

mission is to ensure the highest common level of safety and environmental protection for EU citizens 

within Europe and worldwide. EASA’s activities notably include the development of a single regulatory 

and certification process among Member States. The Agency collaborates with international aviation 

organisations and regulators to make sure all aircrafts are safe and meet environmental standards. 

The Agency’s current tasks include20: 

•  the issuing of opinions and recommendations to the European Commission; 

•  the issuing of certification specifications, including airworthiness codes and acceptable means 

of compliance, and guidance material; 

•  decision-taking regarding airworthiness and environmental certification, pilot certification, air 

operation certification, third country operators, inspections of Member States and 

investigation of undertakings; 

•  standardisation inspections of the competent authorities in the Member States, associated 

States and ex Joint Aviation Authority (JAA) States. 

EASA’s founding regulation provides that its revenue shall consist of: 

•  a contribution from the Community; 

•  a contribution from any European third country with which the Community has concluded 

agreements […]; 

•  the fees paid by applicants for, and holders of, certificates and approvals issued by the Agency; 

•  charges for publications, training and any other services provided by the Agency; and  

•  any voluntary financial contribution from Member States, third countries or other entities […]. 

 

                                                 
16 ACER Annual Activity Report 2016. 
17 DB-2018. 
18 ACER Programming document 2018-2020. 
19 How do EU Agencies and other bodies contribute to the Europe 2020 Strategy and to the Juncker Commission Agenda, 
Deloitte, November 2016. 
20 Partially self-financed Agencies and the principle of fee setting, European Parliament, 2014. 
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Currently, about two thirds of the Agency’s budget is financed from fees and charges for its certification 

activities and other services, one quarter from an EU subsidy and the remainder is mainly financed from 

delegation and grant agreements (from DG DEVCO, FPI, NEAR, CLIMA) for specific projects worldwide21: 

 
Table 9: Revenue breakdown and outturn 2016 at EASA compared to 2015 

Revenue (in ‘000 Euros) 2016 Δ 2015 
Fees and Charges 93,059 -8% 
EU subsidy 36,370 0% 
3d countries 2,064 -4% 
Delegated and grant agreements 7,250 -11% 
Other 1,076 -32% 
Total revenue 139,819 -7% 
Result on fees and charges activities -7,658 -145% 
Result on subsidy activities -1,655 -183% 

 
EASA’s basic act specifically requires a strict separation and treatment between the budget revenue 

collected from industry fees and from the Union contribution. In practice, separate accounting for 

certification activities are dealt with using an ERP.  Budget execution for B-2016 shows that EASA faced 

losses regarding activities financed both from fees and charges and EU subsidy. As mentioned in the 

Agency’s Annual Activity Report 2016, this negative result is the combined impact of:  

•  lower than expected fees and charges cashed revenue; 

•  costs related to the Agency’s move to its new premises; 

•  payment of the fees and charges staff pension contribution; 

•  the maintained high occupancy rate (100%) and the salary adaptation. 

2.3.3. Current activities and funding at ECHA 
The mission of ECHA is to be “the driving force among regulatory authorities in implementing the EU’s 

groundbreaking chemicals legislation for the benefit of human health and the environment as well as for 

innovation and competitiveness. ECHA helps companies to comply with the legislation, advances the safe 

use of chemicals, provides information on chemicals and addresses chemicals of concern”22. 

ECHA’s activities ensure the consistent implementation throughout the Union of the four Regulations 

under the EU’s chemicals legislation, in order to foster the circulation of chemicals in the Internal Market 

while guaranteeing the protection of humans and the environment. They consist of: 

•  the Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and Restriction of Chemicals (REACH); 

•  supervising the Classification, Labelling and Packaging of hazardous chemicals (CLP);  

•  the implementation of the Biocidal Products Regulation (BPR);  

•  the Prior Informed Consent in the international trade of hazardous chemicals and pesticides 

(PIC). 

                                                 
21 Source: EASA Annual Activity Report 2016. 
22 ECHA Multi-Annual Work Programme 2014-2018, p.9. 
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ECHA is a cruising speed Agency, with no new tasks foreseen in the coming years, and limited 

additional human resources foreseen (for delegated tasks (EU Chemicals Legislation Finder: 3 FTEs 

foreseen in ECHA’s programming document) and for Poison Centres work (2 FTEs for 2018 and 3 for 

2019)). 

In 2018, ECHA’s budget forecast is an EU contribution of EUR 34 303 532 (of which assigned revenues 

deriving from previous years' surpluses constitute EUR 5 288 731), and Other revenue of EUR 1 505 860 

(of which EUR 905 860 of 3rd country contributions and EUR 600 000 of delegation agreements and ad 

hoc grants), for a total budget of EUR 117 700 350. 

Taking into account the ECHA implements four different EU regulations, “ECHA makes a clear 

distinction between its chemicals (REACH [and CLP]), biocides and PIC activities, with separate sections 

in the Agency's budget. Hence, fees [collected under the different EU regulations] are treated 

separately in the Agency’s budget (as general revenue), and the need for a balancing contribution is 

calculated separately, for each of the four Regulations23.” In 2018, all activities other than the PIC activity 

– which is fully Union-funded – are partially self-financed through fees and contributions from third 

countries. 

Parts of the Union contribution are assigned to specific activities where these are derived from previous 

years' surpluses.  

2.3.4. Current activities and funding at EFSA 
The mission of EFSA is to “provide scientific advice and scientific and technical support for the 

Community’s legislation and policies in all fields which have a direct or indirect impact on food and 

feed safety. It shall provide independent information on all matters within these fields and 

communicate on risks”.24 

EFSA’s strategic activities in all fields which have a direct or indirect impact on food and feed safety 

include: 

•  promoting dialogue, ensuring messages are clear and usable in order to prioritise public and 

stakeholder engagement; 

•  sharing data through an Open Data system to widen the evidence base and optimise access to 

its data; 

•  strengthening cooperation and growing the EU Risk Assessment community to build the EU’s 

scientific assessment capacity; 

•  creating a methodology hub and strengthening the Agency’s resilience to prepare for future 

risk assessment challenges; 

•  providing Risk Assessments of applications for Regulated Products in various food and feed-

related sectors including food additives, enzymes, flavourings, food contact materials, 

genetically modified organisms, novel/traditional foods, health claims and feed;  

                                                 
23 European Commission (2013): Analytical paper on the possibility to create a limited ring-fenced reserve fund for partially 
self-financed Agencies, Brussels, p. 4. 
24 Regulation (EC) No 178/2002, Article 22. 



Policy Department D: Budgetary Affairs 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

51 

•  providing peer reviews for pesticides and evaluation of applications for setting or changing 

maximum residue levels for pesticides; 

•  providing Generic Risk Assessment (panel system without applicants) for various food and 
feed-related sectors including food additives, food contact materials, nutrition and feed.25 

During its interview with the study team, the Agency noted that providing Risk Assessments of 

applications for Regulated Products represents a growing proportion of EFSA’s activities. 

In 2018, EFSA’s budget forecast is an EU contribution of EUR 78 199 698, and Other revenue of 

1 897 297 EUR (EEA/EFTA country contributions), for a total budget of EUR 80 096 994. This is in line 

with Article 43 of the Agency’s founding regulation which states that “The revenues of the Authority 

shall consist of a contribution from the Community and, from any State with which the Community has 

concluded the agreements referred to in Article 49, and charges for publications, conferences, training 

and any other similar activities provided by the Authority”26. 

2.3.5. Current activities and funding at ERA 
The mission of ERA is “to contribute to the effective functioning of the Single European Railway Area 

(SERA) without frontiers, in particular by: 

•  promoting a harmonised approach to railway safety; 

•  devising the technical and legal framework in order to enable removing technical barriers, and 

acting as the System Authority for the Single European Train Control and Communication 

System; 

•  improving accessibility and use of railway system information, and by 

•  acting as the European Authority under the 4th Railway Package issuing vehicle authorisations 

and safety certificates, while improving the competitive position of the railway sector”27. 

ERA’s activities include: 

•  harmonising the EU-wide approach to railway safety; 

•  removing technical barriers to railway vehicle, infrastructure and operations interoperability 

within the EU; 

•  ensuring the coherent implementation of a single EU train control and communication system 

(ERTMS); 

•  ensuring a simplified access to rail services and rail data for customers; and 

•  preparing to act/acting as the European Authority under the 4th Railway Package issuing 

vehicle authorisations and safety certificates, while improving the competitive position of the 

railway sector, and coordinating cross-unit activities such as international relations and 

stakeholder management28. 

 

                                                 
25 Sources: How do EU Agencies and other bodies contribute to the Europe 2020 Strategy and to the Juncker Commission 
Agenda? Deloitte, November 2016; Workshop held at EFSA on 26th March 2018. 
26 Regulation (EC) No 178/2002 of the European Parliament and of the Council. 
27 Strategic Vision for the European Union Agency for Railways, 2016, p.5. 
28 ERA Multi Annual Work Programme  2014-2017; ERA Programming Document 2016; Strategic Vision for the European Union 
Agency for Railways, 2016. 
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In 2018, ERA’s budget forecast is an EU contribution of EUR 28 135 398, and other revenue of EUR 

657 845 (EFTA country contributions), for a total budget of EUR 28 793 243. This is in line with Recital 

(33) of ERA’s founding regulation which states that “in order to perform its tasks properly, the Agency 

should have […] an autonomous budget funded mainly through a contribution by the Union and through 

fees and charges paid by applicants”. 

The Agency’s founding and financial regulations state that without prejudice to other resources, its 

revenue shall be consist of29: 

•  a contribution from the Union and grants from Union bodies; 

•  any contribution from third countries participating in the work of the Agency30; 

•  the fees paid by applicants for, and holders of, certificates and authorisations issued by the 

Agency in accordance with Articles 1431, 2032 and 2133; 

•  charges for publications, training and any other services provided by the Agency; 

•  any voluntary financial contribution from Member States, third countries or other entities, 

provided such contribution is transparent, is clearly identified in the budget and does not 

compromise the independence and impartiality of the Agency. 

The comparison between the funding sources as stated in the Agency’s founding / financial regulations 

and those from its budget indicate that the Agency does not implement all possible sources of funding 

at its disposal theoretically. 

2.3.6. Current activities and funding at ESMA 
ESMA operates in the field of Supervising Financial Systems34. EU Agencies operating in this theme – 

EBA, EIOPA, ESMA and the SRB – work towards ensuring that the money consumers place or invest in 

financial products (e.g. bank accounts, pension funds, bonds, mortgages, etc.) is safe and that taxpayers 

will not bear the costs of any future financial crisis. 

The European Supervisory Authorities (ESAs) is part of the European System of Financial Supervision 

(ESFS), which was established with the purpose of ensuring consistent and coherent micro- and macro-

prudential financial supervision in the EU. The micro-prudential supervision is carried out by 

•  The three European Supervisory Authorities (ESAs) founded in 2011, i.e. the EBA, EIOPA and 

ESMA; 

•  The Joint Committee of the ESAs; 

•  The National Competent Authorities (NCAs). 

                                                 
29 Regulation (EU) 2016/796 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 May 2016 on the European Union Agency for 
Railways and repealing Regulation (EC) No 881/2004, art.64.2. 
30 As provided for in art.75 of this regulation: this concerns in particular countries in the scope of the European Neighbourhood 
Policy, the Enlargement Policy and the EFTA countries which have concluded agreements with the Union and have adopted 
and are applying Union law. 
31 Single safety certificates issuance, renewal, suspension and amendment, including the cooperation with National Safety 
Authorities in that respect. 
32 Authorisations for the placing on the market of vehicles, including the cooperation with National Safety Authorities. 
33 Authorisations for the placing on the market of vehicles types. 
34 How EU Agencies and bodies contribute to the EU 2020 strategy and Juncker Commission agenda, pp.29 and 131. 
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ESMA’s main objectives are the enhancement of investor protection and the promotion of stable and 

orderly financial markets.  

ESMA has four core activities: completing a single rulebook, promoting supervisory convergence, 

assessing risk and conducting direct supervision. As explained infra, the Authority levies fees from 

activities linked to direct supervision. 

The current funding of the ESAs (i.e. EBA, EIOPA) relies on a general contribution from the EU General 

Budget (40%) and contributions from national competent authorities (60%). For ESMA, this distribution 

is slightly different, as entities that are directly supervised by ESMA (such as credit rating Agencies and 

trade repositories) also pay supervisory fees to this Agency35 - fees are currently charged for activities 

performed as direct supervisor of Credit Rating Agencies and Trade Repositories, as foreseen in the 

provisions of related specific instruments of Union law. 

ESMA’s budget is currently funded from three main sources of financing, as shown in the following 

table: 

Table 10: Revenue 2018 breakdown at ESMA.  
Total EUBG %Eubg Industry 

fees 
% 
industry 
fees 

Co-financing 
ms 

%co-
financing 

3d 
countries 

% 
other 

43 976 970 13 693 880 31% 11 334 458 26% 18 425 189 42% 523 443 1% 

Source: Draft Budget 2018 
 

2.4. IMPLEMENTATION AND MONITORING OF INDUSTRY FEES 
As described in a previous EP report36, the basic acts of partially self-financed EU Agencies foresee two 

mutually exclusive approaches to cost allocation and to fee determination: the assigned revenue 

model and the universal budgeting model, for which the legislator decides in the aftermath of political 

negotiations, on a case-by case basis, which model is most appropriate. 

The Framework Financial Regulation provides that fees should be set at a level based on the principle 

of full cost recovery. 

Public consultations and impact assessments (which are early steps of the process of fees adoption and 

further implementation) generally provide indications on the readiness of industrial stakeholders to 

contribute to EU Agencies’ revenue, and on the level of information they intend to request towards the 

tasks executed by Agencies to justify level of the fees. 

In practice, assigned revenue models require a higher level of financial information granularity. It may 

require developing accurate and complex activity-based costing models, and implementing the 

information system that will ensure these models are correctly managed, for instance ERPs. 

Maintenance and IT cost are important elements to account for when conceiving a fee model, calling 

for a trade-off between transparency and excessive complexity. 

                                                 
35 Source: ESA proposal COM(2017) 536 final 2017/0230 (COD). 
36 EP report: Partially self-financed Agencies and the principle of fee setting, p.12-13. 
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In one of its reports37, the Interinstitutional Working Group clearly indicated its preference for less costly 

systems. The rationale behind this position is notably to avoid an over-complexification of the fees 

management systems and excessive costs.  

 

2.5. ISSUES IDENTIFIED 
A number of Agencies (e.g. EASA and ESMA) state that they are not able to execute their mandate in 

full due to their limited staff and financial resources. This was confirmed by the EP in the discharge 2015 

resolution, stating that: “Union regulatory Agencies in charge of the risk assessment of regulated products, 

in particular the European Food Safety Authority, the European Chemicals Agency or the European 

Medicines Agency do not have the financial and legal resources to fulfil their mission properly”. This shows 

that funding from industry fees is not necessarily linked to Agencies’ global performance, and explains 

why several partially self-financed Agencies are keen to explore alternative sources of funding today. 

Moreover, Agencies regret the conflicting aspects between fees regulations and implementation 

mechanisms and the rules and constraints driving establishment plans. Fee funding does not 

guarantee establishment plans’ flexibility, and fee revenue increases that may potentially result from 

market behaviour do not automatically lead to corresponding staff post adjustments. 

Finally, the excessive complexity and cost of implementing and maintaining its assigned revenue 

model was underlined by EASA. The Agency is conducting a study to revise its fee system with a view 

to explore the advantages of a simpler model. Nevertheless, it advocates for flexibility in the utilization 

of reserves accumulated from surpluses that may occur from yearly budget execution.  

 

  

                                                 
37 Inter-Institutional Working Group on decentralised agencies’ resources - Analytical Fiche. Item No 3: fee-financed agencies 
and agencies partially co-financed by national public authorities. 
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3. FUTURE OF FEES AND CHARGES SYSTEMS IN EU AGENCIES 
KEY FINDINGS 

• Initiatives to either lower the pressure on the EU budget (from the EP/Commission’s side) or 

to increase Agencies’ budget (from the Agencies’ perspective) through fees and charges are 

welcomed by all stakeholders. Additional sources of funding such as grants or contributions 

from third countries (notably outside Europe, meaning beyond EFTA and candidate countries) 

may also be an additional source of funding in the next years for some Agencies, but funding 

is expected to continue to be mainly from the EU budget. 

• Agencies with surveillance, supervision, certification, approval, authorisation, registration and 

exemption activities have more potential to introduce or extend fees and charges systems than 

those without such activities. It would be recommended to assess this from the onset should 

new Agencies with such activities be created (e.g. for the European Labour Authority). 

• A significant number of Agencies have no identified potential for funding from sources beyond 

the EU budget. This is due to their current and future planned activities not consisting of those 

eligible for funding from sources beyond the EU budget. 

• Agencies and Authorities with surveillance, supervision, certification, approval, 

authorisation, registration and exemption activities see a potential for funding a (larger) 

share of their budget from industry fees. They have all launched specific initiatives in this 

respect, but the level of maturity of these initiatives vary greatly from one to another. These 

Agencies are: (1) the existing partially self-financed Agencies: EASA, ECHA, EMA; (2) the existing 

fully self-financed Agencies: EUIPO, CPVO, SRB; (3) ERA; (4) ESAs: ESMA, EBA, EIOPA; (5) Agencies 

with surveillance, supervision, certification, approval, authorisation, registration and 

exemption activities at early stages of internal reflexion: EFSA, ACER. There is a priori no 

“absolute” restriction to prevent a given Agency to introduce such activities in the future, and 

therefore to potentially be fee funded: this is a political choice that would require further 

analysis and would call for addressing the question of the role of EU and of its Agencies in 

particular (subsidiarity, etc.). ESMA is in the process of extending its fee system; EBA, EIOPA and 

ERA are in the process of introducing fees and charges systems. EASA is revising its fees 

regulation. ACER and EFSA are starting reflexions on the feasibility of entering the process to 

become (partially) fee financed. Other fee-financed Agencies expect business to continue as 

usual. 

• The potential for extending industry fees is nevertheless rather limited. The study team’s 

calculations show that the share of industry fees in Agencies’ funding could likely – in a best 

case scenario – increase by 3% from 34 to 37% of the total revenue of EU Agencies for the 

reminder of the current MFF/early years of the next MFF. While this increase would lower the 

proportional burden on the EU budget, whether it would lower the absolute pressure on the 

EU budget is uncertain, as mainly New Tasks (and consequently new costs) would be financed.  

• Agencies which do not have surveillance, supervision, certification, approval, 

authorisation, registration and exemption activities have no identified potential for 



Potential revenue from the extension of charging fees by EU Agencies 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

56 

industry fees. Other external funding possibilities lie in the of “charges for services 

rendered”, which (1) currently represent 0,02% of Agencies total revenue, (2) are often seen by 

Agencies as a public good or service that must be financed through the EU budget, (3) 

represent negligible external funding extension capacity, (4) are unsatisfactory in terms of 

budget sufficiency, stability and predictability. The economic potential from the external 

funding of these activities is furthermore limited by the fact that the cost they generate may 

already be included in fees calculations. In practice, among the 19 Agencies that could charge 

for services rendered according to their regulation, only 4 implement such charges. The 

potential for extending funding from charges for services rendered appears to be very limited. 

• The adoption of fee funding mechanisms – through an Agency’ fee regulation – involves a 

heavy process in comitology, which is long and generally takes about 3 years from its initiation 

to its final adoption. In the cases where Agencies’ initiatives to introduce fees are at a 

preliminary stage (as is the case for EFSA and ACER), it may be difficult for fees systems to be 

implemented in the framework of the current MFF. This risk arises in the case of three of the 

ESAs (EBA, EIOPA, ESMA) – where difficulties at the level of comitology may lead to postpone 

the adoption of fees regulations until after the 2019 EP elections. 

• There are several ways for introducing or continuing to manage industry fees among EU 

Agencies. (1) Whereas DG BUDGET prefers to keep things simple and minimise monitoring 

costs by adopting a universal budgeting approach, Agencies’ positions may reflect either a 

universal budgeting approach or an assigned revenue approach. It should be noted (without 

further legal judgement) that several Agencies praise the situation of EUIPO (highlighting that 

they have at all times the resources to execute their mission in full). (2) Fees setting and 

collection mechanisms depend on the type of activities and policy/industrial area. Notably, 

one-off fees or ex-post invoicing may create forecasting uncertainty as well as treasury issues 

at times. In these cases, it is clear that advances from the Commission may be necessary to cater 

for this forecasting uncertainty, to be reimbursed at later stages. 

• Several partially self-financed Agencies are keen to explore alternative ways of funding their 

budget, based on their perceived inability to fully execute their mandates with the resources 

currently available to them (this may sometimes be challenged by parent DGs). These are 

encompassed in the as yet unclearly defined notions of “value-based fees” and “other 

resources38”. In practice, this mainly consists of: (1) User charges: in the case of EASA (transport 

area). EASA advocates for being funded in a comparable manner to the US, Brazilian, Canadian 

[…] aviation safety Agencies. This requires addressing two questions: (i) who should pay for 

Agencies’ services (airlines, airports or travelling passengers)? EASA indicates that a 6 cents 

charge on each flight ticket would provide them with a sufficient budget39. (ii) how should they 

pay (i.e. which vehicle should be applied for the calculation and collection of the revenue)? (2) 

New levies: from the information obtained from EUAN, these are linked to candidate new own 

                                                 
38 Founding regulations often provide revenue sources “without prejudice of other revenue”.  
39 A global benchmarking on an Agency by Agency basis would be recommended to establish whether given Agencies can 
be considered as “best practice” in their field. 
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resources as presented in the Monti report – showing direct links with policy areas (e.g. carbon 

tax, ETS, FAT etc.). Most probably, this would require to address such levies or taxes at the EC 

level to avoid micro-management within the budgetary procedure. In any case, this would 

require modifying the Treaty / MFF rules / Own Resources Decision, thereby making it unlikely 

in the short or medium term. 

• The Council legal service is reluctant to allow Agencies to charge industry fees where links 

between the services provided by Agencies and the beneficiaries of these services are not 

strictly direct. This may hinder the adoption of the ESA proposal. New elements will come from 

an EP proposal on the matter that is expected for September 2018; While DG FISMA remains 

confident that a solution will be found to unblock the situation and adopt the ESA proposal 

conform to the established planning, ESMA raised the risk that this adoption may have to be 

postponed to 2020 or even to the next MFF.  

• The impact of the BREXIT on Agencies’ revenue is not clearly identified today. (1) The new MFF 

proposal to increase Member States’ contribution to the EU budget up to 1,09 to 1,13 % of their 

Gross National Income has not yet been agreed to – a fortiori there is no possibility to know 

what impact this would have on Agencies’ revenue. (2) There is no information to be found on 

the way the UK will be treated in the future when requesting services to EU Agencies – would 

it have to pay a contribution like other third countries (i.e. EFTA countries) do today? What 

amounts would that represent? A sound follow-up on the Commission’s negotiations would 

be required, but it is envisageable that with the UK currently being a significant net contributor, 

certain amounts – which might enter the third country contributions category - could be 

significant on an Agency by Agency basis. 

3.1. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS 

3.1.1. Conceptual and regulatory matters on Agencies’ funding 
As a matter of principle, DG BUDGET welcomes initiatives whose objectives is to lower the pressure on 

the EU budget. Concerning industry fees, DG BUDGET’s position is nuanced and prudent underlining 

that several principles should always be kept in mind, i.e.: 

•  Finding the right balance towards governance issues; 

•  Keep control of budget through fee setting principle based on full cost recovery; 

•  Non-profit principle and balanced budget: avoid accumulating surpluses through regular 

review of the level of fees; 

•  Envisage fees only for activities that legitimately warrant such revenue – in practice, this 

corresponds to surveillance, supervision, certification, approval, authorisation, registration and 

exemption activities performed by Agencies. 

•  Keep control of costs by giving preference to light monitoring systems. DG BUDGET indicates 

a preference for Universal budgeting based approaches for this purpose, but acknowledges 

that the approach must be assessed on a case-by-case basis and that it is difficult to harmonise. 



Potential revenue from the extension of charging fees by EU Agencies 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

58 

This is precisely why different budgeting models coexist today in the self-financed Agencies 

environment. 

•  Introducing fee systems may increase the charge on the EU budget, notably in cases where 

staff increase would involve the payment of pensions charged to the EU budget. 

When considering the implementation of a fee-funding system, DG BUDGET indicates that the prior 

question is to identify the services that can legitimate such funding. For the future, this means that it 

should be sought after whether regulatory activities are envisaged in new policies development. Once 

done, an ordinary legislative procedure may be launched (which takes approximately one and a half 

years), and the draft and adoption of the fees regulation generally takes an additional year. Regarding 

the Agencies that consider implementing a fee-based system, this means in practice: 

•  That the ERA and ESA proposal should  produce effects as from 2019, considering their 

adoption progress; 

•  That ACER and EFSA have limited or no chance seeing they budget partially funded from fees 

before the next MFF, with a nuance however in the case of ACER (see section 3.2.4.1).  

DG BUDGET is not opposed to alternative means (other than industry fees and EU contributions) for 

funding Agencies. In particular: 

•  Funding means based on a “user pays” principle could be looked at. As such, this principle is 

applied in the framework of fees and charges from the industry (where the link between the 

activities of one Agency and the industry beneficiaries is direct). 

•  Funding means based on “value” would require further analysis. In the opinion of DG BUDGET, 

such fees would still be based on the principle of full cost recovery, and should seek to satisfy 

the budgetary criteria of sufficiency (appropriate level of funding). 

As regards the potential relationship between a fee-funding system and the operating efficiency and 

performance of decentralised Agencies, DG BUDGET considers that there is no particular link between 

the two. In general, funding from the EU general budget provides better predictability that market 

driven revenue. However, this does not mean that Agencies should be allowed to accumulate reserves 

to cope with possible revenue variance due to market volatility40. 

As regards the budgetary process, funding systems based on fees are much welcomed because a lower 

share of the EU budget in the total amount allocated to decentralised Agencies makes it easier for DG 

BUDGET to defend in front of the budgetary authority. The reason behind is that Agencies funds 

represented by fees and charges do not need to be justified. However, multiple sources funding 

systems create, on the other hand, more complexity in the sense that this source must be clearly 

distinguished on the perspective of budget accounting, information collection is somewhat heavier 

and the number of hearings to be set up is clearly higher. 

Concerning the possibility to fund Agencies based on new own resources, DG BUDGET indicates that 

discussions on the subject will only start in May 2018, and that it is not possible to take any position 

today. 

                                                 
40 DG BUDG however acknowledges that the case of ECHA is particular in this respect. 
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Finally, with regards to alternative funding possibilities foreseen in Agencies’ Founding and Financial 

regulations, namely (1) charges for services rendered and (2) voluntary contributions from Member 

States (notably host countries’ willingness to take in charge rents on building), DG BUDGET indicates 

that they should be considered as minor / non-significant, and that in any case, compliance with Art.310 

TFEU and sectoral regulations41 should always be assessed (which requires a systematic interpretation 

of the financial regulation). 

3.1.2.  Process of adoption of fees regulations 
The adoption of fee funding mechanisms – through an Agency fee regulation – involves a heavy 

process in comitology, which is long and may take up to 3 years from its initiation to its final adoption. 

In the cases where Agencies’ initiatives to introduce fees are at a preliminary stage (as is the case for 

EFSA and ACER), it may be difficult if not unlikely that fees systems can be implemented in the 

framework of the current MFF. Yet regarding ACER, DG ENER indicated that it not impossible to close 

the adoption in order to start generating industry fees in 202042, depending on the capacity of the 

Austrian Presidency to accelerate the adoption of fee funding mechanisms and regulation. 

This risk also arises in the case of EBA, EIOPA and ESMA) – where difficulties at the level of comitology 

may lead to postpone the adoption of fees regulations until after the 2019 EP elections. New elements 

will come from an EP proposal on the matter that is expected for September 2018. While DG FISMA 

remains confident that a solution will be found to unblock the situation and adopt the ESA proposal 

following to the established planning, ESMA raised the risk that this adoption may have to be 

postponed to 2020 or even to the next MFF. 

The graph below provides an overview of the progress towards the adoption of new fee 

(implementing) regulations for ACER, EFSA, ECHA, ESMA, ERA, EIOPA, ERA and EASA. 

Figure 7: Overview of the progress towards the adoption of fee (implementing) regulations for the 8 
concerned EU Agencies 

 
 

                                                 
41 For instance, financial services authorities may not be able to charge trainings provided to Member States. 
42 It must be noted that ACER fee regulation is impacted by the issues hampering the adoption of the ESA proposal, as the 
Agency is collaborating with ESMA on tasks subject to the controversy between the Council and the Commission’s legal 
services. This should be accounted for when elaborating ACER’s future fee regulation. 
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3.1.3.  Agencies’ views on the future and potential adoption of fee funding systems 
A significant number of Agencies have no identified potential for funding from sources beyond the EU 

budget. This is due to their current and future planned activities not consisting of those eligible for 

funding from sources beyond the EU budget. 

Agencies with supervisory, surveillance, regulation and registration activities see a potential for 

funding a larger share of their budget from industry fees. Many of them have launched specific 

initiatives in this respect, but the level of maturity of these initiatives vary greatly from one to another. 

These Agencies are: (1) the existing partially self-financed Agencies: EASA, ECHA, EMA; (2) the existing 

fully self-financed Agencies: EUIPO, CPVO, SRB; (3) ERA; (4) ESAs: ESMA, EBA, EIOPA; (5) Agencies with 

surveillance, supervision, certification, approval, authorisation, registration and exemption activities at 

early stages of internal reflexion: EFSA, ACER. There is no a priori restriction to prevent a given Agency 

to be entrusted with supervisory, surveillance, regulation and registration activities in the future, and 

therefore to potentially be fee funded: this is a political choice that would require further analysis and 

would call for addressing the question of the role of EU and of its Agencies in particular (subsidiarity, 

etc.). ESMA is about to extend its fee system, while EBA, EIOPA and ERA are in the process of introducing 

fees and charges systems. EASA is revising its fees regulation. ACER and EFSA are starting reflexions on 

the feasibility of entering the process to become (partially) fee financed. Other fee-financed Agencies 

(fully self-financed Agencies as well as ECHA) expect business to continue as usual. 

The other Agencies see no potential for industry fee funding from their activities. However, EMSA 

indicated that although the Agency currently does not perform any of the eligible activities currently, 

should EU legislation foresee any of these tasks for an EU body on maritime issues, EMSA would be best 

placed. 

In the case of EBA and EIOPA, budgets are currently funded for approximately 40% by EU subsidy and 

60% by National Competent Authority (NCA) contributions, with the total budget deriving from the 

amount of the EU subsidy. The ESAs review proposes replacing the NCA contributions with industry 

funding and making the EU subsidy a balancing subsidy with a ceiling of 40%. The Commission 

proposal on the review of the ESAs suggests to change the funding structure of the ESAs. The ESAs 

budget would be composed by three different sources of financing: 

•  Annual contributions paid by financial institutions that are indirectly supervised by the ESAs;   

•  Supervisory fees paid by entities that are directly supervised by the ESAs; 

•  A balancing contribution from the EU that would not exceed 40% of the overall revenues of 

each Agency. 
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The amount of this balancing contribution will be set in advance in the Multiannual Financial 

Framework (MFF). EIOPA indicates, however, that the new source of revenue for the ESAs (i.e., the 

annual contributions paid by the financial institutions indirectly supervised) will require the adoption 

by the Commission of a delegated act that will provide for: (i) a distribution of the total amount of the 

annual contributions among the different categories of financial institutions; and (ii) objective criteria 

allowing the calculation of the individual annual contribution to be paid by each financial institution. 

An estimation of potential additional future revenue from each activity for the Agency is dependent on 

the outcome of the current negotiations on the PEPP and ESAs review legislative proposals from the 

Commission. 

3.2. EVOLUTION OF INDUSTRY FEES SYSTEMS WITHIN EU AGENCIES 

3.2.1. Overview of the evolution of industry fee systems within EU Agencies 
The following graph provides an overview of the future evolution of industry fees systems within EU 

Agencies – identifying between those that consider no potential for industry fee funding, those at an 

early stage of reflexion on industry fee funding, those currently revising their basic regulation with an 

impact on industry fee funding, and those already fee-funded for which the coming budget year is seen 

as business as usual. 

Figure 8: Potential for generating industry fees by EU Agencies 

 
The data is from study team calculations of: 1) the feasibility of implementing or extending fees (y axis) taking into account 
inputs received from the Agencies (survey) and other interviewed stakeholders on the factors influencing this, namely: 
Existing eligible activities; Political willingness; Existence of Legal Basis; Comitology progress; Relation to industry; 
Implementation complexity; Implementation costs; Better funding alternatives and Governance implications; 2) the potential 
proportion of an Agency’s activities eligible for fee funding (x axis) taking into account inputs received from the Agencies 
(survey) and other interviewed stakeholders on the factors influencing this, namely the expected volumes of eligible and total 
activities; 3) the corresponding potential overall volume of fees expected (size of balls). 
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3.2.2. Revision of fee systems – Future activities and funding sources in the EU Agencies 
in the scope of the case studies 

As explained above, four Agencies are currently revising their basic regulations, which will impact their 

funding principles either by introducing (EBA, EIOPA) or extending industry fee funding (EASA, ESMA). 

3.2.2.1. Future activities and funding sources at EASA 
In order to prepare for the challenges of the next 10 to 15 years, EASA is in the process of adopting a 

revised basic regulation in order to include (based on a 2015 Commission proposal43) new tasks that 

will fall under the prerogatives of the Agency. The adoption of the implementing rules by the 

Commission are foreseen during the fourth quarter of 2018. 

These challenges are multiple: 

•  How to fund EASA’s unchanged (if not increased) mission in the context of a significant net loss 

within the EU general budget due to the BREXIT? 

•  Commissioner Oettinger’s ambition to make sure the Union is playing in the “adult” field (and 

for EASA, as a world class Agency), requires to consider: 

o How the Agency contributes or should contribute to growth, safe innovation, safety, 

access to market level playing field, etc.; 

o Where is the added value for a complex and evolving industry; 

o How the tasks of the Agency should be financed, and by whom? 

The new basic regulation proposes to create a Union framework for safe integration of unmanned 

aircraft (drones) into the European airspace, which will induce new tasks for the Agency. It also 

addresses concerns of Member States, industry and aircraft users: 

•  towards a more proportionate and flexible approach to safety regulation; 

•  to eliminate burdensome rules and too prescriptive requirements. 

Consequently, it proposes to introduce a scalable framework which recognises the differences existing 

between the various sectors of civil aviation and the risks involved therein. According to the Agency, such 

a dynamically adaptive system for certifications responds notably to the aviation industry’s willingness 

that the Agency is working efficiently, is coherent with industry efforts, and is well suited to SME’s 

needs.   

Finally, the proposal sets a framework for pooling and sharing technical resources between EASA and 

national authorities, including the possibility of transferring responsibilities. 

 

  

                                                 
43 Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on common rules in the field of civil aviation and 
establishing a European Union Aviation Safety Agency, and repealing Regulation (EC) No 216/2008 of the European 
Parliament and of the Council, Brussels, 7.12.2015 COM(2015) 613 final 2015/0277 (COD). 
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In terms of budgetary implications, it appears that the impact of the revision of EASA’s basic regulation 

is close to status quo44 until 2020; as the tables below indicates. 

Table 11: EASA future planned revenue until 2020 

EASA FUTURE PLANNED REVENUE UNTIL 202045 

Revenue type 2018 2019 2020 
EU contribution 36 915 000.00 36 963 000.00 37 673 000.00 
Revenue from fees and 
charges 

99 626 000.00 101 470 000.00 102 279 000.00 

3d countries contributions 
(EFTA countries) 

2 100 000.00 2 102 000.00 2 143 000.00 

Administrative Operations 943 000.00 750 000.00 900 000.00 
Correction of budgetary 
imbalances 

47 333 000.00 42 242 000.00 37 054 000.00 

Total 186 917 000.00 183 527 000.00 180 049 000.00 

 
3.2.2.2. Future activities and funding sources at ESMA 

Revision of ESMA’s basic regulation 

ESAs’ regulation is currently at an advanced stage of revision46, with the objective of reinforcing the 

powers EU supervisory authorities in this domain47. For ESMA, this means48: 

•  In the framework of the Omnibus Regulation amending several regulations, the revision of: 

ESMA Regulation (+ delegated act on funding), MiFIR, Benchmarks Regulation, Prospectus, 

EuSEF, EuVECA and ELTIF Regulations; 

o Other initiatives are ongoing, notably concerning the collection of fees for new tasks: 

STS, SFTR, EMIR 2.2, and CCP (Central Counterparties in the context of the BREXIT); 

•  A new governance and funding structure; 

•  New objectives; 

•  New tasks and powers49 (including supervisory convergence); 

•  New supervision powers. 

The EC proposal will fundamentally change the funding structure of the ESAs. The ESAs budget would 

now rely on three different sources of financing50:  

• Annual contributions paid by financial institutions that are indirectly supervised by the ESAs;  

•  Supervisory fees paid by entities that are directly supervised by the ESAs. This is especially 

relevant for ESMA, as the legislative proposal provides for the transfer of direct supervisory 

                                                 
44 Further developments will be added in order to show the evolution of the Agency’s outturn in the long term.  
45 Source: : EASA SPD 2018, adopted document. 
46 Notwithstanding the fact that some issues are considered as controversial, and subject to intense discussions between the 
Council (Legal Service) and the Commission (Legal Service). In addition to the impact on ESMA presented hereafter, the 
revision of ESAs regulation has important impact on EBA and EIOPA regulations, in particular with regards to their funding. 
47 Interview with ESMA. 
48 ESMA presentation: Upcoming legislations impacting the operations of ESMA – Overview, 28/09/2017, Paris. 
49 More details to be found in ESMA presentation: Upcoming legislations impacting the operations of ESMA – Overview, 
28/09/2017, Paris 
50 Source: see above. 
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powers from the national competent authorities to ESMA (for some EU funds, data reporting 

services providers, some benchmarks administrators and some prospectuses);  

•  A balancing contribution from the EU that would not exceed 40% of the overall revenues of 

each Agency. The amount of this balancing contribution will be set in advance in the 

Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF).  

The following chart provides a simulation of ESMA’s revenue for B-2022:  

Figure 9: Simulation of ESMA’s revenue breakdown in 2022. Source: ESMA internal presentation 

 
 

The question of levying fees for indirect supervision is subject to debate and opposition between the 

Council Legal Service and the Commission Legal Service. Fundamentally, the issue lies in the fact that 

there is no consensus on the Treaty’s legal basis allowing for levying such type of fees. 

This issue could have an impact on the ESA adoption planning – and consequently on generating fees 

within the budget structure of the three Agencies in scope of the ESAs Commission proposal. The 

current planning foresees the adoption and entry into force of the new regulation during Q1-2019. 

Should the adoption be delayed, it is possible that the impact on ESMA’s budget as shown above will 

not occur before 2020 if not before the next MFF (considering the MEPs elections in 2019). 
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3.2.3. Implementation of fee systems (ESA Agencies, ERA) 

3.2.3.1. Future activities and funding sources at ERA 
ERA is in process of becoming partially self-financed as from budget year 2019. The new fees and 

charges system will be regulated based on a Commission implementing regulation on the fees and 

charges payable to the European Union Agency for Railways and their conditions of payment51.   

As stated in recital (1) of the implementing regulation, the revenue of ERA “consists of a contribution 

from the Union and the fees and charges paid by applicants for the processing of applications for 

certificates, authorisations and decisions for approval, handling of appeals and other services 

provided by the Agency […]”. 

The regulation lays down the fees and charges payable to the Agency, and specifies the method to be 

used for calculating those fees and charges and the conditions for payments52. It also establishes the 

method for calculating the costs to be charged by the national safety authorities (NSAs) to the Agency 

for connected services53. 

The levy of fees is foreseen for the processing of54: 

•  applications for vehicle authorisations for placing on the market and vehicle type 

authorisations […]; 

•  applications for single safety certificates […]; 

•  applications for decisions for approval of the compliance of an ERTMS (European Rail Traffic 

Management System) tender with the relevant TSI (Technical Specification for Interoperability) 

[…]; 

•  appeals […];  

The regulation also foresees the levy of charges for the pre-engagement process provided for in the 

regulation concerning vehicle authorisations for placing on the market55 and common safety 

methods56. 

The Agency may also levy charges for the provision of services […] rendered at the request of the 

applicant or any other person, including training and publications. However, it would require a decision 

by the Agency’s Board in this respect – and the funding of these activities from non-EU sources is 

considered premature at this stage57. 

Fees will be calculated and set at a level based on a full cost recovery basis. The amount shall be the 

total of58: 

                                                 
51 The current Commission proposal is going through the Comitology process. According to the Agency, there are no notable 
issues that could hamper the adoption of the Commission proposal. The Commission proposal should be published by mid-
2018. 
52 Art.1.1 
53 Art.1.2 
54 Art.2.1 
55 Article 21(9) of Directive (EU) 2016/797. 
56 Article 6(1)(f) of Directive (EU) 2016/798. 
57 The Agency will publish a list of those services on its website.   
58 Art.3.1 of the Commission implementing regulation on the fees and charges payable to the European Union Agency for 
Railways and their conditions of payment. 
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•  the number of hours spent by Agency staff and external experts, on the processing of the 

application multiplied by the hourly rate (of EUR 130) of the Agency; and  

•  the number of hours spent by the NSA on the processing of the national part of the application, 

multiplied by the hourly rate of the NSA, or an aggregated fixed rate applied by the NSA for this 

task, as applicable.  

It is to be noted that the recurrence of fees is different whether considering a certification or an 

authorisation: 

•  certifications are valid for a 5-year period and their renewal is mandatory (renewal fee that 

enables a certain predictability for the Agency’s revenue forecasts), whereas 

•  authorisations for vehicles are delivered for life (one-off fee). As regards revenue forecasting, 

the Agency’s market-based approach is to consider that the industry will have the same needs 

from year to year. 

As a consequence, the Agency anticipates treasury issues (during a 4-month period in 2019), which 

have been discussed with parent DG MOVE. According to the Agency, there is a need to urgently 

discuss the topic with DG BUDGET and look at possible options to overcome the problem. 

The following table shows the budget revenue of ERA for year 2016 and the budget forecasts for years 

2017-2020, by type of revenue. 

Table 12: 2016-2020 Revenue breakdown at ERA 

ERA REVENUE (IN EUROS) 

Revenue type 201659 201760 201861 201962 202063 

EU contribution 26 700 000 30 000 000 28 135 398 26 500 000 26 750 000 

Fees and charges    3 484 900 11 873 000 

3d countries contributions 
(EFTA countries) 

695 879 732 000 657 845 628 050 633 975 

Total 27 395 879 30 732 000 28 793 243 30 612 950 39 257 775 

 
According to ERA’s calculations, the objective of the Agency is – as from B-2020, to: 

• reach a ratio of approximately 70% for revenue from the EUGB and 30% for revenue from fees 

and charges; 

• increase the Agency’s overall financial resources by the amount of fees and charges generated 

(in other words, the introduction of fees and charges has no impact on the level of the EU 

contribution). 

The new fee system “pays attention” to the specific status of SMEs in the sense that they can request 

for extension of payment time limits.  

                                                 
59 ERA Annual Activity Report 2016: total revenue excluding C4 and C5 funds. 
60 ERA SPD 2018, adopted document. 
61 DB-2018. 
62 ERA SPD 2018, adopted document. 
63 Ibid. 
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As regards the monitoring of costs (in order to calculate the fees based on a full cost recovery basis, the 

Agency intends to adopt an assigned revenue approach, which requires registering working time of 

staff corresponding to the activities performed in direct relationship to the fees charged, and to allocate 

overheads based on allocation keys. The Agency’s intention is however to keep the system as simple 

as possible and the monitoring costs as low as possible. 

3.2.3.2. Future activities and funding sources at EBA and EIOPA 
EBA and EIOPA have ongoing initiatives to extend the share of fees within their revenue (ESAs 

proposal). Taking the case of EIOPA, might be empowered by proposed Art 4 of the draft regulation by 

the European Commission on a pan-European Personal Pension Product to be in charge of the 

‘authorization of a PEPP’. 

The current funding of EIOPA relies on a general contribution from the EU General Budget (40%) and 

contributions from national competent authorities (60%). The Commission proposal on the review of 

the ESAs suggests to change the funding structure of the ESAs. The ESAs budget would be composed 

by three different sources of financing:   

Annual contributions paid by financial institutions that are indirectly supervised by the ESAs; 

• Supervisory fees paid by entities that are directly supervised by the ESAs; 

• A balancing contribution from the EU that would not exceed 40% of the overall revenues of 

each Agency.  

The amount of this balancing contribution will be set in advance in the Multiannual Financial 

Framework (MFF). However, the new source of revenue for the ESAs (i.e., the annual contributions paid 

by the financial institutions indirectly supervised) will require the adoption by the Commission of a 

delegated act that will provide for: (i) a distribution of the total amount of the annual contributions 

among the different categories of financial institutions; and (ii) objective criteria allowing the 

calculation of the individual annual contribution to be paid by each financial institution. 

An estimation of potential additional future revenue from each activity for the Agency is dependent on 

the outcome of the current negotiations on the PEPP and ESAs review legislative proposals from the 

COM. 

Comparably, the EBA is currently funded 40% by EU subsidy and 60% by National Competent Authority 

(NCA) contributions, with the total budget deriving from the amount of the EU subsidy. The ESAs 

review proposes replacing the NCA contributions with industry funding and making the EU subsidy a 

balancing subsidy with a ceiling of 40%. 

3.2.4. Assessment of the opportunity for implementation of fee systems 

3.2.4.1. The case of ACER 
In its report adopted on 21 February 2018, the EP ITRE Committee promotes the concept of charging 

fees for the industry64 and proposes to amend the concerned regulation by adding provisions to 

incorporate fee funding in the Agency’s budget: 

                                                 
64 During the interview, the Agency indicated that the Council is equally supportive of such a funding system. 
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“Fees shall be due to the Agency for the following: 

a) exemption decisions pursuant to Article 11(1) and decisions on cross border cost allocation provided 

by the Agency pursuant to Article 12 of Regulation (EU) No 347/201339;  

(b) registrations as reporting party pursuant to Article 8 of Regulation (EU) 1227/2011;  

(c) the oversight of activities and of the cooperation of transmission and distribution system operators, 

including through the ENTSO for Electricity, the ENTSO for Gas, and the EU DSO entity.”  

It must be underlined that ACER’s preference (compared to fees) is to have the Agency’s budget 

remaining 100% funded from the EU budget, notably because of perceived risks linked to the 

complexity of implementing and managing a fee system, such a high number of reporting parties, high 

fees collection costs, possible enforcement costs etc. Nevertheless, the Agency also considers that as 

part of its legal initiative on electricity market design, it could be provided with powers to collect fees 

from reporting parties65. In order to uncover market abuse, the legislation obliges market participants 

to report trade related data on a regular basis to ACER66, which can be done directly or using third 

parties’ services (so-called data aggregators). Concretely, the Agency has identified a potential for 

introducing fees, mainly regarding reporting and monitoring activities, but also including other types 

of activities. The table below shows that revenue from fees could reach half of the Agency’s revenue in 

the coming years, thereby ensuring the execution of its mandate in full67. 

Table 13: ACER potential future revenue after introduction of fees 

 

                                                 
65 Note on empowering ACER to collect REMIT related registration fees from reporting parties. 
66 The global context of tasks inherent to the REMIT regulation is as follows: (1) Market participants have to register and update 
information they provide to NRAs; (2) NRAs have to set up the national registers of market participants established in their 
own Member State, as well as the non-EU market participants active in their MS; (3) ACER has to set up a Centralised European 
Register of wholesale Energy Market Participants (CEREMP).  
67 Internal information provided by ACER. 

Activity Unit Amount Total Unit Amount Total Unit Amount Total

registration of reporting parties fees 5 116,545.00        582,725.00     5 119,458.63        597,293.13        5 122,372.25        611,861.25        

reporting fee 21 116,545.00        5,247,445.00  41 119,458.63        7,697,803.63    41 122,372.25        7,817,262.25    

monitoring fee 26 116,545.00        3,030,170.00  26 119,458.63        3,105,924.25    26 122,372.25        3,181,678.50    

CBCA decision 1 85,000.00          85,000.00        1     85,000.00          85,000.00          

Exemption request 1 85,000.00          85,000.00        

Network code related decisions 5 120,000.00        600,000.00     5     120,000.00        5     120,000.00        600,000.00        

Request for opinion 1 45,000.00          45,000.00        

Total fees 9,675,340.00  11,401,021.00  12,295,802.00  

Total budget for the year 19,101,479.00  21,155,963.50  21,591,603.00  

Percentage of revenue earned from fees 51% 54% 57%

2019 2020 2021



Policy Department D: Budgetary Affairs 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

69 

The table presents the possibility to generate fees as from 2019, but it is clear, in practice and given the 

lengthy process inherent to Comitology for the adoption of the legal basis towards fees, that nothing 

is possible before the next MFF. 

The amounts above are calculated taking account of the number of FTEs involved in the execution of 

activities as well as the IT costs incurred. In this respect, the fee setting principle is based on principles 

close full cost recovery principle, but no decision has yet been taken in this respect. Similarly, there is 

yet no indication whether the budget and fees management system would be based on a universal 

budgeting or an assigned revenue model. Yet, the Agency considers that in the light of the 

resemblance between the system described above and the one applicable to Trade Repositories in the 

scope of ESMA’s activities, ultimately the fees system to be implemented by ACER could be based on 

the latter. However, the Agency underlines the significant number of transactions envisaged, and raises 

the issue that fees collection could rapidly become unmanageable at the level of the Agency, notably 

if reporting parties choose to report individually instead of through data aggregators (the number of 

market participants registered so far is close to 30.000). In this respect, it considers that the introduction 

of a fees system should constitute an incentive for reporting parties to report through data aggregators  

advocates for assigning enforcement/collection of the fees to a shared services at the level of the 

Commission (in other words: DG BUDGET). 

Different cycles are envisaged for the payment of fees: 

• one-off payment for registration activities; 

• annual fees for monitoring and reporting, would make budget forecasts easier. 

As regards the Agency’s performance, it was mentioned during the interview that the introduction of 

a fee funding system would have several advantages: 

• bringing the Agency closer to the market (better planning, quicker response); 

• better budget execution; 

• more accurate allocation of resources. 

3.2.4.2. The case of EFSA 
Article 45 of EFSA’s founding regulation on Fees received by the Authority states that “Within three years 

following the date of entry into force of this Regulation and after consulting the Authority, the Member 

States and the interested parties, the Commission shall publish a report on the feasibility and advisability of 

presenting a legislative proposal under the co-decision procedure and in accordance with the Treaty and for 

other services provided by the Authority.”  

However, this notion was abandoned following a negative outcome of the European Commission’s 

impact assessment study on EFSA fees.68 

Taking into account the probable duration of a procedure to re-assess the introduction of fees for the 

financing of certain EFSA activities, and notwithstanding the Agency’s interest in exploring this option 

                                                 
68 European Commission (2013): Impact Assessment on the Revision of Regulation 178/2002 laying down the general 
principles and requirements of food law, establishing the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) and laying down procedures 
in matters of food safety on the establishment of fees for EFSA, SWD(2013) 45 final. 
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in the longer term (as expressed by the Agency during its interview with the study team), it is unlikely 

that EFSA would introduce fees during the current multi-annual financial framework.  

The Agency also considers the possibility to charge other types of activities. These activities, although 

rather limited by Art. 43 of the Agency’s founding regulation, can be enlarged through the provisions 

of the Framework Financial Regulation mainly in the field of shared services or services provided to 

stakeholders upon request. This possibility is currently at a conceptual level and would require further 

investigation regarding the legal soundness and their cost/benefits. 

Finally, it should be noted that there is currently no indication how the UK should be treated after 

BREXIT – similarly to EFTA countries or differently. 

The executed and budgeted revenues for EFSA are hence as follow. 

Table 14: EFSA executed and budgeted revenue until 2019 

REVENUE TYPE69 2016 2017 2018 2019 

EU contribution 77 164 066 78 533 267 78 199 698 79 092 909 
3d countries contributions (EEA/EFTA 

Countries) 
2 075 991 1 898 198 1 897 297 1 919 091 

Total 79 319 002 80 431 465 80 096 994 81 012 000 

 

Potential financing of EFSA activities for the next MFF: 

During an internal workshop, and its interview with the study team, the Agency mentioned its interest 

in re-exploring the potential funding of its activities by industry. 

Several options were raised in this regard: 

• Option 1 - Fees for services rendered:  

Applying the current requirement for industry fees of EU Agencies to be levied on the basis of 

the principle of full cost recovery70, taking into account the experience of EMA and ECHA, and 

notwithstanding the negative outcome of the previous European Commission impact 

assessment in this regard, EFSA identified the Risk Assessments of applications for Regulated 

Products as an activity for which industry fees could be levied in the longer term (in the next 

multi-annual financial framework period). 

Estimates of the revenue which could be generated from this activity range from 

15 to 70 million EUR annually, with the 15 million EUR based on the 2012 European 

Commission impact assessment (strongly dependent on assumptions and fee structures 

considered at that time), while current internal evaluations assess the revenue as more 

significant (noting that it can largely vary in function of the way the fees would be designed, 

based on value or based on services).  

The estimate of 70 million EUR stems from rough internal calculations on the total of the 

current direct staff and operational expenditure in the Regulated product area 

                                                 
69 Source: EFSA PD 2017-2019, adopted document 
70 See: European Parliament / Council of the European Union / European Commission (2012): Joint Statement and 
Common Approach of the European Parliament, the Council of the EU and the European Commission on 
decentralised agencies, Brussels. 
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(EUR 24.3 million) to which the estimated cost for ensuring quality assurance, transparency of 

regulatory dossiers and independence (46.1 million EUR) are added.  

 

• Option 2 - Fees for value created for industry: 

An innovative approach was also mentioned by EFSA, whereby the abovementioned activities 

could be charged to industry not on the basis of the full recovery of costs incurred to provide 

services to industry, but rather based on the value provided to industry through performing 

the activities. This value would mainly consist in the value of access to the EU’s internal market. 

Disconnecting the fees from the costs of the activities implemented could e.g. permit the 

implementation of an annual fee for access to the EU internal market in the fields of Regulated 

Products. 

This concept would require changing the current Framework Financial Regulation for EU 

Agencies. Hence, this could only realistically be envisaged with sufficient political support and 

in the longer term. 

While EFSA claim that industry would not necessarily reject such a proposal were it to be clear 

that this could enhance the level of service provided to it by EFSA (principally in terms of 

reducing throughput time for the treatment of risk assessments by EFSA), it should also be 

borne in mind that in their interview with the study team, DG Budget clearly indicated the 

continued applicability of the full cost recovery principle, and that no changes to this were 

foreseen with the ongoing revision of the financial regulation and framework financial 

regulation. 

• Option 3 - Levies on the value created by the food and feed industry: 

A second innovative approach mentioned by EFSA, would entail charges to industry not on the 

basis of the full recovery of costs incurred to provide services to industry, but rather based on 

a levy on the added value generated by the food and feed sector as a whole.  

The levy would constitute a new type of fiscal own resource for the Agency (currently not 

foreseen neither by the FFR/Agency’s financial regulation nor by the Own Resources Decision 

in general), and one could ask whether it would make sense to define this at the level of the 

Agency or rather of the overall EU budget (given the likely scale of the administrative costs of 

implementing such a system across the full food and feed sector which would limit the 

feasibility of implementing this for a limited budget within that of the Agency), for which the 

current reflections on new own resources do not include fiscal measures on the value added of 

the food and feed sector71.  

Of the three options, option 1 appears to be the more realistic within a medium-term time frame 

(during the next multi-annual financial framework) on the basis of the experience of discussions on 

new own resources for the EU. The potential for additional industry fees nonetheless remains material 

in relation to EFSA’s current overall budget, and could constitute an interesting manner to reduce the 

                                                 
71 See report on the Future financing of the EU – Final report and recommendations of the High Level group on Own Resource, 
December 2016, section 2.2.2. 



Potential revenue from the extension of charging fees by EU Agencies 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

72 

burden on the EU budget in this field of activity, while simultaneously potentially enhancing the level 

of service delivered to industry. 

3.2.5. Industry fees systems maintaining the status quo 

3.2.5.1. The case of ECHA 
Financing of ECHA activities for the remainder of the current MFF: 

Bearing in mind the unique fees and charges system applied by ECHA for REACH with “one-off” fees for 

registration (as opposed to more recurring fees in other EU Agencies), it is foreseen that fees and 

charges decrease from their level in 2018 which is explained by the third registration deadline under 

the REACH regulation, to a level of roughly 40 Million EUR annually. 

In the survey conducted for the study, and subsequent interview with the study team, it was stated that 

ECHA’s management board clearly indicated its reservation towards additional (industry) fee-funded 

activities, which could undermine ECHA’s potential independence and neutrality. DG GROW also 

confirmed in an interview with the study team that no specific initiative is currently planned for the 

introduction of new fee-financed activities for ECHA. Indeed, the second REACH review (REACH Refit 

evaluation)72 published on 5 March 2018 identified the following actions: 

Action 15: Fees and the future of ECHA  

(1) Bearing in mind that budgetary constraints will remain also in the post 2020 Multiannual Financial 

Framework, the Commission will explore ways of guaranteeing ECHA mission and independence and to 

assess all possible options for financing in a context of projected reduced fee income, including by 

containing expenditure.  

(2) ECHA is invited by 2019 to: i) reallocate staff to other areas of work following the completion of the 

registration process for phase-in substances to enhance the scientific and technical expertise related to the 

safety of chemicals as well as the evolving methodologies for their assessment; ii) continue to identify 

efficiency gains and propose targets.  

(3) Given the constraints identified above, the Commission will carefully assess whether to assign further 

tasks to ECHA and the associated resources.   

It should be noted that there is currently no indication how the UK should be treated after BREXIT – 

similarly to EFTA countries or differently. 

The budgeted revenues for ECHA are hence as follow: 

                                                 
72 Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council and the European Economic and Social 
Committee, COM(2018) 116 Final 
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Table 15: 2016-2020 Budget revenue breakdown at ECHA 

 201673 201774 201875 201976 202077 

Revenue from fees and charges 49 828 533 32 247 800 81 890 958 39 953 753 40 909 483 

EU contribution 60 920 188 75 172 500 34 303 532 74 077 247 73 067 967 

3rd countries contribution 1 767 954 1 803 090 905 860 1 995 860 1 919 460 

Other contributions 900 000 600 000 600 000 600 000 600.000 

Administrative operations 543.830     

Total 113.960.505 109.823.390 117.700.350 116.626.860 116.496.910 

 

Financing of ECHA activities for the next MFF: 

During their interview with the study team, the Agency mentioned its interest in re-exploring the 

potential funding of its activities by industry fees where these would not undermine ECHA’s potential 

independence and neutrality. The reasoning held was that the foreseen decrease in the Agency’s fees 

and charges from REACH in particular could limit the Agency’s ability to perform all its activities 

efficiently taking into account the difficult predictability of the scale of activities performed for industry. 

DG GROW however highlighted that ECHA should first focus on demonstrating the continued 

efficiency of its operations, and re-deploying staff internally in line with the predicted evolution of 

activities performed for industry. 

ECHA also mentioned that several activities currently performed, could potentially be charged as 

services rendered for payment in the future hence generating non EU-funded contributions, including: 

• Cloud hosting services for the secure hosting of data related to ECHA activities; 

• Provision of data leveraging ECHA’s combined scientific, technical and regulatory knowledge 

on properties and use of chemical substances. The thinking exercise in terms of how this could 

be charged still needs to be performed in detail; 

• The provision of non-standard data - which the Agency already provides today free of charge - 

could be considered to become a chargeable service; 

• Delivery of services could potentially also be chargeable if delivered outside the EU. 

Taking into account the above, the potential for additional industry fees does not appear to be material 

in relation to ECHA’s current overall budget. 

3.2.5.2. The case of CPVO, EMA, EUIPO and SRB  
As regards the other fully or partially self-financed Agencies, the results of the survey or the analysis of 

their budgetary documentation suggest that very little change is expected terms of fees system. 

                                                 
73 Executed budget, SPD. 
74 Revenue estimated by the Agency, SPD. 
75 Revenue requested by the Agency, SPD. 
76 Revenue forecast, SPD. 
77 Ibid. 
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EMA indicated that the Agency charges fees for most but not all industry related activities. The Agency 

sees the scope to charge for some additional activities, e.g. paediatric procedures, but other areas such 

as incentives to developers for unmet medical needs need to be fostered. Overall, the share of the fees 

from these activities could reach 3 to 5% of EMA’s budget. 

In addition, there is currently an ongoing EC commissioned evaluation of the Agency’s fee system 

which is due in 2018. 

3.2.6. Alternative types of fees 
Other types of fees are applied in other public sector organisations and Agencies. The feasibility of their 

applicability to the EU Agencies could be worth assessing. Alternative types of fees can generally be 

distinguished between fees set on value-based pricing and fees based on commercial pricing78. 

Fees set on value-based pricing include access fees, whereby a charge for access to or use of a specific 

public resource. As seen above, this approach is reflected upon by EFSA. 

Fees based on commercial pricing include consumption and freemium models: 

• Consumption-based pricing is based on demand (e.g. transactions or website traffic) rather 

than a fixed fee per month. It is a quantitative charge based on the amount of goods, services 

or resources consumed. 

• Freemium pricing is a pricing model that offers a base product or service free of charge (e.g. 

base-level data and statistics) while charging a premium price for advanced or additional 

related products or services (e.g. tailored data provision).  

 

3.3. EVOLUTION OF CHARGES FOR SERVICES SYSTEMS WITHIN EU AGENCIES 

3.3.1. Pro’s and con’s: concept of public services (funded from the general budget) and 
services against payment 

The activities that may be encompassed in the services rendered for which external funding can be 

envisaged are mainly referred to by Agencies as publication, training, information services provision, 

data processing and information dissemination. To a lesser extent, activities of research, surveys, 

studies and reports delivery, expertise provision and coordination may complete the picture. 

Very few Agencies consider there would be potential for charging more fees for services rendered. Two 

limitations are underlined in this respect: 

• When such activities are financed from the EU budget and constitute the core of an Agency’s 

activities, the services rendered are already funded. The alternative would be to have all these 

activities charged as services rendered, which appears unlikely. 

• Such revenue represent a negligible external funding extension capacity, and is hardly 

predictable. 

                                                 
78 Australian Government, Department of Finance, Pricing Models  

https://www.finance.gov.au/sites/default/files/Pricing-models.pdf 
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3.3.2. Evolution of charges for services rendered 
Agencies that are not Supervisory have no identified potential for industry fees. Other external 

funding possibilities lie in the concept of “charges for services rendered”, which (1) currently 

represent 0,02% of Agencies total revenue, (2) are often seen by Agencies as a public good or service 

that must be financed through the EU budget, (3) represent negligible external funding extension 

capacity, (4) are unsatisfactory in terms of budget sufficiency, stability and predictability. Furthermore, 

the activities related to charges for services rendered may be considered as an element within 

supervisory activities within supervisory Agencies. In practice, among the 19 Agencies that could 

charge for services rendered according to their regulation, only 4 implement such charges. The 

potential for extending funding from charges for services rendered appears to be very limited. 

The following graph shows the possible evolution of the adoption of revenue from fees and charges 

for services rendered within EU Agencies: 

 

Figure 10: Potential for generating fees and charges for services rendered by EU Agencies 

 
The data is from study team calculations of: 1) the feasibility of implementing or extending fees (y axis) taking into account 
inputs received from the Agencies (survey) and other interviewed stakeholders on the factors influencing this, namely: 
Existing eligible activities; Political willingness; Existence of Legal Basis; Comitology progress; Relation to industry; 
Implementation complexity; Implementation costs; Better funding alternatives and Governance implications; 2) the potential 
proportion of an Agency’s activities eligible for fee funding (x axis) taking into account inputs received from the Agencies 
(survey) and other interviewed stakeholders on the factors influencing this, namely the expected volumes of eligible and total 
activities; 3) the corresponding potential overall volume of fees expected (size of balls). 
 
In addition to the Agencies that already generate fees and charges for services rendered, some 

Agencies have identified a potential for charges for services against payment: 

• EMA mentioned training information systems provision, coordination and access to 

documents. 

• EASA mentioned support to third parties through specific projects and technical advice to 

industry. 

• EFCA´s founding regulation is under a process of amendment. It is one of the objectives of this 

amendment to increase EFCA´s potential to benefit from other means of revenue, including 
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non EU funded contributions. Amounts that can be funded externally are already budgeted up 

to 4% of the Agency’s budget, and could potentially raise to 8%. 

• EMSA indicated that information systems provision (for which data accessing lies with the 

Member States) could be a source of interest for the industry, without mentioning which type 

of fee could accrue to the Agency’s budget. 

• CEPOL indicated that some of their learning tools/content might be of interest for law 

enforcement Agencies outside the EU (but questions the significance of such revenue). 

• The EBA has a training development plan aimed principally at training staff of National 

Competent Authorities. This could be expanded to entities not currently contributing to the 

EBA budget. 

• EIGE considers that there is interest from third countries in the Agency's work; however no 

activities were taken to assess if they want to pay for EIGE's expertise. 

 

3.4. EVOLUTION OF CONTRIBUTIONS FROM THIRD COUNTRIES 
For specific projects implemented by EU Agencies in the framework of their activities on a worldwide 

basis, the question whether the share funded from the EU budget (define within grants or delegation 

agreements in general) could be alleviated. 

In the framework of the work of EASA in collaboration with ACP countries, it could be envisaged 

(according to DG MOVE) that the projects currently financed by DG DEVCO, FPI, NEAR and MOVE could 

be financed directly by ASEAN countries in the future (as is already the case for the projects 

implemented in East and West Africa). 

The following table shows the total budget foreseen for these projects – it must be noted that in the 

absence of information other than the projects start and end dates, the allocation of budget by year is 

calculated on a linear basis. It shows that if the projects currently financed from the EU budget were to 

be funded directly from third countries, this could substantially alleviate the EU budget (up to 

EUR 10 million annually, should the Union stop its financial contribution). 



Policy Department D: Budgetary Affairs 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

77 

Table 16: Budget funding through from EU grants and delegation agreements for specific project at 
EASA. Source: EASA SPD 2018, adopted document 

 
 

Other EU Agencies have the mission to extend the sphere of influence of the Union outside EU 

boarders. Without speculating on the cost the Union is ready to pay to achieve this strategic objective, 

it may be recommended to extend the analysis towards Agencies operating worldwide, such as EASO, 

EFCA, EMSA, ETF, EUROPOL or FRONTEX. 

 

3.5. OVERVIEW OF BUDGETARY IMPACTS 
The potential for extending industry fees is rather limited. The study team’s calculations show that 

the share of industry fees in Agencies’ funding could likely – in a best case scenario – increase by a few 

percent for the reminder of the current MFF/early years of the next MFF. While this increase would 

lower the proportional burden on the EU budget, whether it would lower the absolute pressure on the 

EU budget is uncertain, as mainly New Tasks (and consequently new costs) would be financed. 

The following table provide a simulation of possible revenue from industry fees for the remainder of 

the current MFF and the first two years of the next MFF. 

Project Contracting party Type of contract Overall budget 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

ATA-AC (CEMAC) DEVCO Grant 2,500,000.00 348,837.21

EASP (EUROED) NEAR Grant 2,000,000.00 400,000.00

IPA3 NEAR Grant 500,000.00 125,000.00

EU CHINA FPI Delegation 10,000,000.00 1,967,213.11 1,967,213.11 1,967,213.11 1,475,409.84

EU - SOUTH ASIA FPI Delegation 7,500,000.00 1,875,000.00 1,875,000.00 1,875,000.00 1,875,000.00

EU - SOUTH EAST ASIA FPI Delegation 7,500,000.00 1,875,000.00 1,875,000.00 1,875,000.00 1,875,000.00

EU ASEAN / ARISE PLUS (AATIP) FPI Delegation 5,000,000.00 1,250,000.00 1,250,000.00 1,250,000.00 1,250,000.00

EU LATIN AMERICA (LATAM) FPI Delegation 7,000,000.00 1,750,000.00 1,750,000.00 1,750,000.00 1,750,000.00

SIASA 2 DEVCO Delegation 5,000,000.00 1,250,000.00 1,250,000.00 1,250,000.00 1,250,000.00

ZAMBIA II DEVCO Grant 1,800,000.00 450,000.00 450,000.00 450,000.00 450,000.00

AfDB-ECCAS ECCAS Grant 1,800,000.00 600,000.00 600,000.00 600,000.00

AfDB-WAEMU WAEMU Grant 1,200,000.00 400,000.00 400,000.00 400,000.00

UKRAINE EASA-SAAU NEAR Delegation 1,000,000.00 333,333.33 333,333.33 333,333.33

SAFETY LIST II I MOVE Service 800,000.00 200,000.00 200,000.00 200,000.00 200,000.00

THAILAND THAILAND Service 2,500,000.00 833,333.33 833,333.33 833,333.33

DATA4SAFETY (D4S) MOVE Grant 5,000,000.00 1,666,666.67 1,666,666.67 1,666,666.67

Development of ICAO rules CLIMA Service 100,000.00 50,000.00

Severa l  projects EU and National  R  Grant or service co 800,000.00 266,666.67 266,666.67 266,666.67

62,000,000.00 13,941,050.32 14,717,213.11 14,717,213.11 10,125,409.84 1,700,000.00TOTAL
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Table 17: Overview of EU Agencies’ potential for funding from industry fees (in Euros) 

BUDGET YEAR 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 

SRB 104 136 000.00 111 611 575.00 116 326 489.00 118 653 018.78 121 026 079.16 

EUIPO 393 092 208.00 400 954 052.16 408 973 133.20 417 152 595.87 425 495 647.78 

CPVO 16 160 000.00 16 480 926.00 17 140 163.00 17 482 966.26 17 832 625.59 

ECHA 81 890 958.00 39 953 753.00 40 909 483.00 41 727 672.66 42 562 226.11 

EMA 300 520 000.00 309 535 600.00 318 821 668.00 325 198 101.40 331 702 063.4 

EASA 99 626 000.00 101 470 000.00 102 279 000.00 104 324 580.00 106 411 071.60 

ERA  3 484 900.00 11 873 000.00 12 110 460.00 12 352 669.20 

ESMA 11 334 458.00 38 514 839.94 39 285 136.74 40 070 839.47 40 872 256.26 

EIOPA  15 267 846.00 15 703 500.00 16 017 570.00 16 337 921.40 

EBA  26 958 470.46 26 958 470.46 26 958 470.46 26 958 470.46 

ACER    9 000 000.00 9 180 000.00 

EFSA    65 000 000.00 66 300 000.00 

Total 1 006 759 624 1 064 231 963 1 098 270 043 1 193 696 274 1 217 031 031 

Y(n+1)/Y(n)  5.71% 3.20% 8.69% 1.95% 

The data is from study team calculations taking into account 1) data available in Agencies’ SPDs until 2020; 2) 2020 values 
increased by 2% inflation for 2021 and 2022; 3) extrapolations on SPD data based on the ESAs proposal for ESMA, EBA and 
EIOPA; 4) Inputs received from ACER and EFSA. 
 

3.6. ALTERNATIVE TYPES OF FUNDING 

Several partially self-financed Agencies advocate for alternative ways of funding their budget, based 

on their perceived inability to fully execute their mandates with the resources currently available (this 

may sometimes be challenged by parent DGs). These are encompassed in the as yet unclearly defined 

notions of “value-based fees” and “other resources79”. In practice, this mainly addresses: (1) User 

charges: in the case of EASA, and possibly ERA (transport area). EASA advocates for being funded in a 

comparable manner to the US, Brazilian, Canadian […] aviation safety Agencies. This requires 

addressing two questions: (i) who should pay for Agencies’ services (Flight company, airport, 

manufacturer, passenger)? EASA indicates that a 6 cents charge on each flight ticket would provide 

them with a sufficient budget80. (ii) how should they pay (i.e. which vehicle should be applied for the 

calculation and collection of the revenue)? (2) New levies: from the information obtained from EUAN, 

these are linked to candidate new own resources as presented in the Monti report – showing direct 

links with policy areas (e.g. carbon tax, ETS, FAT etc.). Most probably, this would require to address such 

levies or tax at the EC level to avoid micro-management within the budgetary procedure. In any case, 

this would require modifying the Treaty/MFF rules/Own Resources Decision, thereby making it unlikely 

in the short or medium term. 

                                                 
79 Founding regulations often provide revenue sources “without prejudice of other revenue”.  
80 A global benchmarking on an Agency by Agency basis would be recommended to establish whether given Agencies can 
be considered as “best practice” in their field. 
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4. BENEFITS AND LIMITATIONS OF INTRODUCING OR EXTENDING FEE-
BASED SYSTEMS FOR EU AGENCIES 

KEY FINDINGS 

• The current and foreseen future level of fees and charges appear to be accepted by a majority 
of stakeholders. These current and foreseen future fees and charges already alleviate the 
burden of EU Agencies’ activities on the EU budget by 34% of Agencies’ total budget and – 
without significant and unexpected changes to EU law - may be expected to do so by at least 
that much going forward, but not to significantly increase from their current level. 

• Introducing or extending industry fees and charges within EU Agencies by definition alleviates 
the burden of their activities on the EU budget for a given scope of activity. This is expected for 
ERA and for the ESAs, but the new fees and charges will have a fairly neutral effect on the EU 
budget as they will either fund new activities (ERA) or replace MS contributions, except where 
there are new tasks (ESMA, EIOPA). 

• In seeking to further alleviate the burden on the EU budget, further assessment - following 
internal Agency reflexions - may be recommended for ACER (new tasks), EFSA (cruising speed) 
and ECHA (cruising speed), particularly if industry fees and charges could replace (some) EU 
budget funding for (certain) existing activities . Nevertheless, the feasibility of such does not 
seem straightforward, as demonstrated by the reluctance of parent DGs in this regard (such as 
DG GROW and DG SANTE). 

• Implementing a fee system may bring EU Agencies closer to the industry/market needs of the 
economic operators they supervise. Current revisions of basic regulations generally 
demonstrate this trend: the implementation of fees systems fosters reactivity/timeliness, 
flexibility and administrative burden reduction for industry (through concepts of adjustment 
within a global worldwide industry activity). Implementing fee systems could therefore be 
considered as positive from an operational perspective wherever possible. 

• There does not appear to be a systematic link between implementing a fee system and an 
Agency’s capacity to execute its mission in full. The 2015 EP discharge highlighted that two 
partially self-financed Agencies (EMA, ECHA) did not have the sufficient resources to execute 
their mission in full, next to a fully EU-budget funded Agency (EFSA). 

• As (activity-based) management and costing models and corresponding IT tools are required 
in order to manage fees (and indeed called for by best practice in public sector management), 
a point of attention is to ensure that fee management systems do not lead to unnecessary 
complexity in their design, independently of their type. 

• The positive impact of fee systems has been limited by staff reduction objectives in the last 
years, and more generally by the more rigid approach for the management of establishment 
plans whereby the human resources available to perform fee-financed activities may not 
evolve in line with revenues from these activities. 

• There is no systematic approach for the management of fees and charges within the FFR. 
Within the “family” of Supervisory/Surveillance Agencies and authorities, a case-by-case 
approach is currently applied. A systematic approach could be explored, or failing that, a 
systematic analysis could be conducted at the creation of any new supervisory Agency. 

• Efforts could be undertaken to streamline a regulatory approach for amending fees and 
charges systems of EU Agencies implementing these, at least within clearly defined conditions. 
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This could enhance the flexibility and reactivity of EU Agencies to market shifts without having 
recourse to a lengthy and uncertain comitology process (which might not be proportional and 
timely to ensure the adaptation of fees foreseen by Agencies’ fee regulations to avoid excessive 
surpluses or deficits). 

• In seeking to further reduce the burden on the EU budget of EU Agencies’ activities, it would 
be useful to explore possible new sources of revenues such as (1) new fee types applied by 
other “best practice” non-EU Agencies (e.g. user charges in the transport area, “value-based 
fees” applied by the Australian public sector); (2) new levies, if appropriate to the scale of the 
activities of an EU Agency. Doing so would however require major changes to EU law (including 
to the EU’s own resources decision for (2)). 

• The impact of the BREXIT on EU Agencies’ revenues and activities is unclear, and hinges on the 
outcome of the ongoing negotiations between the Union and the UK. BREXIT negotiations 
might benefit from a case-by-case assessment of the impact in terms of decreased revenue 
versus decreased activities and costs) on each Agency, and from identifying each Agency’s 
preparation and capacity to anticipate the impact of the BREXIT. 

 

4.1. BENEFITS OF IMPLEMENTING OR EXTENDING FEE-BASED SYSTEMS 
The interviews conducted for this study indicate a convergence of opinions towards the legitimacy of 

charging industry fees to economic stakeholders – in other words, having economic sectors contribute 

to the functioning and harmonization of their market while addressing security and environmental 

issues as defined in the Treaties and the Commission’s strategic objectives. From the institutions’ 

perspective, a nuance between the Council’s opinion and those of Agencies, the Commission and the 

Parliament however arises when fees are conceived for indirect beneficiaries. From the industry 

stakeholders’ perspective, notwithstanding the necessity to establish impact assessments when 

introducing fee mechanisms to evaluate their acceptance, Agencies frequently put forward that 

industry priorities are focused on being provided with the best conditions for competing and more 

generally operating in the market with maximum reactivity, and that the question of paying fees is 

often secondary. 

Beyond acceptance of the concept of fees, the current and foreseen future level of fees and charges 

appear to be accepted by a majority of stakeholders interviewed, albeit with certain exceptions, e.g. 

where Agencies feel they are unable to implement their mandate in full without additional fees given 

the important pressure on the EU budget. The current and foreseen future fees and charges already 

alleviate the burden of EU Agencies’ activities on the EU budget by 34% of Agencies’ total budget and 

– without significant and unexpected changes to EU law - may be expected to do so by at least that 

much going forward, but not to significantly increase from their current level. Yet, introducing or 

extending industry fees and charges within EU Agencies by definition alleviates the burden of their 

activities on the EU budget for a given scope of activity. From the angle of Agencies individually, the 

advanced case of ERA (30% fee funding during the implementation year of 2019, and 70% afterwards), 

and the less mature cases of ACER (up to 50% fee funding) and EFSA (up to 70% of fee funding), clearly 

indicate that introducing fees will or would have a positive impact on alleviating the EU contribution. 

Concerning EBA, EIOPA and ESMA (which will reach a minimum of 60% fee funding), the impact on the 
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EU budget appears fairly neutral because proposed fees would replace Member States’ contributions 

and not Union contributions. Finally, the same neutral impact is expected for the cases of EASA and 

ECHA as well as for fully self-financed Agencies.  

As regards the impact of fee funding on the budgetary procedure, it is often mentioned (by all 

institutional stakeholders) that although such funding systems may lead to increased number of 

hearings while preparing the statement of estimates and establishing the draft budget, ultimately the 

discussions and negotiations on Agencies’ budgets are rendered much easier because the share 

represented by fees requires no justification towards the Budgetary Authority. 

Implementing a fee system may bring EU Agencies closer to the industry / market needs of the 

economic operators they supervise or to which they provide services. This advantage is regularly 

underlined by Agencies and confirmed by their parent DGs (see for example ESMA/DG FISMA, ECHA, 

EASA, and prospectively, EFSA)81. Current revisions of basic regulations generally demonstrate this 

trend: the implementation of fees systems fosters reactivity / timeliness, flexibility and administrative 

burden reduction for industry. Implementing fee systems could therefore be considered as positive 

from an operational perspective wherever possible. Yet, some Agencies (such as EASA) consider that 

there is still a need for further improvement, notably in terms of the speed and flexibility in adjusting 

resources linked to fee activities, and the fee regulations themselves when needed. 

4.2. LIMITS TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OR EXTENSION OF FEE-BASED SYSTEMS 
There is no systematic approach for the management of fees and charges within the FFR. The guidance 

available to Agencies is limited to the two principles provided within the FFR: Agencies’ budgets must 

be balanced and their fees should be set a level based on the principle of full cost recovery. Within the 

“family” of Agencies and Authorities with supervisory, surveillance, regulation and registration 
activities, a case-by-case approach is applied. The landscape of fees within EU Agencies is therefore 

heterogeneous (whether justified or not): 

• Fees can be based on a formula (generally based on staff cost hourly rates) or take the form of 

lump sums, or a combination of these methods; 

• There is no indication as to whether the treatment of applications should systematically 

generate fees, even if the outcome of such applications is negative; 

• Fees can be generated and collected on a one-off or a recurrent basis; 

• Access fees (for utilizing information systems put at stakeholders’ disposal by the Agency) are 

not systematically envisaged; 

• Where fee funded activities involve the collaboration of national authorities and EU Agencies, 

costs incurred can lead to payments from national to Union bodies or conversely from Union 

to national bodies; 

• The level of granularity of fees management and reporting is variable among Agencies. There 

are no guidelines on how to address issues that may arise during the implementation of fee 

mechanisms (such as temporary treasury issues, collection issues or enforcement); 

                                                 
81 Other Agencies however consider that performance increase is to be attributed more to the adequate balance between 
activities executed at EU and National levels (subsidiarity) than to the fee system itself (see ERA). 
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• There are no systematic rules to be found regarding the way fees adjustments should be 

processed, thereby leading to situations where fees revision may be simple or conversely 

burdensome. 

• The FFR does not prescribe applying the assigned revenue or universal budgeting approaches 

for different scenarios. Linked to this, study interviews indicate that many stakeholders 

associate the universal budgeting approach with the implementation of simple management 

systems, whereas the assigned revenue approach is associated with complex management 

systems. Both approaches and their underlying principles concern the source of revenue and 

its possible earmarking for specific activities of an Agency, or allocation to the global EU 

budget. As in both cases, the rules which apply are those of a balanced budget and full cost 

recovery, there is no indication why a model based on the assigned revenue principle would 

systematically lead to complex fee management mechanisms and tools, or why a model based 

on universal budgeting would not. Respecting the applicable rules requires the identification 

of the resources mobilized for fee-funded activities irrespective of the approach in order to set 

the fees and calculate amounts due by economic operators. It should be reminded in this 

respect that OECD guidelines favour transparency in fees setting and calculation. 

Moreover, the FFR gives no indication whether fee funding should be considered and analysed 

whenever it would a priori be possible (the decision is left to the political side). A more systematic 

approach could be explored, or failing that, a systematic analysis could be conducted: 

• at the creation of any new Agency with supervisory, surveillance, regulation and registration 

activities; 

• when designing fee mechanisms for the introduction of fees in an Agency; 

• when launching initiatives for the revision of Agencies’ regulations. 

Neither does it appear that a systematic link exists between implementing a fee system and an 

Agency’s enhanced capacity to execute its mission in full. The 2015 EP discharge highlighted that two 

partially self-financed Agencies (ECHA and EMA) did not have sufficient resources to execute their 

mission in full, next to a fully EU-budget funded Agency (EFSA).  

The positive impact of fee systems has been limited by staff reduction objectives in the last years, and 

more generally by the more rigid approach for the management of establishment plans whereby 

revenues for fee-financed activities may not evolve in line with the human resources available to 

perform these. This statement is in particular underlined by EASA. 

It must be also highlighted that adopting or extending revenue from fees does not mean that the 

overall budget of an Agency will increase de facto. Political discussions during the budgetary 

procedure may lead to a decrease in the EU funding of Agencies’ activities. 

4.3. ALTERNATIVE FUNDING MEANS WORTHY OF FURTHER EXPLORATION 
In seeking to further reduce the burden on the EU budget of EU Agencies’ activities, or to increase 

Agencies’ capacity to execute their mission in full, alternative means of funding are sometimes 

considered for further exploration by Agencies. Among these alternative funding means are user 

charges (e.g. considered by EASA as part of a forward-looking study feeding their fee regulation 
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review), levies linked to Agencies’ policy area (carbon tax, emission trading system etc.), the latter 

usually referring to candidates for new own resources as developed in the 2017 report of the High Level 

Group on Own Resources. This option is mentioned by EFRAN as a potential additional source of fee 

revenue worth consideration going forward. While the objective of the present report is not to analyse 

the feasibility of introducing such alternative means of funding, preliminary observations can 

nevertheless be made: 

• Such funding sources are fundamentally different from industry fees or charges for services 

rendered, as the link between the Agencies’ activities and their beneficiaries is not direct. They 

are taxes rather than fees – raising the questions of the capacity of the Union to levy them 

(versus MS sovereignty in the domain), the regulatory vehicle under which such funding 

sources should be managed (Own Resources Decision notably), the legal bases enabling their 

raising (with notable differences between policy areas, for instance, between the energy or the 

environment policy areas and other policy areas); 

• It could be recommendable to further explore the other types of funding sources which 

characterize comparable public organizations to EU Agencies (e.g. in the US, UK, Canada, 

Australia, etc.) and their possible applicability to EU Agencies to the extent that their activities 

are similar and that the alternative funding sources would be advantageous to the EU; 

• Such funding sources might not alleviate the pressure on the EU budget, as they would put the 

charge on EU tax payers. 

• Developing and raising such funding sources for the specific purpose of financing EU Agencies 

would go against the simplicity and transparency principles and objectives that should 

(amongst other principles) drive the future of the financing of the Union. Conversely, if such 

funding would be conceived at the Union level, and redistributed to EU Agencies, it would not 

differ to the current system of own resources. 
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5. CONCLUSIONS 
Based on a high-level review of the current and prospective potential for fees of the 33 EU Agencies 

in the Budget 2018, this study shows that: 

• Most EU Agencies having activities eligible for fee-funding currently collect such fees, 

leading to 34% of Agencies’ overall budgets being fee-funded, a significant alleviation of 

their burden on the EU budget; 

• Despite continued pressure on EU funding for Agencies, the proportion of fee-funded 

activities is not expected to significantly increase, as few additional activities are eligible 

for such funding in the current and expected future financial framework for EU Agencies; 

• This situation is not of concern to the majority of stakeholders as Agencies are broadly 

accepted to be satisfactorily performing the activities within their mandates based on 

their current and expected balance of funding sources including industry fees; 

• Where punctual issues occur in terms of Agencies being able to satisfactorily perform the 

activities within their mandate, and activities possibly eligible for fee-funding are not yet 

fee-funded, it would be recommendable to explore the opportunity for fee-funding 

taking into account that the benefits generally appear to outweigh the shortcoming of 

doing so; 

• If new Agencies are created and mandated to perform activities with a potential for fee-

funding, then the possibility for fee-funding should be considered from the onset; 

• A possible harmonization of the Framework Financial Regulation for Agency funding 

could serve to facilitate the introduction or extension of fee-funding within EU Agencies 

while minimizing the administrative burden of doing so. This could notably address issues 

linked to adjustments of fee levels or treasury gaps; 

• Unnecessary complexity should be avoided when implementing activity-based costing 

models for the management of fee-based systems. 
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6. ANNEXES 

6.1. CASE STUDY FICHES 

6.1.1. ACER 
MISSION 

ACER’s mission is to work towards the completion of the EU internal energy market for electricity and 

natural gas by complementing and coordinating the work of national energy Regulators at EU level, by 

tackling the infrastructure challenges, monitoring wholesale energy markets, and dealing with longer-

term regulatory challenges. 

CURRENT ACTIVITIES 

ACER deals with four major activities (these have evolved since the Agency’s creation in 2011): 

• (Post-)Completion of the Internal Energy Market, including the development and adoption of 

Network Codes and Guidelines and the monitoring of the internal energy market; 

• Wholesale Energy Market Integrity and Transparency (REMIT) – see below; 

• Infrastructure challenges such as the development of regional interconnection and of a 

coefficient network; 

• Future challenges such as the integration of renewable energy sources. 

In addition, tasks inherent to the implementation of the Regulation on wholesale energy market 

integrity and transparency (REMIT) have progressively been implemented since 2015. 

FUTURE ACTIVITIES 

A number of new tasks will fall under the prerogatives of the Agency from 2019 onwards in the general 

context of the EC legislative proposal for a regulation on the Agency for the Cooperation of Energy 

Regulators of 30 November 2016 (recast ACER regulation) and of the new risk preparedness in the 

electricity sector. 

CURRENT AND FUTURE PLANNED FUNDING 

Table 18: Overview of current and future planned funding for ACER. Source: ACER SPD 

Revenue 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

EU subsidy 15 872 582 13 272 160 13 562 000 22 008 985 20 435 203 

FUTURE POTENTIAL FUNDING 

Industry fees can potentially be envisaged in the scope of the REMIT regulation. Such potential fees 

could stem from: 

• Registration of reporting parties, reporting and monitoring (these would be the main sources); 

• CBCA decisions, exemption requests, network code related decisions, requests for opinions. 

Based on inputs from ACER, fee funding could be expected to cover up to 50% or more of the Agency’s 

budget, without a total budget increase. Different cycles are envisaged for the payment of fees: 

• one-off payment for registration activities; 

• annual fees for monitoring and reporting, would make budget forecasts easier.   
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6.1.2. EASA 
MISSION 

EASA’s mission is to “provide safe air travel for EU citizens in Europe and worldwide”. EASA’s main 

mission is to ensure the highest common level of safety and environmental protection for EU citizens 

within Europe and worldwide. EASA’s activities notably include the development of a single regulatory 

and certification process among Member States. The Agency collaborates with international aviation 

organisations and regulators to make sure all aircrafts are safe and meet environmental standards. 

CURRENT ACTIVITIES 

EASA’s current tasks include: 

• the issuing of opinions and recommendations to the European Commission; 

• the issuing of certification specifications, including airworthiness codes and acceptable means 

of compliance, and guidance material; 

• decision-taking regarding airworthiness and environmental certification, pilot certification, air 

operation certification, third country operators, inspections of Member States and 

investigation of undertakings; 

• standardisation inspections of the competent authorities in the Member States, associated 

States and ex Joint Aviation Authority (JAA) States. 

FUTURE ACTIVITIES 

EASA’s revised basic regulation - to be adopted during Q4-2018 - should include the new tasks as part 

of the Commission’s “Aviation Strategy to enhance the competitiveness of the EU Aviation sector”, for 

safe integration of unmanned aircraft (drones) into the European airspace. The proposal sets a 

framework for pooling and sharing technical resources between EASA and national authorities, 

including the possibility of transferring responsibilities. 

CURRENT FUNDING 

Currently, about two thirds of the Agency’s budget is financed from fees and charges for its certification 

activities and other services, one quarter from an EU subsidy and the remainder is mainly financed from 

delegation and grant agreements (from DG DEVCO, FPI, NEAR, CLIMA) for specific projects worldwide: 

Table 19: Overview of current funding for EASA. Source: EASA AAR 

REVENUE (IN ‘000 EUROS) 2016 Δ 2015 

Fees and Charges 93 059 -8% 
EU subsidy 36 370 0% 
3d countries 2 064 -4% 
Delegated and grant agreements 7 250 -11% 
Other 1 076 -32% 

TOTAL 139 819 -7% 
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FUTURE PLANNED FUNDING 

According to the Agency and to DG MOVE, EASA’s revenue forecasts for the coming years raise 

concerns. Breakdown of the different elements of the Agency’s revenue for the remainder of the 

current MFF. EASA is also entrusted activities worldwide. Its planned future revenue are as follows: 

Table 20: Overview of current and future planned funding for EASA. Source: EASA SPD 

REVENUE (in EUR ‘000) 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Fees and Charges 100 834 99 626 101 470 102 279 
EU subsidy 35 985 36 915 36 963 37 673 
3d countries 2 048 2 100 2 102 2 143 
Delegated and grant 
agreements82 

13 941 14 717 14 717 10 125 

Other 793 943 750 900 

TOTAL REVENUE 153 601 154 301 156 002 153 120 

 

The Agency advocates for: 

• A less restrictive model as the assigned revenue approach. Losses are currently financed from 

the Agency’s reserves accumulated from industry fees – could be totally consumed in 2022. 

• A more agile fee implementing regulation notably for fee adjustments – adapted to market 

needs. 

• Reflecting on alternative ways of funding, such as user charges, PPP, charges for services. 

  

                                                 
82 See Table 14. 
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6.1.3. ECHA 
MISSION 

The mission of ECHA is to be “the driving force among regulatory authorities in implementing the EU’s 

groundbreaking chemicals legislation for the benefit of human health and the environment as well as for 

innovation and competitiveness. ECHA helps companies to comply with the legislation, advances the safe 

use of chemicals, provides information on chemicals and addresses chemicals of concern”. 

CURRENT AND FUTURE ACTIVITIES 

ECHA’s activities ensure the consistent implementation throughout the Union of the four Regulations 

under the EU’s chemicals legislation, in order to foster the circulation of chemicals in the Internal Market 

while guaranteeing the protection of humans and the environment. They consist of: 

• the Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and Restriction of Chemicals (REACH); 

• supervising the Classification, Labelling and Packaging of hazardous chemicals (CLP);  

• the implementation of the Biocidal Products Regulation (BPR);  

• the Prior Informed Consent in the international trade of hazardous chemicals and pesticides 

(PIC). 

ECHA is a cruising speed Agency, with no new tasks foreseen in the coming years, and limited 

additional human resources foreseen (for delegated tasks (EU Chemicals Legislation Finder: 3 FTEs 

foreseen in ECHA’s programming document) and for Poison Centres work (2 FTEs for 2018 and 3 for 

2019)). 

CURRENT FUNDING 

In 2018, ECHA’s budget forecast is an EU contribution of EUR 34 303 532 (of which assigned revenues 

deriving from previous years' surpluses constitute EUR 5 288 731), and Other revenue of EUR 1 505 860 

(of which EUR 905 860 of 3rd country contributions and EUR 600 000 of delegation agreements), for a 

total budget of EUR 117 700 350. 

Taking into account the ECHA implements four different EU regulations, “ECHA makes a clear 

distinction between its chemicals (REACH [and CLP]), biocides and PIC activities, with separate sections 

in the Agency's budget. Hence, fees [collected under the different EU regulations] are treated 

separately in the Agency’s budget (as general revenue), and the need for a balancing contribution is 

calculated separately, for each of the four Regulations83.” In 2018, all activities other than the PIC activity 

– which is fully Union-funded – are partially self-financed through fees and contributions from third 

countries. 

Parts of the Union contribution are assigned to specific activities where these are derived from previous 

years' surpluses. 

 

 

 

                                                 
83 European Commission (2013): Analytical paper on the possibility to create a limited ring-fenced reserve fund for partially 
self-financed Agencies, Brussels, p. 4. 
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FUTURE PLANNED FUNDING 

Bearing in mind the unique fees and charges system applied by ECHA for REACH with “one-off” fees for 

registration (as opposed to more recurring fees in other EU Agencies), it is foreseen that fees and 

charges decrease from their level in 2018 which is explained by the third registration deadline under 

the REACH regulation, to a level of roughly 40 Million EUR annually. 

DG GROW confirmed in an interview with the study team that no specific initiative is currently planned 

for the introduction of new fee-financed activities for ECHA. Indeed, the second REACH review (REACH 

Refit evaluation)84 published on 5 March 2018 identified the following actions: 

Action 15: Fees and the future of ECHA  

(1) Bearing in mind that budgetary constraints will remain also in the post 2020 Multiannual Financial 

Framework, the Commission will explore ways of guaranteeing ECHA mission and independence and to 

assess all possible options for financing in a context of projected reduced fee income, including by 

containing expenditure.  

(2) ECHA is invited by 2019 to: i) reallocate staff to other areas of work following the completion of the 

registration process for phase-in substances to enhance the scientific and technical expertise related to the 

safety of chemicals as well as the evolving methodologies for their assessment; ii) continue to identify 

efficiency gains and propose targets.  

(3) Given the constraints identified above, the Commission will carefully assess whether to assign further 

tasks to ECHA and the associated resources.   

It should be noted that there is currently no indication how the UK should be treated after BREXIT – 

similarly to EFTA countries or differently. 

The budgeted revenues for ECHA are hence as follow. 

Table 21: Overview of current and future planned funding for ECHA. Source: ECHA SPD 

 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Revenue from fees and 

charges 

49 828 533 32 247 800 81 890 958 39 953 753 40 909 483 

EU contribution 60 920 188 75 172 500 34 303 532 74 077 247 73 067 967 

3rd countries contribution 1 767 954 1 803 090 905 860 1 995 860 1 919 460 

Other contributions 900 000 600 000 600 000 600 000 600 000 

Administrative operations 543 830     

Total 113 960 505 109 823 390 117 700 350 116 626 860 116 496 910 

 

  

                                                 
84 COMMUNICATION FROM THE COMMISSION TO THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT, THE COUNCIL AND THE EUROPEAN 
ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COMMITTEE, COM(2018) 116 final 
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FUTURE POTENTIAL FUNDING 

During their interview with the study team, the Agency mentioned its interest in re-exploring the 

potential funding of its activities by industry fees where these would not undermine ECHA’s potential 

independence and neutrality. The reasoning held was that the foreseen decrease in the Agency’s fees 

and charges from REACH in particular could limit the Agency’s ability to perform all its activities 

efficiently taking into account the difficult predictability of the scale of activities performed for industry. 

DG GROW however highlighted that ECHA should first focus on demonstrating the continued 

efficiency of its operations, and re-deploying staff internally in line with the predicted evolution of 

activities performed for industry. 

ECHA also mentioned that several activities currently performed, could potentially be charged as 

services rendered for payment in the future hence generating non EU-funded contributions, including: 

• Cloud hosting services for the secure hosting of data related to ECHA activities; 

• Provision of data leveraging ECHA’s combined scientific, technical and regulatory knowledge 

on properties and use of chemical substances. The thinking exercise in terms of how this could 

be charged still needs to be performed in detail; 

• The provision of non-standard data - which the Agency already provides today free of charge - 

could be considered to become a chargeable service; 

• Delivery of services could potentially also be chargeable if delivered outside the EU. 

Taking into account the above, the potential for additional industry fees does not appear to be material 

in relation to ECHA’s current overall budget.  
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6.1.4. EFSA 
MISSION 

The mission of EFSA is to “provide scientific advice and scientific and technical support for the 

Community’s legislation and policies in all fields which have a direct or indirect impact on food and 

feed safety. It shall provide independent information on all matters within these fields and 

communicate on risks”. 

 

CURRENT AND FUTURE ACTIVITIES 

EFSA’s strategic activities in all fields which have a direct or indirect impact on food and feed safety 

include: 

• promoting dialogue, ensuring messages are clear and usable in order to prioritise public and 

stakeholder engagement; 

• sharing data through an Open Data system to widen the evidence base and optimise access to 

its data; 

• strengthening cooperation and growing the EU Risk Assessment community to build the EU’s 

scientific assessment capacity; 

• creating a methodology hub and strengthening the Agency’s resilience to prepare for future 

risk assessment challenges; 

• providing Risk Assessments of applications for Regulated Products in various food and feed-

related sectors including food additives, enzymes, flavourings, food contact materials, 

genetically modified organisms, novel/traditional foods, health claims and feed;  

• providing peer reviews for pesticides and evaluation of applications for setting or changing 

maximum residue levels for pesticides; 

• providing Generic Risk Assessment […] for various food and feed-related sectors including 

food additives, food contact materials, nutrition and feed. 

Risk Assessments of applications for Regulated Products represents a growing proportion of EFSA’s 

activities. 

 

CURRENT FUNDING 

In 2018, EFSA’s budget forecast is an EU contribution of EUR 78 199 698, and Other revenue of 

EUR 1 897 297 (EEA/EFTA country contributions), for a total budget of EUR 80 096 994. 

 

FUTURE PLANNED FUNDING 

EFSA has not yet planned funding from fees. The Agency may consider the possibility to charge other 

types of activities - in the field of shared services or services provided to stakeholders upon request. 

This possibility is currently at a conceptual level and would require further investigation regarding the 

legal soundness and their cost/benefits. 
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Table 22: Overview of current and future planned funding for EFSA. Source: EFSA SPD 

REVENUE TYPE 2016 2017 2018 2019 

EU contribution 77 164 066 78 533 267 78 199 698 79 092 909 
3d countries contributions 

(EEA/EFTA Countries) 2 075 991 1 898 198 1 897 297 1 919 091 

Total 
79 319 002 80 431 465 80 096 994 81 012 000 

 

FUTURE POTENTIAL FUNDING 

The Agency mentioned its interest in re-exploring the potential funding of its activities by industry. 

Three options are raised in this regard: 

• Option 1 - Fees from industry: Risk Assessments of applications for Regulated Products as an 

activity for which industry fees could be levied in the longer term. Estimates of the revenue 

which could be generated from this activity range from 15 to 70 million EUR annually. The 

estimate of EUR 70 million is the total of the current direct staff and operational expenditure in 

the Regulated product area (EUR 24.3 million) to which the estimated cost for ensuring quality 

assurance, transparency of regulatory dossiers and independence (EUR 46.1 million) are added.  

• Option 2 - Fees for value created for industry; 

• Option 3 - Levies on the value created by the food and feed industry.  



Policy Department D: Budgetary Affairs 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

93 

6.1.5. ERA 
MISSION 

The mission of ERA is “to contribute to the effective functioning of the Single European Railway Area 

(SERA) without frontiers, in particular by: 

• promoting a harmonised approach to railway safety; 

• devising the technical and legal framework in order to enable removing technical barriers, and 

acting as the System Authority for the Single European Train Control and Communication 

System; 

• improving accessibility and use of railway system information, and by 

• acting as the European Authority under the 4th Railway Package issuing vehicle authorisations 

and safety certificates, while improving the competitive position of the railway sector”. 

 

CURRENT AND FUTURE ACTIVITIES 

• harmonising the EU-wide approach to railway safety; 

• removing technical barriers to railway vehicle, infrastructure and operations interoperability 

within the EU; 

• ensuring the coherent implementation of a single EU train control and communication system 

(ERTMS); 

• ensuring a simplified access to rail services and rail data for customers; and 

• preparing to act/acting as the European Authority under the 4th Railway Package issuing 

vehicle authorisations and safety certificates, while improving the competitive position of the 

railway sector, and coordinating cross-unit activities such as international relations and 

stakeholder management. 

 

CURRENT FUNDING 

In 2018, ERA’s budget forecast is an EU contribution of EUR 28 135 398, and Other revenue of 

EUR 657 845 (EFTA country contributions), for a total budget of EUR 28 793 243. 

 

FUTURE PLANNED FUNDING 

ERA is in process of becoming partially self-financed as from budget year 2019. The new fees and 

charges system will address applications for certificates, authorisations and decisions for approval, 

handling of appeals and other services provided by the Agency […]”. The regulation also foresees the 

levy of charges for the pre-engagement process provided for in the regulation concerning vehicle 

authorisations for placing on the market and common safety methods. The following table shows the 

budget revenue of ERA for the period 2016-2020. 
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Table 23: Overview of current and future planned funding for ERA. Source: ERA SPD 

ERA REVENUE (IN EUROS) 

Revenue type 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

EU contribution 26,700,000 30,000,000 28,135,398 26,500,000 26,750,000 

Fees and charges    3,484,900 11,873,000 

3d countries contributions 695,879 732,000 657,845 628,050 633,975 

Total 27,395,879 30,732,000 28,793,243 30,612,950 39,257,775 

 

The Agency also considers the possibility to charge activities such as training and publications – but it 

must be noted that the Management Board of the Agency has to take decisions accordingly (for which 

there is no indication to-date). 

 

FUTURE POTENTIAL FUNDING 

The One-Stop-Shop to be put in place by the Agency for its fees and charges-related activities, and 

used by Member States (NSAs) and industry applicants, could potentially be charged, subject to a 

decision of its Management Board. However, such possibility is currently not foreseen in the 

implementing act on fees and charges. 
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6.1.6. ESMA 
MISSION 

ESMA operates in the field of Supervising Financial Systems. The European Supervisory Authorities 

(ESAs) is part of the European System of Financial Supervision (ESFS), which was established with the 

purpose of ensuring consistent and coherent micro- and macro-prudential financial supervision in the 

EU. The micro-prudential supervision is carried out by 

• The three European Supervisory Authorities (ESAs) founded in 2011, i.e. the EBA, EIOPA and 

ESMA; 

• The Joint Committee of the ESAs; 

• The National Competent Authorities (NCAs). 

ESMA’s main objectives are the enhancement of investor protection and the promotion of stable and 

orderly financial markets.  

 

CURRENT ACTIVITIES 

The Authority has four core activities: completing a single rulebook, promoting supervisory 

convergence, assessing risk and conducting direct supervision. As explained infra, the Authority levies 

fees from activities linked to direct supervision. 

 
FUTURE ACTIVITIES 

ESAs’ regulation is currently at an advanced stage of revision85, with the objective of reinforcing the 

powers EU supervisory authorities in this domain86. For ESMA, this means87: 

• In the framework of the Omnibus Regulation amending several regulations, the revision of: 

ESMA Regulation (+ delegated act on funding), MiFIR, Benchmarks Regulation, Prospectus, 

EuSEF, EuVECA and ELTIF Regulations; 

o Other initiatives are ongoing, notably concerning the collection of fees for new tasks: 

STS, SFTR, EMIR 2.2, and CCP (Central Counterparties in the context of the BREXIT); 

• A new governance and funding structure; 

• New objectives; 

• New tasks and powers88 (including supervisory convergence). 

• New supervision powers. 

 
 
 
 

                                                 
85 Notwithstanding the fact that some issues are considered as controversial, and subject to intense discussions between the 
Council (Legal Service) and the Commission (Legal Service). In addition to the impact on ESMA presented hereafter, the 
revision of ESAs regulation has important impact on EBA and EIOPA regulations, in particular with regards to their funding. 
86 Interview with ESMA (Fernando Ramos). 
87 ESMA presentation: Upcoming legislations impacting the operations of ESMA – Overview, 28/09/2017, Paris 
88 More details to be found in ESMA presentation: Upcoming legislations impacting the operations of ESMA – Overview, 
28/09/2017, Paris 
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CURRENT FUNDING 
The current funding of the ESAs (i.e. EBA, EIOPA, ESMA) relies on a general contribution from the EU 

General Budget (40%) and contributions from national competent authorities (60%). For ESMA, this 

distribution is slightly different, as entities that are directly supervised by ESMA (such as credit rating 

Agencies and trade repositories) also pay supervisory fees to this Agency89 - fees are currently charged 

for activities performed as direct supervisor of Credit Rating Agencies and Trade Repositories. 

 

ESMA’s budget is currently funded from three main sources of financing, as shown in the following 

table: 

Table 24: Overview of current and future planned funding for ESMA. Source: ESMA SPD 

 
 

FUTURE PLANNED REVENUE 

The EC proposal will fundamentally change the funding structure of the ESAs. The ESAs budget would 

now rely on three different sources of financing90:  

• Annual contributions paid by financial institutions that are indirectly supervised by the ESAs;  

• Supervisory fees paid by entities that are directly supervised by the ESAs. This is especially 

relevant for ESMA, as the legislative proposal provides for the transfer of direct supervisory 

powers from the national competent authorities to ESMA (for some EU funds, data reporting 

services providers, some benchmarks administrators and some prospectuses);  

• A balancing contribution from the EU that would not exceed 40% of the overall revenues of 

each Agency. The amount of this balancing contribution will be set in advance in the 

Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF).  

 

FUTURE POTENTIAL REVENUE 

In general, ESMA considers that activities related to data processing and ICT provision as well as 

activities related to direct supervision (of private entities in the market) are the areas of potential 

development of non EU-funded revenue for ESMA. It is difficult to provide estimates, but the size of the 

potential additional revenue from these activities might be in the range of millions euros. 

 
  

                                                 
89 Source: ESA proposal COM(2017) 536 final 2017/0230 (COD) 
90 Source: see above 

Total EUBG %EUGB Industry Fees
% Industry 

Fees
Co-financing 

MS
% Co-

financing
3d Countries % Other

43,976,970.00 13,693,880.00 31% 11,334,458.00 26% 18,425,189.00 42% 523,443.00 1%
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6.3. LIST OF INSTITUTIONAL INTERVIEWEES 
Table 25: List of institutional interviewees 

ORGANISATION NAME 

European Aviation Safety Agency (EASA) Olivier RAMSEYER 

European Aviation Safety Agency (EASA) Jean-Michel MASTIO 

European Aviation Safety Agency (EASA) Ana FERNANDEZ DE CASTRO 

European Chemicals Agency (ECHA) Timo ROCKE 

European Chemicals Agency (ECHA) Maurizio GIARDINI 

European Chemicals Agency (ECHA) Frank BUCHLER 

European Chemicals Agency (ECHA) Bjorn HANSEN 

European Chemicals Agency (ECHA) Shay O’MALLEY 

European Chemicals Agency (ECHA) Tuula HAKALA 

European Railways Agency (ERA) Salvatore Ricotta 

European Railways Agency (ERA) Stefan MEERT 

European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) François MONNART 

Agency for the Coordination of Energy Regulators (ACER) Volker ZULEGER 

Agency for the Coordination of Energy Regulators (ACER) Dennis HESELLING 

Agency for the Coordination of Energy Regulators (ACER) Christophe GENCE-CREUX 

Agency for the Coordination of Energy Regulators (ACER) Olga BORISSOVA 

Agency for the Coordination of Energy Regulators (ACER) Martin GODFRIED 

European Securities and Markets Authority (ESMA) Fernando RAMOS 

European Securities and Markets Authority (ESMA) Veronica MAGRINI 

DG BUDGET Jan GERRITSEN 

DG MOVE Alfonso ARROYO 

DG ENER Anne MONTAGNON 

DG ENER Anne-Cecile SWINNEN 

DG ENER Juan-Ignacio DE DIOS MORALES 

DG ENER Michael SCHUETZ 

DG GROW Abdel EL AMELI 

DG GROW Maarit VILJANEN 

DG FISMA Pamela BRUMTER-CORET 

European Parliament Petri SARVAAMA 
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6.4. ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK 
The following table details the analytical framework used to structured work on the analytical study. It maps the following elements by research question: 

• sub-questions to decompose each research question into manageable components; 

• judgment criteria allowing the study team to formulate a judgment on the questions; 

• qualitative and quantitative key criteria/indicators used to feed the study team’s judgment on the questions; 

• the method used by the study team to address the question/issue and collect the necessary information and the key sources of data and other input. 

The use of the analytical framework ensured that the evaluation team conducted logical evaluation work in a focused manner, and elaborated substantive 

conclusions based on robust findings, triangulated where possible. 

 
EVAL. QUESTIONS AND SUB-QUESTIONS JUDGMENT CRITERIA INDICATORS (QUAL./QUANT.) SOURCE OF INFORMATION 

1. Which current and potential future types of activities carried out by EU Agencies could bring in revenue by charging fees? 

Which current and potential future types of activities 
carried out by EU Agencies could bring in revenue by 
charging fees to industry? 

(Types of) activities fitting 
the necessary conditions for 
fees being charged to 
industry, and where 
additional conditions seem 
favourable 

Activities previously identified as fitting the 
necessary conditions for fees being charged 
to industry (e.g. in study “Partially self-
financed EU Agencies and the principle of fee 
setting”) 

 

Consensus from interviewees that additional 
conditions seem favourable for charging fees 
to industry 

Desk research (Agency work programmes and 
strategic plans, previous studies, etc.); 

Interviews (for case studies and with relevant 
stakeholders); 

Web-survey to EU Agencies. 

Which current and potential future types of activities 
carried out by EU Agencies could bring in revenue by 
charging national public authorities? 

(Types of) activities fitting 
the necessary conditions for 
fees being charged to 
national public authorities, 
and where additional 
conditions seem favourable 

Activities previously identified as fitting the 
necessary conditions for fees being charged 
to national public authorities 

 

Consensus from interviewees that additional 
conditions seem favourable for charging fees 
to national public authorities 

Desk research (Agency work programmes and 
strategic plans, previous studies, etc.); 

Interviews (for case studies and with relevant 
stakeholders); 

Web-survey to EU Agencies. 
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EVAL. QUESTIONS AND SUB-QUESTIONS JUDGMENT CRITERIA INDICATORS (QUAL./QUANT.) SOURCE OF INFORMATION 

2. What is the extent of budgetary and administrative savings that could result from an extension of charging fees by EU Agencies, considering the current and potential future 
tasks of the EU Agencies? 

How much additional revenue could result from an 
extension of charging fees by EU Agencies, 
considering the current and potential future tasks of 
the EU Agencies? 

Range of potential 
additional revenues gaining 
consensus among 
stakeholders 

Existing quantifications of potential revenues 
from impact assessment studies or other 
existing studies 

 

Consensus from interviewees on underlying 
hypotheses for revenues 

Desk research (Agency work programmes and 
strategic plans, impact assessments, etc.); 

Interviews (for case studies and with relevant 
stakeholders); 

Web-survey to EU Agencies; 

Own analysis 

How much additional cost could result from an 
extension of charging fees by EU Agencies, 
considering the current and potential future tasks of 
the EU Agencies and foreseen additional revenues? 

Range of potential 
additional costs linked to 
potential additional 
revenues gaining consensus 
among stakeholders 

Existing quantifications of potential costs 
from impact assessment studies or other 
existing studies 

 

Consensus from interviewees on underlying 
hypotheses for costs 

Desk research (Agency work programmes and 
strategic plans, etc.); 

Interviews (for case studies and with relevant 
stakeholders); 

Web-survey to EU Agencies; 

Own analysis 

3. How would extending the fee-financed model to activities carried out by EU Agencies be beneficial to the EU Agencies and broader EU? 

How would extending the fee-financed model to 
activities carried out by EU Agencies be beneficial to 
the EU Agencies? 

Extending the fee-financed 
model to activities carried 
out by EU Agencies would 
introduce flexibility in the 
adjustment of posts in 
Agencies 

Extending the fee-financed 
model to activities carried 
out by EU Agencies would 
ensure an equal or 
increased level of quality of 
services 

Interviewees agree that more fee-based 
revenues would increase flexibility in the 
adjustment of posts in EU Agencies 

 

Interviewees agree that extending the fee-
financed model to activities carried out by EU 
Agencies would ensure an equal or increased 
level of quality of services 

Interviews (for case studies and with relevant 
stakeholders); 

Web-survey to EU Agencies; 

Own analysis 
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EVAL. QUESTIONS AND SUB-QUESTIONS JUDGMENT CRITERIA INDICATORS (QUAL./QUANT.) SOURCE OF INFORMATION 

How would extending the fee-financed model to 
activities carried out by EU Agencies be beneficial to 
the broader EU? 

Extending the fee-financed 
model to activities carried 
out by EU Agencies would 
reduce pressure on the EU 
Budget 

Extending the fee-financed 
model to activities carried 
out by EU Agencies would 
ensure these are financed 
directly by those who 
benefit from them (industry 
and Member States) 

Interviewees agree that extending the fee-
financed model to activities carried out by EU 
Agencies would reduce pressure on the EU 
Budget 

 

Interviewees agree that extending the fee-
financed model to activities carried out by EU 
Agencies would ensure these are financed 
directly by those who benefit from them 
(industry and Member States) 

Interviews (for case studies and with relevant 
stakeholders); 

Own analysis 
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6.5. SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
Survey on the potential revenue from the extension of charging fees 
by EU Agencies 

 

Introduction 
 

The 2018 EU budget (B-2018) is characterised by budget constraints, and given the current 
political context, this may continue to be the case throughout the remainder of the MFF 2014-
2020, and into the next MFF. Budget constraints concern all EU Institutions, and particularly the 
33 decentralised EU Agencies included in the B-2018. 

 

In this context, the European Parliament (EP) wishes to assess whether alternative funding 
sources can be implemented by EU Agencies for the financing of their activities (e.g. fee-based, 
or linked to contributions from Member States or other non-EU Institutional stakeholders), with 
the possible benefits of reinforcing the sufficiency, flexibility, predictability, and alignment of EU 
Agencies’ resources with the needs of their direct beneficiaries (industrial actors or non-EU 
Institutional stakeholders more generally). 

 

To this end, the EP has mandated Deloitte to conduct a study on the "Potential revenue from the 
extension of charging fees by EU Agencies". The objectives of the study – which targets both 
current (B-2017 and B- 2018) and future (B-2019 and B-2020) activities, reflecting current work 
programmes implementation as well as new tasks assigned to EU Agencies - are to: 

Identify current and future activities conducted by EU Agencies that could lead to 
charging fees to non-EU Institutional stakeholders; 
Assess the feasibility of introducing or extending fee-based budget sources in the current 
financing mechanisms of EU Agencies; and 

Quantify the potential of such non EU-financing for EU Agencies budget. 

 
The present survey - addressed to the 33 EU decentralised Agencies encompassed in the B-2018 - 

is an important source of information for the study, and an opportunity for all decentralised 
Agencies to provide inputs regarding possible alternatives for their future financing systems. Its 
objective is to: 

 

Collect information from your Agency on activities that already do, or may potentially, 
give rise to charging fees; and 
Confirm a pre-selection of a limited number of EU Agencies for which to elaborate case 
studies on this topic. 

 
We would be grateful if you could submit your answers by February 28th 2018 and we 
thank you in advance for your valuable contribution to our study. 

 
The study team, 
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Thierry Van 
Schoubroeck Jean-
Jacques Lennon 
Mathieu Saunier 

 

Contacts: 
jjlennon@deloitte.co
m 
msaunier@deloitte.co
m 

 

GENERAL INFORMATION ON THE AGENCY 
 

Name of the Agency: 

 
What is the classification of your Agency during the following budget years? 

 

 
Cruising Speed New Tasks 

Information not yet 
available 

 
2017 ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 
2018 ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 
2019 ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 
2020 ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 

mailto:jjlennon@deloitte.com
mailto:jjlennon@deloitte.com
mailto:msaunier@deloitte.com
mailto:msaunier@deloitte.com
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What is the Agency staff level during the following budget years? Please indicate the total number 
FTEs in the appropriate cells 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I. General information on non-EU funded activities 

This section aims to identify general information regarding: 

- Current non EU-funded activities performed by Agencies; 

- EU-funded activities that could be candidate for alternative funding; and 

- The potential for non-EU funding for the new tasks assigned to Agencies. 
 

We consider two categories of activities (performed by EU Agencies) in scope in the following 
questions: 

 

(1) Activities performed exclusively for the direct benefit of industry stakeholders: certifications, 
authorisations, approvals, registrations, exemptions (non limitative). In the current practice of EU Agencies 
budget funding, these activities may generate industry fees and charges, be funded by Member Sates 
contributions or remain EU-funded - although their nature is similar. 

 

(2) Other activities potentially generating non-EU funded contributions. Currently, these activities are 
mainly EU-funded, but other funding sources for their execution could be conceptualised - considering in 
particular that such alternative funding sources are frequently foreseen in EU Agency regulations although 
they're rarely applied in practice. Examples of such activities are (non limitative): training, publications, data 
processing (collection, registration, analysis, dissemination...), expertise provision, reports and studies, surveys, 
information systems provision, coordination etc. 

 

  

 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Number of FTEs 
    

Number of FTEs 
dedicated to New 
Tasks 
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Please tick the boxes below every time the answer is 'Yes': 
 

  
(1) Activities 

performed 

exclusively for the 

benefit of industry 

stakeholders 

(2) Other 

activities 

potentially 

generating non 

EU-funded 

contributions 

Is the Agency fully or partially self-financed from the 
activities in scope? ☐ ☐ 

Is there a potential for increasing non-EU 
budget revenue received from the activities in scope for 
the Agency? 

☐ ☐ 

Is there a potential for implementing non-EU financed 
budget from the activities in scope for the Agency? ☐ ☐ 

Are the beneficiaries of the activities in scope likely to 
accept paying contributions to the Agency for them? ☐ ☐ 

Is the Agency undertaking specific initiatives (regulation 
preparation or adoption process, impact assessment, 
preliminary study etc.) towards non-EU financed revenue 
from the activities in scope? ☐ ☐ 

 
Do you have comments regarding (1) Activities performed exclusively for the benefit of 

industry stakeholders? 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Do you have comments regarding (2) Other activities potentially generating non EU- 
funded contributions? 
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II. Activities performed by the Agency 
 

This section digs into the details of the two categories of activities above. It aims to identify which 
activities are indeed carried out by the Agency, their regular or exceptional character, what 
planned or potential revenue they may give rise to and, last but not least, whether the Agency's 
currrent regulatory framework allows for them to generate non-EU funded revenue and whether 
industrial beneficiaries would be open to contribute directly to Agencies' financing of these 
activities. 

 

The estimation of non-EU funded revenue for Agencies distinguishes between: 

- The current and planned future (period 2017-2020), referring to current work programmes and new tasks 
for which a fee-based system is already adopted (or in the process to be adopted); 
- The potential for extending non-EU revenue beyond current and planned future (period 2019-2020), 
referring also to current work programmes and new tasks, but considering that fee-based mechanisms could 
be newly implemented or extended within current work programmes and new tasks. 
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IV.1. Activities performed exclusively for the benefit of industry stakeholders 
Please tick the boxes below every time the answer is 'Yes': 

 

  
Registration 

 
Certification 

 
Authorisation 

 
Approval 

 
Other* 
 

a. Is this activity currently 
implemented by the 
Agency? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

b. Does the Agency envisage 
implementing this activity 
in the future? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

c. Does the Agency's founding, 
establishing or financial 
regulation allow for non-
EU funded revenue from 
this activity? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

d. Is this activity a core activity 

of the Agency? 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

e. Is this activity performed on 
an exceptional basis by the 
Agency? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

f. Is the Agency fully or partially 
self-financed from this 
activities? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

g. Is there a potential for 
increasing non-EU 
funded revenue received 
from this activity for the 
Agency? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

h. Is there a potential for 
implementing non-EU funded 
budget from such activities for 
the Agency (within current 
work programmes or new 
tasks)? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

i. Are beneficiaries of this 
activity likely to accept 
paying contributions to the 
Agency for them? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

j. Is the Agency undertaking 
specific initiatives (regulation 
preparation or adoption 
process, impact assessment, 
preliminary study etc.) towards 
non-EU funded revenue from 
this activity? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
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 To the best of your knowledge, what is your estimation of the CURRENT and PLANNED revenue from each activity for the Agency 

(as a percentage of the Agency's total revenue)? You may register a percentage number or range as free text, e.g. 12% or 10-15% 

 

 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Registration ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Certification ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Authorisation ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Approval ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Other* Please specify the 

activities you are 

referring to here below (e.g. 

Processing of exemptions, 

handling of appeals etc.) 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 

  Beyond the current plan, and to the best of your knowledge, what is your estimation of the POTENTIAL ADDITIONAL future 

revenue from each activity for the Agency (as a percentage of the Agency's total revenue) if a non-EU funding system were to be 

implemented or extended in your Agency? You may register a percentage number or range as free text, e.g. 12% or 10-15% 
 

 2019 2020 

Registration ☐ ☐ 

Certification ☐ ☐ 

Authorisation ☐ ☐ 

Approval ☐ ☐ 

Other* Please specify the activities you 

are referring to here below (e.g. 

Processing of exemptions, 

handling of appeals etc.) 

☐ ☐ 

 

*Which other activities with potential for generating non EU-funded revenue are referred above? 
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IV.2. Activities potentially generating other types of non-EU funded contributions 

Please tick the boxes below every time the answer is 'Yes': 

 
 

 Publication Training Data 

Processing*  

Research Surveys Studies and    

Reports 

Expertise 

provision 

Information 

Systems 

provision 

Coordination Other 

a. Is this activity 
currently implemented 
by the Agency? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

b. Does the Agency 
envisage implementing this 
activity in 
the future? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

c. Does the Agency's 
founding, establishing or 
financial regulation allow 
for non-EU funded 
revenue from this activity? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

d. Is this activity a core 
activity of the Agency? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

e. Is this activity performed 

on an 

exceptional basis by 
the Agency? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

f. Is the Agency fully or 
partially self-financed from 
this activities? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 



Policy Department D: Budgetary Affairs 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

115  

g. Is there a potential for 
increasing non- EU 
funded revenue received 
from this activity for the 
Agency? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

h. Is there a potential for 
implementing non-EU 
funded budget from such 
activities for the Agency 
(within current work 
programmes or new 
tasks)? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

i. Are beneficiaries of this 
activity likely 
to accept paying 
contributions to the 
Agency for it? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

j. Is the Agency 
undertaking 
specific initiatives 

(regulation 
preparation or adoption 
process, impact 
assessment, preliminary 
study 
etc.) towards non- EU 
funded revenue from this 
activity? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
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To the best of your knowledge, what is your estimation of the CURRENT and PLANNED future revenue from each activity for the 

Agency (as a percentage of the Agency's total revenue)? You may register a percentage number or range as free text, e.g. 12% or 10-15% 

 

 

 

  

 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Publication ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Training ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Data Processing ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Research ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Surveys ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Studies and Reports ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Expertise provision ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Information Systems 
provision 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Coordination ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Other* - Please specify the 

activities you 

are referring to here below 

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
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Beyond the current plan, and to the best of your knowledge, what is your estimation of the POTENTIAL ADDITIONAL future 
revenue from each activity for the Agency (as a percentage of the Agency's total revenue) if a non-EU funding system were to be 
implemented or extended in your Agency? You may register a percentage number or range as free 
text, e.g. 12% or 10-15% 

 

 

  

 2019 2020 

Publication ☐ ☐ 

Training ☐ ☐ 

Data Processing ☐ ☐ 

Research ☐ ☐ 

Surveys ☐ ☐ 

Studies and Reports ☐ ☐ 

Expertise provision ☐ ☐ 

Information Systems 
provision 

☐ ☐ 

Coordination ☐ ☐ 

Other* - Please specify the 

activities you 

are referring to here below 

☐ ☐ 
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*Which other activities with potential for generating non EU-funded revenue are referred above? 

 
 

 

 

 

III. Additional information 
 

This section offers you the possibility to formulate any additional comments that you deem interesting for the present study. You may 
formulate your comments below in free text, by copying url's or by indicating whether you wish to share documentation with the study 
team. 

 

Please formulate your additional comments (free text or links) here below: 
 

 

 

 

 

 
Do you wish to be contacted by the study team to share documentation at a later stage: 

 
☒Yes  
☐ 
No 
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Do you agree to be interviewed at a later stage should your Agency be selected for a case study? 
 

☐Yes  
☐ 
No 

 

The survey team thanks you for the time you have dedicated to answer the survey questions. 

 
 

6.6. SURVEY RESPONSES 
 

EP_Agency_Fees_120
418.xls  

 

6.7. CASE STUDIES INTERVIEW GUIDE 
 

EP Study - Potential 
revenue from the exte                
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







ACRONYMS OF THE DECENTRLISED AGENCIES 
Agency for the Cooperation of Energy Regulators 

Office of the Body of European Regulator for Electronic Communications 

ACER 

BEREC 

Translation Centre for the Bodies of the European Union 

European Centre for the Development of Vocational Training 

European Union Agency for Law Enforcement Training 

CdT 

CEDEFOP 

CEPOL 

Community Plant Variety Office CPVO 

European Aviation Safety Agency 

European Asylum Support Office 

EASA 

EASO 

European Banking Authority 

European Centre for Disease Prevention and Control 

EBA 

ECDC 

European Chemicals Agency 

European Environment Agency 

European Fisheries Control Agency 

ECHA 

EEA 

EFCA 

European Food Safety Agency 

European Institute for Gender Equality 

EFSA 

EIGE 

European Insurance and Occupational Pensions Authority 

European Labour Authority 

EIOPA 

ELA 

European Medicines Agency 

European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction 

EMA 

EMCDDA 

European Maritime Safety Agency 

European Union Agency for Network and Information Security 

EMSA 

ENISA 

European Public Prosecutor's Office 

European Railway Agency 

EPPO 

ERA 

European Securities and Markets Authority 

European Training Foundation 

ESMA 

ETF 

European Union Agency for the operational management of large-scale IT systems 
in the area of freedom, security and justice 

European Union Intellectual Property Office 

European Agency for Safety and Health at Work 

European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions 

European Union's Judicial Cooperation Unit 

European Police Office 

Eu.LISA 

 
EUIPO 

EU-OSHA 

EUROFOUND 

EUROJUST 

EUROPOL 

European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights 

European Border and Coast Guard Agency 

European Global Navigation Satellite Systems Agency 

FRA 

FRONTEX 

GSA 

Single Resolution Board SRB 
 



 
 
 

  
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

This study explores the potential revenue from the extension of charging 
fees by EU Agencies. It presents a high-level review of the current and 
prospective situation of fees and charges in the 33 decentralised EU 
Agencies, and a detailed review of fees and charges for 6 Agencies in 
particular: ACER, EASA, ECHA, EFSA, ERA and ESMA. The study focuses mainly 
on Agencies’ fees collected from industry and on fees charged for services 
rendered. It extends the analysis to alternative funding means where 
relevant. Finally, it provides conclusions on the benefits and limitations of 
introducing or extending fee-based systems in EU Agencies. 
 

DISCLAIMER 
This document is addressed to the Members and staff of the European Parliament to assist them in their 
parliamentary work. The content of the document is the sole responsibility of its author(s) and should 
not be taken to represent an official position of the European Parliament. 
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