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Abstract: 
 
Taking all theoretically available EC appropriations (including so-called internal 
assigned revenues) as a reference for the calculation of the Agencies' budgetary 
implementation rates leads to a weaker implementation (some 79% on average for 
2006) than is usually pictured. Such an analysis also shows that in 2006 30% of 
finally unused funds have though been transferred from the Commission to the 
Agencies.  
 
This excessive funding leaves the Agencies some margins to use the resulting surplus 
during the 2 following years through the mechanism of assigned revenue. Moreover, 
in a situation where assigned revenues available would be implemented on a regular 
basis by the Commission (actually transferred to Agencies), as requested by Art. 10 of 
the Financial Regulation, but not actually spent by the Agencies, they can be carried 
over indefinitely. In compliance with good financial management practices, 70% of 
funds available but finally not used have been retained by the Commission. 
 
A specific attention should therefore be put on the actual budget implementation by 
the Agencies, so that any excessive subsidy for a given year does not leave the 
possibility for the Commission to discretionary "create" assigned revenues for the 
following year (through over subsidising the Agency compared to its real needs).  
 
The specific nature and possible drawbacks of assigned revenues legitimates the 
request for more transparency and clarity on their breakdown by nature and year of 
origin, as well as on the concrete procedures in place to release these funds. If the 
instrument of internal assigned revenue is to be maintained for Agencies, the 
Commission should inform the Budgetary Authority about these funds and all those 
already (even potentially) available to the Agencies, so that it can properly decide on 
the amount to be subsidized.  
 
In this respect, the procedure followed for the first time in the 2009 Preliminary Draft 
Budget (PDB), which consists in anticipating assigned revenues available one year 
later for each Agency, is a step towards more transparency, more rigorous budgetary 
management and better information for the Budgetary Authority, which will however 
remain out of the decision process for releasing actual assigned revenues available. 
This procedure could lead to higher implementation rates from 2009 onwards since 
the consideration of assigned revenues at an early stage reduces the overall amount of 
appropriations available to Agencies.  
 
Nevertheless, the estimation of assigned revenue to last known surpluses is 
approximate since actual assigned revenues possibly available the year after can be 
higher or lower than this amount, which is still provisional at this stage of the 
procedure. The actual availability of assigned revenues foreseen for year N+1 is less 
certain than that of the year's appropriations. Moreover, the uncertainty concerning 
the various types, years of origin and procedure to release these assigned revenues 
remains, and can to a certain extent be considered as inherent to the assigned revenue 
instrument. 
 
Following Commission's Communication COM(2008)135 on the future of Agencies, 
the call for an inter-institutional dialogue to address the existing weaknesses in the 
management and governance of Agencies could serve as a good opportunity to also 
deal with the above mentioned issues. 
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Budgetary implementation of EU Agencies 

 
The use of EC appropriations by Agencies and the assigned revenue instrument 

 
 
This study aims at presenting the budget implementation rate of EC Agencies. 
Considering the nature of the budgetary procedure in force for Agencies as well as the 
various types of appropriations involved, it is difficult to depict implementation 
through a single and straightforward figure for each Agency.  
 
Therefore, background information on the budgetary process and the different 
possible conceptions of "budgetary implementation" (in relation to appropriations 
voted by the budgetary authority, to Agencies' own forecasts...) are presented below. 
The implementation rate used in the body of this note compares Agencies' 
expenditure to the EC appropriations initially available. Others are disclosed in Annex 
2, in order to possibly cover the different expectations of the readers. 
 
A specific focus is also put on modifications to the voted budget and on additional 
appropriations, including assigned revenues. In that respect, it should be noted that the 
2009 PDB takes into consideration assigned revenues arising from previous surpluses 
for the first time at this early stage following a systematic manner, so that PDB 
appropriations are generally only part of the overall EC contributions foreseen..  
 
Following Commission's Communication COM(2008)135 on the future of Agencies, 
the call for an interinstitutional dialogue to sort the existing weaknesses in their 
management and governance could be a good opportunity to address the issues 
mentioned in conclusion. 
 
A two-stage budgetary process 
 
Before analysing the Agencies' budget implementation it is necessary to describe the 
successive steps of their budget procedure, which take place both at Agencies' and 
Commission's levels. A simplified presentation of this budgetary process is presented 
below (see also the diagram in Annex 1). 
 
At Commission's level  

• The EP's vote on appropriations for the 2 budget lines dedicated to each Agency 
sets the initial credits for its staff and administration expenses on the one side and 
for its operational activities on the other. In principle, the subsidy is effectively 
paid to the Agency on the basis of its treasury needs. 

• Transfers and amending budgets voted in the course of the financial year can 
modify the initial general budget's amounts devoted to Agencies. 

• "Assigned revenue" aimed to finance specific activities may also increase the 
appropriations at the Agency's disposal. They are considered as "additional 
appropriations" in the General Budget (referred to below as "assigned revenues at 
General Budget's level" or "Commission's assigned revenues", see below). For the 
first time for 2009, the use of this funding mechanism is explicitly and 
systematically foreseen at the stage of the PDB. 

• The implementation of all these available appropriations takes place during the 
year. This implementation reaches 100% only in rare cases. It is generally weaker 
for payment than for commitment appropriations. 
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• The final result of implementation at Commission's level represents what is 
actually transferred as EC subsidy to the Agency. 

 
At Agency's level 

• The Agency elaborates its own initial draft budget at a time when there is certainty 
about neither the actual revenues, nor expenditure for the year to come (own 
revenue, actual expenses...) Naturally its final budget has to take account of the 
general budget authorised by the EP1, as well as of actual assigned revenues at the 
Agencies' level2. 

• This budget foresees and authorises revenue and expenditure by titles. 
• Actual implementation then takes place in the course of the year with, at year-end, 

the cancellation of unused appropriations. 
• The comparison of revenue actually collected with this implementation 

determines the budgetary result for the financial year which is paid back to the 
Commission, and then entered in the following year's General Budget as assigned 
revenue.  

 
What implementation? 
 
Presentation 
In such a context where it involves two different levels, the notion of implementation 
can be quantified by several ratios. 
 
For simplicity and consistency reasons, it has been decided here to sum up Agencies' 
budgetary implementation by a ratio that focuses on the appropriations arising from 
EU General Budget only, i.e. excluding other sources of revenue such as for instance 
fees received from industries. These are indeed the only funds on which the EP has 
control. Implementation rates by Titles that take into account all Agencies revenues 
are nevertheless presented in Annex 2. 
 
The implementation rates presented consist of the following: 

- the gross EC appropriations consumption rate (C1) equals the implementation of 
payment appropriations (PA) - i.e.: actual payments of the Commission's subsidy and 
other appropriations to the Agency - as compared to all payment appropriations 
available (including initial budget, modifications and assigned revenues). Payment 
and not commitment appropriations are considered since the budgetary equilibrium 
principle states that expenditure should not exceed payment appropriations entered. 

C1   =     EC appr. paid to Agency       =        PA implemented (General Budget)            
        EC appr. available   PA entered (General Budget)          

- from this first ratio a net EC appropriations consumption rate (C2) can be 
elaborated, taking into account the actual implementation of the Agency's budget. 
This implementation by the Agency can be synthesised by the balance for the year as 
reported in the budgetary outturn account. This is most of the time3 the surplus that 
has to be paid back to the Commission in the following year. It seems therefore 
logical to relate it to the Commission's subsidy and other EC appropriations and not to 

                                                 
1 See art. 27, § 6 of the Agencies' Framework Financial Regulation (FFR) 
2 Assigned revenue at agency's level are those that are independent from the corresponding lines in the 
general budget (cf. management of other EC funds on behalf of the Commission) 
3 This might not be the case when there are timing differences for the reimbursement by the Agency, 
when there is a deficit, or when a positive surplus is imputed to previous years' negative balances 
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funds from third parties. It also allows it to take into consideration implementation of 
appropriations carried over from previous years and of assigned revenues. The 
adjustments brought in that respect to the budget outturn lead to timing differences 
that however do not put in question the level of the rates presented4. 

C2    =    EC appr. paid to Agency    -    Unused appropriations 
              EC appr. available 

=   PA implemented (General budget)   -   Agency's budgetary balance  
          PA entered (General Budget) 
 
Since, among others, both implementation rates take into consideration appropriations 
that are generally less implemented (assigned revenues, see table below), they are 
weaker than usually pictured. 
 
C1 presents the situation at General Budget lines' level only, it reflects the transfers 
actually made by the Commission to the Agencies. Even if these decisions are in 
theory taken in cooperation with the Agencies considering their own actual treasury 
needs and implementation in the course of the year, it is the Commission that has the 
final word on the release of these funds, of course in the framework of the budgeted 
figures. Nevertheless, it should be noted already at this stage that, according to the 
Court of Auditors' 2006 annual report, "the disbursement of subsidies paid by the 
Commission from the Community budget is not based on sufficiently justified 
estimates of the Agencies cash requirements. This, combined with the size of carry-
overs, leads them to hold sizeable cash balances. The Court recommends that the level 
of subsidies paid to the Agencies is in line with their real cash requirements"5. This is 
confirmed by the fact that C2 rates are lower than C1 (even if 70% of finally unused 
appropriations are retained by the Commission). 
 
C2 rates introduce the actual implementation of expenditure at Agencies' level. It does 
so through the introduction of the budgetary balance for the year, that has in theory to 
be reimbursed to the Commission, and it reflects actual implementation of funds 
received from the Commission. While skipping the step of the revenue collection6, it 
neutralises possible budgetary accounting treatments to maximise apparent budgetary 
implementation, both at the level of the Agency and of the Commission.  
 
As an example, if the Commission only transfers 90 to the Agency out of an 
authorised subsidy of 100, C1 rates equals 90%. If, for the considered year, the 
Agency generates a surplus of 10, then C2 rates equals (90 - 10) / 100 = 80%. 
 
A budgetary balance close to 0 is generally positive both for the Agency and the 
Commission: it means that the former has concretely implemented (legal 
commitment) the funds that have been put at its disposal by the Commission and that 
this latter only transferred what the Agency actually needed to fulfil its tasks, and 
could "absorb". 
 

                                                 
4 For instance, amounts carried over from N-1 to N were considered implemented in N-1. If finally not 
used in N, it is normal that they decrease implementation rate for year N, since N-1 budgetary accounts 
cannot be restated.  
5 Official Journal of the European Union C 273 - 15 November 2007. The Commission's reply stated 
that its "services are studying the introduction of provisions in the Agencies' framework regulation in 
order to enable the Commission to take into account the real needs of the agency throughout the year. 
This should lead to a more rigorous planning and increase transparency." 
6 Reflected in C1 rates 
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No figures are presented for those Agencies which do not have any specific budget 
line in the General Budget (EAR, OHIM, OCVV and CDT). The rates presented for 
Agencies that receive a significant amount of fee income (EMEA, EASA) and "other 
revenue" should be considered with care. More detailed implementation rates are 
provided by Agency in Annex 2. 
 
Comments  
Taking all available EC appropriations as a reference for the calculation of the 
implementation rates leads to a weaker implementation than is usually pictured.  
 
The table below shows that Agencies' budgetary implementation tends to decrease 
when their budgets grow over the years. While theoretical EC subsidies are to a large 
extent actually paid to the Agencies (in an overall proportion of 92% in 2004 and 86% 
in 2006, cf. C1 rate), actual implementation rate C2 is somewhat lower and decreases 
by some 5% each year since 2004 (from an actual implementation of 89% in 2004 to 
79% in 2006). This shows that EC contributions to Agencies are generally excessive 
as compared to their ex-post actual implementation, when taking into account all EC 
appropriations available for the year. 
 
This cannot only be explained by the fact that in their first years of activity, agencies 
generally have lower absorption capacities than when at cruising speed since this 
trend also applies to older Agencies7.  
 
The table also shows that 30% of finally unused funds (which themselves represent 
21% of available EC appropriations in 2006) have though been transferred from the 
Commission to the Agencies. This excessive funding (see the Court of Auditors' 
observation above) leaves the Agencies some margins to use the resulting surplus 
during the 2 following years through the mechanism of assigned revenue. In 
compliance with good financial management practices, the remaining 70% have been 
kept by the Commission, resulting in the same amount of appropriations lapsing at the 
end of the year. 
 
At this stage it should be noted that the possibility exists to carry over assigned 
revenues not only 2 years but indefinitely. Indeed, if within the two years following 
the generation of a surplus, corresponding assigned revenues are transferred back to 
the Agency but not implemented by this latter, they contribute to the Agency's surplus 
for this year and are therefore entered again as "fresh" assigned revenue the year after. 
No procedure seems to exist to prevent this process from repeating year after year. 
The implementation of such a process appears even to be an obligation arising from 
the Financial Regulation's provisions dealing with the priority order for using the 
various types of appropriations available8 (see also below). 
 
Regarding specific Agencies, the following remarks can be made: 

- some Agencies have relatively low implementation rates (C2 implementation less 
than three fourths of EC appropriations available). These Agencies (EMSA, EFSA, 
EMCDDA and GNSS) experienced significant9 increases in their EC funding in the 
last few years. Even if the Commission did generally not transfer all available 
appropriations from the EU budget, they sometimes generate a very significant 
                                                 
7 I.e.: excluding ENISA, ECDC, ERA, GNSS, FRONTEX and CEPOL from the calculation 
8 Art. 10 of Financial Regulation states that "the appropriations available corresponding to assigned 
revenue carried over must be used first" 
9 More than 10% a year 
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surplus at year-end (more than EUR 5 Mio for most of them). This confirms the Court 
of Auditors' 2006 observation according to which "the disbursement of subsidies paid 
by the Commission from the Community budget is not based on sufficiently justified 
estimates of the Agencies cash requirements". These Agencies generally have weak 
implementation rates for all of the three years considered,  

- EEA is also outstanding in the sense that during the period considered, it generated 
twice budgetary deficits ranging from EUR 2 to 3 Mio, 

-  as exceptions to the general tendency towards weaker implementation rates, only a 
few Agencies improved theirs during the period considered (FRA, EASA, ENISA, 
ECDC). Most of these latter are recently established Agencies. 

These low implementation rates are in part due to the fact that until 2009 the 
Commission did not consider assigned revenues arising from previous years' 
surpluses before proposing Agencies subsidies in its PDBs. In such a context indeed, 
the weaker implementation is in year N (giving rise to a surplus), the more additional 
appropriations are then available in N+1 and therefore the greater the risk is that 
implementation will also be low in N+1. Given the more systematic consideration of 
assigned revenues for the 2009 budget year, C1 and C2 implementation rates can 
reasonably be expected to be higher for this year. 
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2006, 2005 and 2004 C1 and C2 implementation rates for the agencies (KEUR) 
 

 2006 2005 2004 
 EC Subsidy EC Subsidy EC Subsidy 

 Foreseen11 Actual12 

Generated 
Surplus 

N10 
Ratio C1 Ratio C2 

Foreseen Actual 
Generated 
Surplus N Ratio C1 Ratio C2 

Foreseen Actual 
Generated 
Surplus N Ratio C1 Ratio C2 

 A B C D=B/A E=(B-C)/A A B C D=B/A E=(B-C)/A A B C D=B/A E=(B-C)/A 

CEDEFOP 16.475 14.589 442 89% 86% 16.956 16.418 1.797 97% 86% 14.415 13.700 1.368 95% 86% 
FRA 10.165 8.800 622 87% 80% 8.189 8.189 940 100% 89% 7.800 5.880 133 75% 74% 
EEA 35.704 32.964 -2.999 92% 101% 35.606 35.573 4.564 100% 87% 30.373 29.047 -2.170 96% 103% 
EMEA* 37.291 32.551 8.179 87% NS 32.214 27.624 4.740 86% NS 29.275 25.047 4.507 86% NS 
EMSA ** 46.151 31.932 7.336 69% NS 17.869 9.711 515 54% NS 12.876 12.600 5.489 98% NS 
EASA* 32.481 31.908 5.053 98% NS 19.329 18.930 1.513 98% NS 11.050 11.050 3.486 100% NS 
OSHA 13.579 11.906 170 88% 86% 13.200 11.577 1.158 88% 79% 10.351 10.351 952 100% 91% 
EFSA 52.707 37.243 2.403 71% 66% 37.876 31.321 4.131 83% 72% 27.899 22.566 1.975 81% 74% 
EUROJUST 16.968 14.700 1.842 87% 76% 14.258 13.000 1.009 91% 84% 9.300 9.300 574 100% 94% 
EUROFOUND 19.048 19.000 216 100% 99% 18.648 18.600 19 100% 100% 18.200 18.200 71 100% 100% 
ETF 19.750 19.450 3.435 98% 81% 19.204 18.500 833 96% 93% 18.304 17.600 559 96% 93% 
EMCDDA 16.491 12.162 538 74% 70% 14.974 12.000 1.417 80% 71% 12.823 11.730 1.508 91% 80% 
ENISA 7.092 6.609 1.124 93% 77% 6.800 5.049 149 74% 72% NA 
ECDC 17.939 17.019 405 95% 93% 4.853 4.830 787 100% 83% NA 
ERA 11.278 10.624 485 94% 90% 6.426 5.089 NA 79% NA NA 
GNSS 8.233 8.229 5.045 100% 39% 1.657 177 NA 11% NA NA 
FRONTEX13 19.566 17.296 2.234 88% 77% 6.157 4.664 NA 76% NA NA 
CEPOL 5.000 5.000 805 100% 84% 3.000 0 NA 0% NA NA 

TOTAL 385.918 331.982 37.335 86% 79% 277.216 241.252 23.423 87% 83%14 202.666 187.071 18.452 92% 87% 

* :  EC subsidy for EMEA and EASA being only a small part of their overall revenue, C2 rates presented above for these two Agencies are not relevant nor significant 
(NS) since their surplus should be put in relation to their overall revenue. Since they generate important surpluses, these latter are nevertheless presented above. 

**: Similarly, no C2 rate can be presented for EMSA since, while the amounts presented as EC subsidy do not include the specific contribution for anti-pollution 
measures, the surplus is mainly due to the weak implementation of these latter. Its low C1 rate remains though outstanding. 

                                                 
10 As reported in the Agency's budgetary outturn account, excluding previous years balances 
11 Payment appropriations entered in the General Budget for the Agency (includes modifications and additional appropriations) 
12 Implementation of payment appropriations, i.e. actual transfer to the Agency from the EU budget 
13 In 2006 there were direct payments from the Commission for an amount of EUR 2.140 Mio, which were not considered for the calculation of Frontex surplus. 
14 Excluding the Agencies for which no surplus/deficit were available (ERA, GNSS, FRONTEX, CEPOL, as well as EMEA, EMSA and EASA for all three years) 
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The assigned revenue instrument 
 
General presentation in the Agencies' context 
Assigned revenue can be defined as revenue to be used exclusively to finance specific 
expenditure / activities. They include several types of appropriations that are very 
different as far as their source, nature and possible year of origin are concerned.  
 
More specifically regarding Agencies and their budgetary reporting, assigned revenue 
from the Agency's perspective is different from - but may partially overlap with - 
assigned revenue from the Commission's point of view15. This is due to the two-level 
process for the implementation of Agencies' budget, as described above. 
 
For instance, the implementation by the Agency of EC programs on behalf of the 
Commission, and internal assigned revenues arising from Agency's administrative 
operations are considered as assigned revenues at Agency's level (dedicated to a 
specific use), but not by the Commission. The other way round, assigned revenues 
arising from previous years' surpluses is not presented as such by the Agency, being 
considered as part of its cashed EC contribution, whereas they are treated as internal 
assigned revenues (i.e. finding its origin in voted Community appropriations) by the 
Commission. This latter kind of assigned revenue is similar to the appropriations for 
re-use that were - formally - abolished by the 2002 Financial Regulation. Finally, 
contributions from Third countries seem to be appropriations that may be presented as 
assigned revenue both by the Commission and the Agencies. This is the reason why 
assigned revenues from respectively the Commission's and the Agency's perspectives 
have not been integrated but presented separately in Annex 2. 
 
This distinction between Agencies' and Commission's assigned revenues does not 
match the usual one between internal and external assigned revenues. According to 
the latter, internal assigned revenues consist of sums received that concern reimbursed 
or generated funds that find their origin in voted Community appropriations. They 
therefore include assigned revenues arising from Agencies' previous years surpluses 
(but also EC funds managed on behalf of the Commission e.g.). External assigned 
revenues can be Third countries contributions, revenue arising from administrative 
operations, etc. 
 
Missing information on assigned revenues arising from previous years' 
surpluses16 

The identification of all kinds (e.g. arising from previous years' surpluses) and years 
of origin of assigned revenues allocated to an Agency is not possible through the 
available budgetary reports of the Commission since no sufficiently detailed 
breakdown is provided there.  
 
As far as assigned revenues arising from previous years are concerned, the related 
appropriations for year N are in theory17 constituted of previous year (N-1) surplus, 

                                                 
15 As mentioned above, assigned revenue at the level of the Commission are those entered in the 
general budget for the budget lines dedicated to the Agencies while the ones "at the Agencies' level" 
are those entered as such in the Agencies' accounts 
16 As presented in the Agencies' annual accounts as balance or result for the year 
17 Through the automatic inscription of commitment and payment (assigned revenue) appropriations 
after cashing of the income. This is however not always the case, especially for 2005 and earlier 
(Cedefop, FRA, EMSA, EASA) 
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plus the part of surplus (N-2) that has been entered but not used in (N-1)18. If not 
implemented (transferred to the Agency) by the Commission before the end of year N, 
assigned revenues arising from (N-2) surplus are in theory lapsing19 since, according 
to the Commission, this assigned revenue can only be carried over once.  
 
The "priority rule" requires the appropriations available corresponding to assigned 
revenues carried over to be used first (Art. 10 of the Financial Regulation). This is in 
theory to respect the principle of annuality and to prevent appropriations from 
accumulating year after year but it may lead to the opposite effect since, once 
implemented, they increase the year's surplus and can therefore be used as assigned 
revenue for two more years. It appears however that assigned revenues carried over 
have not always been used first  even if, if not transferred back to the Agency by the 
end of year N, (N-2) surplus has in theory to be cancelled.  
 
Amounts at stake for assigned revenues as a whole 
Through the assigned revenue instrument (including the re-use of previous years' 
surpluses), the Agencies can receive significant funding in addition to that decided by 
the budgetary authority for year N. This can be justified for certain types of assigned 
revenue such as EFTA appropriations or other contributions from third parties, but 
this seems more questionable when these funds arise from excessive previous years' 
subsidies: the application of budgetary principles would require that such a re-use of 
previously unused appropriations be subject to the Parliament's authorisation. This 
could be achieved through the suppression of "internal" assigned revenues, and the 
allocation of the corresponding revenue items to the general budget. The 2009 PDB 
takes into consideration assigned revenues arising from previous years' surpluses for 
the first time at this early stage following a systematic manner, so that PDB 
appropriations are generally only part of the overall EC contributions foreseen. 
However, even if better informed, the EP is still not involved in the decisions to 
release the additional appropriations that will at the end of the day be actually 
available to Agencies in 2009. 
 
This does not mean that this mechanism has actually been systematically used for the 
purpose of increasing appropriations available to the Agencies without prior notice of 
the Budgetary Authority: despite its significant overall amount (some EUR 26 Mio 
put at the Agencies' disposal in 2006), the gross implementation rate of assigned 
revenues is lower than the year's appropriations' (55% on average). There might 
however be significant variations depending on the type of assigned revenues and 
their year of origin. The information to carry out such an analysis is not available in 
the budgetary reports available to the EP (see nevertheless the individual tables in 
Annex 2).  
 
As an illustration for those Agencies with the greatest amounts of assigned revenues 
available in 2006: 
- EEA collected as part of its EC subsidy all of the EUR 5,1 Mio available from 
assigned revenues (100% implementation), 
- EMEA collected as part of its EC subsidy some EUR 5,2 Mio arising from assigned 
revenues on a total available of 9,9 (52% implementation), 

                                                 
18 Appropriations available at 31/12 arising from the assigned revenue shall be carried over 
automatically in accordance with article 10 of the Financial Regulation 
19 This has not either always been the case (see Eurojust, ETF, EMCDDA) 
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- EMSA collected as part of its EC subsidy some EUR 5,8 Mio arising from assigned 
revenues on a total available of 6,4 (90% implementation), 
- EASA collected as part of its EC subsidy some EUR 3,9 Mio arising from assigned 
revenues on a total available of 4,5 available (88% implementation), 
- conversely neither Eurojust nor EMCDDA collected any of the respectively EUR 
2,3 and 4,4 Mio available to them as assigned revenues (0% implementation). 

 
The justification for such additional transfers depends in fine on the final 
implementation rates for the year. Yet, as can be seen in the table above, three out of 
the four above mentioned Agencies generated 2006 surpluses that were above the 
amounts they received as assigned revenues. These transfers of assigned revenue 
appropriations were therefore not justified by the actual cash needs of the Agencies, 
but resulted in the entry of "fresh" assigned revenues in the following years, that can 
in their turn be carried over one more year. 
 

2006 assigned revenues available20 and implemented (KEUR) 
Agency Assigned revenues entered, i.e. in theory available to the Agency 

 (% implemented, i.e. actually transferred) 
CEDEFOP 375 (80%) 

FRA 1.364 (0%) 
EEA 5.133 (100%) 

FRONTEX 3.411 (100%) 
EMEA 9.890 (52%) 
EMSA 6.421 (90%) 
EAR NA 

EASA 4.468 (88%) 
ENISA 1.364 (0%) 
OSHA 379 (0%) 
EFSA 6.108 (32%) 
GNSS 1 (0%) 
CDT NA 

ECDC 1.139 (30%) 
ERA 297 (98%) 

EUROJUST 2.268 (0%) 
EUROFOUND 48 (0%) 

ETF 703 (0%) 
EMCDDA 4.391 (1%) 

CEPOL NA 
OHIM NA 
OCVV NA 
Total 47.092 (55%) 

 
These assigned revenues at Commission's level include those arising from previous 
years' surpluses. A case by case analysis (see comments on individual Agencies in 
Annex 2) shows that, in addition to their possible indefinite carry-overs (see above), 
the mechanisms in place for preventing the appropriations to accumulate along the 
years are not always effective. In some agencies indeed, the priority rule for the use of 
appropriations arising from assigned revenues has not always been respected, nor the 
appropriations arising from assigned revenues always cancelled after two years. 
 

                                                 
20 From the General Budget, i.e. excluding the implementation by the agency of EC programs on behalf 
of the Commission, internal assigned revenue from agency's administrative operations, etc. 
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It should also be noted that, while assigned revenues available represent on average 
some 4.5% of all Agencies' revenues, there are great variations in the Agencies' 
implementation rates of assigned revenues (at Commission's level): with an average 
of 55%, these rates range from 0% (no use of assigned revenues available for 8 out of 
the 22 Agencies scrutinised) to more than 80% for 6 other Agencies (and 100% for 2 
of them). Since assigned revenue does not apply to 5 Agencies, this indicates the great 
dispersion of the rates and practices of Agencies in relation with assigned revenues. 
 
Drawbacks of the system 
As far as surpluses from previous years are concerned, the existence of assigned 
revenues results from actual subsidies paid by the Commission that excess the 
Agencies' actual budget implementation (art. 16 of the Agencies framework financial 
regulation and art. 18, §1.f of Financial Regulation). 
 
In a situation where the successive payments of the subsidy would be better aligned 
with the actual implementation of expenditure at Agencies' level, surpluses could be 
reduced. More limited assigned revenues would then be available for the following 
year, while the more limited implementation of budget lines at Commission's level 
would result in the cancellation of the corresponding appropriations21.  
 
This would not have an impact on the net EC appropriations consumption rate (C2). 
However, the funds available but not used can then in brief: 
- either be transferred to the Agency, resulting in a high C1 rate, a higher surplus at 
Agency's level and in assigned revenues in the following years, 
- or be retained (not implemented) by the Commission (lower C1 rate), the 
corresponding appropriations then lapsing at year-end. 
 
In brief, the more EC funding an Agency receives, the lesser cancellations of general 
budget appropriations there are at Commission's level and the more assigned revenues 
can be re-used by the Agency in the following two years.   
 
With a view not to lose "old" appropriations, there is therefore a budgetary incentive 
for the Commission to depart from the principle of good financial management and 
over-fund (in the framework of the appropriations authorised by the budget) an 
Agency as compared to its real needs. This is also valid for the transfer of available 
assigned revenues to Agencies (see above). 
 
In brief, beyond the infringement of the annuality principle (the Agencies can receive 
significant funding arising from previous years in addition to that decided by the 
budgetary authority for a considered budget year), assigned revenues make it in 
theory possible to "carry over"22 previous or current years appropriations through the 
over-funding of Agencies. The expected introduction of provisions relating to cash 
management in the Framework Financial Regulation for Agencies is in line with this 
concern. 
 

                                                 
21 Art. 16 of the Agencies' Framework Financial Regulation 
22 Forbidden by art. 16 of the Agencies' Framework Financial Regulation in the traditional form of 
appropriations carried over. 
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Even if no evidence can be found of any voluntary over-funding of the Agencies by 
the Commission23, this can be put in relation with Court of Auditors' observation 
according to which in 2006 "the disbursement of subsidies paid by the Commission 
from the Community budget is not based on sufficiently justified estimates of the 
Agencies cash requirements. This, combined with the size of carry-overs, leads them 
to hold sizeable cash balances. The Court recommends that the level of subsidies paid 
to the Agencies is in line with their real cash requirements"24. 
 
The new procedure for 2009 Budget 
 
The 2009 PDB takes into consideration assigned revenues arising from previous 
surpluses for the first time at this early stage following a systematic manner, so that 
PDB appropriations are generally only part of the overall EC contributions foreseen. 
This is a step towards more transparency, better budgetary management and better 
information for the Budgetary Authority. This is likely to lead to higher 
implementation rates from 2009 onwards since the consideration of assigned revenues 
at an early stage reduces the overall amount of appropriations available.  
 
Nevertheless, the 2008 estimation of assigned revenue to last known surpluses25 
seems approximate since, depending on Agencies' 2008 implementation, actual 
assigned revenues possibly available in 2009 can be higher (situation where a surplus 
is generated in 2008) or lower (situation where the Agency is provided available 
additional appropriations already in 2008) than this amount, which is besides still 
provisional at this stage of the procedure.  
 
The amount of assigned revenues available in 2009 also depends on the proportion of 
assigned revenues already carried over once to 2008, which will theoretically lapse at 
the end of 2008. However, according to the Financial Regulation, once carried over, 
assigned revenue has to be used before the year's appropriations26 and may therefore 
be in a position to increase 2008 surpluses and finally be re-used as assigned revenue 
for two more years, in contradiction with the objective of preventing appropriations to 
accumulate from year to year. It is not possible to see from available Commission's 
budgetary reports what the year of origin of assigned revenues available is.  
 
Besides, it should be noted that the transfer of foreseen assigned revenues raises 
specific questions and also depends on specific conditions, which do not need to be 
satisfied by traditional appropriations for the year: 
- until now, assigned revenues were only used to cope with unforeseen events. This 
new procedure therefore means less flexibility for financing needs arising from such 
unforeseen events, 
- assigned revenues to be available is difficult to foresee, what implies that the 
complementing appropriations for the year are likely to be much more unsteady along 
the years than it used to be, 

                                                 
23 It often happens that appropriations for the year are under-implemented at Commission's level. The 
possible use of the over-funding mechanism mentioned above seems therefore not to be common 
practice. 
24 The Commission reply stated that its "services are studying the introduction of provisions in the 
Agencies' framework regulation in order to enable the Commission to take into account the real needs 
of the agency throughout the year. This should lead to a more rigorous planning and increase 
transparency." 
25 See Document II of Commission's Statement of estimates for 2009 and Working document Part IV 
of PDB 2009 
26 This is the so-called "priority rule", see Art. 10 of the Financial Regulation. 
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- the provisional figure booked in the accounts as surplus to be reimbursed to the 
Commission now conditions future funding27. In this context, a situation could arise 
where an accounting error could jeopardize or at least complicate the funding of an 
Agency for the year to come, 
- the procedures for transferring these funds, which were in the past used on a case by 
case basis have now to be generalised and to function well in order to avoid any 
disruption in the functioning of Agencies. 
 
For the first time for 2009, the expected use of additional appropriations arising from 
previous years' surpluses shows that it is possible for the Commission to anticipate 
assigned revenues available in year N+1. There exists however difficulties for 
estimating them accurately and in a timely manner. The estimates provided by the 
Commission are indeed concerning only part of assigned revenues possibly available 
in 2009 and the amounts really needed as annual EC subsidies cannot therefore be 
accurately foreseen. The uncertainty concerning the various types, years of origin and 
procedure to release these assigned revenues remains. At the moment, even if better 
informed, the EP is not involved in the decisions to release such additional 
appropriations, which are taken bilaterally by the Commission and Agencies.  
 
Even if the new procedure brings some improvement as far as transparency and sound 
financial management are concerned, some of the outstanding difficulties can to a 
certain extent be considered as inherent to the existence and procedures for making 
assigned revenues available to the Agencies. This could be a reason for thinking again 
about their justification and relevance in the framework of Agencies' budgeting.  
 
Conclusions 
 
Taking all theoretically available EC appropriations as a reference for the calculation 
of the Agencies' implementation rates leads to a weaker budgetary implementation 
(some 79% on average for 2006) than is usually pictured.   
 
Such an analysis also shows that 30% of finally unused funds have though been 
transferred from the Commission to the Agencies. This excessive funding leaves the 
Agencies some margins to use the resulting surplus during the 2 following years 
through the mechanism of assigned revenue. Moreover, in a situation where assigned 
revenues available would be implemented on a regular basis by the Commission 
(actually transferred to Agencies), as requested by Art. 10 of the Financial Regulation, 
but not actually spent by the Agencies, they can be carried over indefinitely. In 
compliance with good financial management practices, 70% of funds available but 
finally not used are retained by the Commission. 
 
The specific nature and possible drawbacks of assigned revenues legitimates the 
request to the Commission for more transparency and clarity on their breakdown by 
nature and year of origin, as well as on the concrete procedures in place to release 
these funds (including the basis for the decision on whether to release them or not and 
for what amount). For instance, it is still unclear for some agencies how the amounts 
entered in the General Budget as assigned revenues are calculated, as well as the 
reasons for their weak implementation.  
 

                                                 
27 Cf. also the possible accounting difficulties when there are timing differences for the reimbursement 
by the Agency, when there is a deficit, or when a positive surplus is imputed to previous years' negative 
balances 
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The purpose of such a clearer presentation would be for the Budgetary Authority to be 
better informed when voting the Agencies' budgets. All funds already (even 
potentially) available to the Agencies should indeed be taken into consideration by the 
EP to decide on the amount to be subsidized, even if the principle of a financial 
margin for unforeseen events may be justified. In this respect, the procedure followed 
for the first time in the 2009 Preliminary Draft Budget (PDB), which consists in 
anticipating assigned revenues available one year later for each Agency, is a step 
towards more transparency, more rigorous budgetary management and better 
information for the Budgetary Authority, which will however remain out of the 
decision process for releasing actual assigned revenues available. This procedure 
could lead to higher implementation rates from 2009 onwards since the consideration 
of assigned revenues at an early stage reduces the overall amount of appropriations 
available.  
 
Nevertheless, the estimation of assigned revenue to last known surpluses is 
approximate since actual assigned revenues possibly available the year after can be 
higher or lower, depending on Agencies' budgetary implementation in the current 
year, than this amount, which is besides still provisional at this stage of the procedure. 
The actual availability of assigned revenues foreseen for year N+1 is less certain than 
that of the year's appropriations. Moreover, the uncertainty concerning the various 
types, years of origin and procedure to release these assigned revenues remains, and 
can to a certain extent be considered as inherent to the assigned revenue instrument. 
 
Consideration should also be brought to the justification for maintaining the 
mechanism of internal assigned revenues arising from previous years' surpluses, 
taking into account its drawbacks in terms of complexity and transparency. 
 
As a general rule, the balancing subsidy should complement - and not be 
complemented by - other revenue decided upon by the Commission and the Agency 
outside any control of the budgetary authority. A specific attention should also be put 
on the actual budget implementation by the Agency, so that any excessive subsidy for 
a given year does not leave the possibility for the Commission to discretionary 
"create" assigned revenues for the following year (through over subsidising the 
Agency compared to its real needs). In that context, the actual cash needs of the 
Agencies should be better considered before actually releasing the Agencies' voted 
subsidy. 
 
At the level of the Agencies, the definition and presentation of assigned revenues 
should also be detailed and harmonised, in order to identify, among others, the 
different types of assigned revenues, the internal transfers that took place, etc.  
 
Following Commission's Communication COM(2008)135 on the future of Agencies, 
the call for an inter-institutional dialogue to address the existing weaknesses in the 
management and governance of Agencies could serve as a good opportunity to also 
deal with the above mentioned issues. 
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 ANNEX 1 - Simplified budgetary procedure for Agencies 
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ANNEX 2 - Comments on individual Agencies figures  
 

Below are presented alternative and more detailed implementation rates by Agency. 
In such a context where implementation involves two different levels, the notion of 
implementation can indeed be quantified by several ratios. Since C1 and C2 rates 
presented in the note already picture implementation at an aggregated level, the 
following ratios depict implementation by Titles, i.e. for respectively administrative / 
staff and operational expenditure. They take into consideration all Agencies' revenues 
and not only EC subsidy. "Traditional" carry-overs from previous years (basically: 
amounts committed in N-1 but not paid in N-1, nor in N) are not included in their 
calculation since they focus on the year's appropriations. These are two of the reasons 
why they may sometimes greatly differ from the C1 and C2 ones presented above28. 
 
1) At Agency's level, implementation can be considered as the implementation of the 
Agency's own initial budget per title or as a whole, after or before any transfer or 
amending budget at the Agencies' level. This is what is general meant when talking 
about Agencies' budgetary implementation. It is presented by titles in the tables. 

Ai =  Actual implementation Title i 
  Initial Agency's budget Title i 
 
2) Mixing both the Commission's and the Agencies' levels, another implementation 
rate can be calculated as the comparison29 between the final implementation at the 
level of the Agency (see point 1. above) and all appropriations "theoretically" 
available to the Agency at the beginning of the process30. Such an approach is 
justified by the fact that the decision to actually release the funds to the Agency is 
taken by the Commission in cooperation with the Agency itself, in theory on the basis 
of the Agency's cash needs.  

This ratio is declined - when possible - to the level of each of the Titles of Agencies' 
budget (Titles 1&2 vs. Title 3). This is most of the time feasible since the voted 
budget distinguishes between these titles31.  

Mi = Actual implementation Title i excluding Agency's ext assigned revenue  
    Total approp. avail Title i excluding Agency's ext. assigned revenue 
 
Specific comments are presented below following each Agency's individual table 
(amounts presented in KEUR). 
 
These tables also specifically present the "implementation" of assigned revenues at 
General Budget's level. At this stage, their implementation does not relate to 
Agencies' expenditure but to the actual transfer of corresponding funds from the 
Commission to the Agency. 

                                                 
28 The differences between these implementation rates and the ones presented in the body of the 
document may also result from the fact that all Agencies' revenue are considered here while the 
Agencies' surpluses are generally paid back entirely (not pro rata) to the Commission. The possible gap 
between payment and commitment appropriations can also explain part of the differences 
29 Excluding Agencies' assigned revenue from both amounts for consistency reasons (implementation 
of assigned revenue is presented separately) and because the implementation of these latter does not 
depend on the Agencies 
30 For consistency and availability reasons, actual - instead of entered - revenue is presented for 
Agencies' assigned and other revenue 
31 When Agencies' own or other revenue represent a significant proportion of an Agency's budget, the 
corresponding appropriations are not explicitly allocated to any specific Title 



 

 17

 
 2006 2005 2004 

CEDEFOP CA PA CA PA CA PA 

Titles 1 and 2       
Final (initial) budget of the Agency32  10.862 (11.140) 10.840 (11.378) 10.638 

- Budget voted 10.962 10.662 10.638 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 178 716 0 

 - transfers / AB (COM) 0 0 700 
 - transfers (Agency) -278 0 0 

Cancellations 1.083 607 283 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 9.780 10.233 10.355 

 % of Agency's final budget figure 90% 94% 97% 

% of Agency's initial budget figure 88% 90% 97% 

Title 3       
Final (initial) budget of the Agency  5.978 (5.700) 5.578 5.234 

- Budget voted 5.438 5.578 5.162 3.062 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 122 0 0 

 - transfers / AB (COM) -300 (PA) 0 300 
 - transfers (Agency) 278 0 0 

Cancellations 256 1.451 804 1.133 0 554 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 5.722 4.527 4.774 4.585 5.234 2.508 

 % of Agency's final budget figure 96% 76% 86% 82% 100% 82% 

Assigned revenue impl - COM       
Recoverable surplus N-1 2.173 375 0 

Entered  375 716 716 

Implemented (%) 300 (80%) 716 (100%) 0 (0%) 

 
Implementation rates for administrative expenditure are decreasing along the years but remain 
at a rather high level.  For Title 3 expenditure, the implementation is smaller in payments than 
in commitments. 

In its own 2005 budget, the Agency seems to have entered as revenue the amounts finally 
released (i.e. implemented) by the Commission and not those as entered in the general budget. 
This indicates that the Agency had no need of the full amount of the subsidy voted33.  

Regarding assigned revenues entered at General Budget's level, the surplus from previous 
year - which appears to be the only source of the former - is not entered as assigned revenue 
for year N but for year N+1. This would explain why the 2005 surplus is greater than overall 
assigned revenue in 2006. The amount of assigned revenues at Commission's level is however 
accounting for less than 2% of the Agency's revenues. Since 2005, 80 to 100% of 
appropriations arising from assigned revenues have been transferred to the Agency. 

                                                 
32 Transfers have been made within the agency in the course of the year to have sufficient 
appropriations for operational expenditure. 
33 It also apparently contradicts art. 27 §6 of the Framework Financial Regulation (FFR), according to 
which, following the adoption of general budget, "the budget and the establishment plan shall be 
adjusted accordingly", if necessary. 
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FRA 2006 2005 2004 

Titles 1 and 2       
Final (initial) appr. available to the Agency 34 4.892 (4.500) 4.374 (4.160) 4.000 

- Budget voted 4.500 0 4.000 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 0 0 0 

 - transfers / AB (COM) 0 4.160 0 
 - transfers / AB (Agency) 392 214 0 

Cancellations 226 165 900 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 4.666 4.210 3.200 

 % of Agency's final budget figure 95% 96% 80% 

% of Agency's initial budget figure 104% 101% 80% 

Title 3       
Final (initial) appr. available to the Agency  3.908 (4.300) 3.815 (4.029) 3.800 

- Budget voted 4.300 0 3.800 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 0 0 0 

 - transfers / AB (COM) 0 4.029 0 
 - transfers / AB (Agency) -392 -214 0 

Cancellations 213 416 700 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 3.695 3.398 3.100 

 % of Agency's final budget figure 95% 89% 82% 

% of Agency's initial budget figure 86% 84% 82% 

Assigned revenue impl - COM       
Recoverable surplus N-1 1.171 231 98 

Entered 1.364 0 NA 

Implemented (%) 0 (0%) 0 - 

 
FRA's implementation rates are increasing along the years for all expenditure categories. 
Internal transfers from operational to administrative / staff expenditure modified the Agency's 
initially budgeted appropriations so that Title 1&2 expenditure remained under its authorised 
ceiling. 
 
Assigned revenues available at Commission's level increased to reach EUR 1,4 Million in 
2006 (surplus of 1,2 Million in 2005), none of which has however been put at the Agency's 
disposal (i.e. implemented by the Commission) in recent years. It should be noted that 2004 
and 2003 surpluses have not been entered as assigned revenue in the following years. 

                                                 
34 Transfers have been made within the agency in the course of the year to have sufficient 
appropriations for staff and administrative expenditure. 
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EEA 2006 2005 2004 

Titles 1 and 2       
Max (actual) available to the Agency 18.947 (18.937) 18.325 15.029 (16.800) 

- Budget voted 16.650 14.000 11.041 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 2.297 4.307 885 

 - transfers / AB 0 - 3.103 
Cancellations 32 4 5 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 18.906 18.321 16.795 

% of Agency's budget figure 100% 100% 100% 

% of all Titles 1&2 appr. available 100% NS35 112% 

Title 3       
Max (actual) available to the Agency36 17.017 (13.975) 16.599 (13.019) 14.933 (16.812) 

- Budget voted 11.000 12.900 8.456 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 2.817 3.699 1.077 

 - transfers / AB 3.200 - 5.400 
Cancellations 4 8 1 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 13.971 13.011 16.812 

% of Agency's budget figure 100% 100% 100% 

% of all Title 3 appr. available 82% 78% 113% 

Assigned revenue impl - COM       
Recoverable surplus N-1 0 0 0 

Entered 5.133 8.006 2.338 

Implemented (%) 5.114 (100%) 8.006 (100%) 1.962 (84%) 

 
Implementation as compared to the Agency's final budget is systematically 100% for each 
category of expenditure. However, these budgeted amounts do not always take into account 
all available appropriations. Besides, transfers and other adaptations were made by the 
Agency in 2004 to avoid a more than 100% implementation rate for each of its titles, as 
compared to its initially budgeted amounts. 
 
It should also be noted that EEA is the only Agency for which negative balances are to be 
reported for some the three years considered. 
 
Assigned revenues at General Budget's level is relatively high as compared to other Agencies 
(more than 5 Mio in 2006, 8 Mio in 2005) and represents a significant proportion of EEA's  
actual revenue (100% were transferred). They never included previous year surpluses since 
the balance was negative all years since 2003.  

                                                 
35 Not significant since in 2005 there was other revenue allocated to any category of expenditure 
36 For 2006, the Agency seems not to have taken into consideration assigned revenue from the general 
budget in its own final budget. This is particularly visible when comparing Title 3 respective maximum 
available and actual appropriations. 
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FRONTEX 2006 

Titles 1 and 2   
Available to the Agency 6.100 

- Budget voted 2.314 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 0 

 - transfers / AB 3.786 
Cancellations 878 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 5.222 

% of Agency's budget figure 86% 

Title 3   
Available to the Agency 12.840 

- Budget voted 9.440 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 3.400 

 - transfers / AB 0 
Cancellations 831 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 11.792 

% of Agency's budget figure 92% 

Assigned revenue impl - COM   
Recoverable surplus N-1 NA 

Entered 3.411 

Implemented (%) 3.400 (100%) 
 
Only 2006 figures are presented since no annual accounts were established for 2005 and 
earlier. The figures above (also revenue) include an amount of more than EUR 2 millions that 
were directly paid by the Commission to finance Frontex expenditure. 
 
Implementation for 2006 amounts to 86 and 92% for respectively administrative / staff and 
operational expenditure. As far as assigned revenues are concerned, all of the EUR 3,4 
million of Commission's assigned revenues were transferred to the Agency. 
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EMEA 2006 2005 2004 

Titles 1 and 2       
Final budget of the Agency, of which: 79.375 68.461 60.058 
- Initial Agency's budget (of which final COM subs) 73.402 (12.503) 65.592 (10.461) 56.216 (8.947) 

- Agencies' transfers 3.458 2.744 2.472 
 - Agencies' AB 2.515 125 1.370 

Cancellations 1.659 3.138 2.029 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 77.716 65.323 58.029 

 % of Agency's final budget figure 98% 95% 97% 

% of Agency's initial budget figure 106% 100% 103% 

Title 3       
Final budget of the Agency, of which: 59.301 43.374 39.031 
- Initial Agency's budget (of which final COM subs) 50.149 (20.048) 44.568 (17.163) 40.583 (16.100) 

- Agencies' transfers -3.458 -2.744 -2.755 
 - Agencies' AB 12.610 1.550 1.203 

Cancellations 870 1375 345 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 58.431 42.000 38.686 

 % of Agency's final budget figure 99% 97% 99% 

% of Agency's initial budget figure 117% 94% 95% 

Assigned revenue impl - COM       
Recoverable surplus N-1 4.740 4.507 4.037 

Entered 9.890 9.113 4.662 

Implemented (%) 5.151 (52%) 4.524 (50%) 537 (12%) 
 
 
Despite the steady increase in EMEA's budget (+42% between 2004 and 2006), its budgetary 
implementation rates by Titles remain high compared to other Agencies (both close to 100%).  
 
Own revenue represents the bulk of this Agency's overall revenue. Because this kind of 
revenue cannot be accurately estimated, several transfers and amending budgets modify each 
year the Agency's budgeted appropriations so that expenditure by Titles remain under their 
respective ceilings. 
 
Concerning the assigned revenue instrument, it should be noted that the amounts available as 
such are considerable, as are the Agency's surpluses. For 2005 and 2006, surpluses arising 
from earlier years than N-1 amounted to some 50% of all available assigned revenues, just as 
their implementation by the Commission (i.e. actual transfer to the Agency). 
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 2006 2005 2004 

EMSA CA PA CA PA CA PA 

Titles 1 and 2       
Max (actual) appr. available to the Agency  16.629 (16.431) 14.295 (12.686) 10.010 (9.800) 

- Budget voted 16.300 14.000 4.100 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 5.228 289 210 

 - transfers / AB (COM) -4.899 0 5.700 
Cancellations 2.830 4.531 4.745 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 13.601 8.163 5.055 

% of Agency's budget figure 83% 64% 52% 

% of all Titles 1&2 appr. available 82% 57% 50% 

Title 3       
Max (actual) appr. available to the Agency  28.902 (28.308) 21.740 (22.674) 2.860 (3.540) 

- Budget voted 28.330 21.300 1.000 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 572 404 440 168 60 

 - transfers / AB (COM) 0 0 0 0 1.800 
Cancellations 9.275 16.669 1.124 15.159 1.092 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 19.033 11.638 21.551 7.515 2.448 

% of Agency's budget figure 67% 41% 95% 33% 86% 

% of all Title 3 appr. available 66% 40% 101% 35% 69% 

Assigned revenue impl - COM       
Recoverable surplus N-1 515 5.489 7.832 

Entered 6.421 645 276 

Implemented (CA) 5.800 (90%) 440 (68%) 270 (98%) 
 
While implementation of EMSA's administrative expenditure tends to increase along the 
years (due in part to a transfer of EUR -4,9 Mio from the relevant line of 2006 General 
Budget),  the opposite is true for operational expenditure. 
 
The table above shows that the weak implementation rates presented in the note mainly 
concern operational expenditure. According to the Agency's 2005 report on budgetary and 
financial management, the low implementation rate for 2005 is due to unused anti-pollution 
appropriations. The same report mentioned that this could be resolved by multi-annual 
programming coupled with a greater use of differentiated appropriations. The 2006 rates do 
not however show any significant improvement in that respect (higher implementation in 
payments, but lower in commitments). 
 
Regarding assigned revenues, it should be noted that for 2005 and earlier, assigned revenues 
entered was below previous year's surpluses. This is not compatible with the automatic entry 
of surpluses as assigned revenue. The implementation (actual transfer to the Agency) of 
assigned revenues is generally high for this Agency (EUR 5,8 Mio in 2006, representing 90% 
of available assigned revenue appropriations). 
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EAR 2006 2005 2004 

Total revenue entered 268.795 307.512 374.600 
Total implementation by the Agency (CA) 54.768 101.005 163.300 

% of total available appropriations37 20% 33% 44% 

Titles 1 and 2       
Appr. available to the Agency  24.795 25.312 26.300 
Cancellations 2.708 2.892 2.400 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 22.008 22.454 23.900 

% of Agency's initial budget figure 89% 89% 91% 

Title 3       
Appr. available to the Agency  244.000 282.200 348.700 
Cancellations 0 0 0 
Implemented (incl auto carry overs) by Agency 32.760 78.551 139.400 

% of appr. available to the Agency 13% 28% 40% 
 
The EAR is a phasing out Agency, the available appropriations of which have mainly come 
from carry-overs in the last few years. As an example for 2006, only less than 10% of total 
revenue (EUR 269 Mio) came from current year's appropriations, the rest being carried over 
from previous years. 
 
According to the Agency's 2006 accounts, the stock of available appropriations carried over 
to 2007 reached close to EUR 700 Mio. This illustrates the Agency's overall low 
implementation rate, which decreased from 44% in 2004 to 20% in 2006. This is due to the 
difficult implementation of operational expenditure in a sensitive context, administrative and 
staff expenditure being implemented at a 90% rate. 
 
Since no specific budget line is dedicated to the Agency, no information on its assigned 
revenue is presented. 

                                                 
37 These low implementation rates are compensated by non automatic carry-over decisions (EUR 211 
Mio in 2006) 
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 2006 2005 2004 

EASA CA PA CA PA CA PA 

Titles 1 and 2       
Final budget of the Agency, of which: 33.402 19.883 10.346 
- Initial Agency's budget (of which final COM subs) 32.706 (16.987) 22.611 (18.930) 11.273 (9.840) 

- Agency's transfers and AB 696 -2.804 -927 
Cancellations 1.942 2.487 2.286 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 31.468 17.396 8.060 

 % of Agency's final budget figure 94% 87% 78% 

% of Agency's initial budget figure 96% 77% 71% 

Title 3       
Final budget of the Agency, of which: 33.060 32.260 20.098 11.698 991 
- Initial Agency's budget (of which final COM subs) 15.073 (14.920) 19.473 34.927 (0) 5.967 (1.210) 

- Agencies' transfers and AB 17.987 12.787 -14.753 -4.976 
Cancellations 4.217 1.756 6.233 1.431 54 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 28.844 30.495 13.865 10.267 937 

 % of Agency's final budget figure 87% 95% 69% 88% 95% 

% of Agency's initial budget figure 191% 157% 40% 29% 16% 

Assigned revenue impl - COM       
Recoverable surplus N-1 1.513 3.272 0 

Entered 4.468 399 0 

Implemented (%) 3.917 (88%) 391 (98%) 0 (0%) 
 
Implementation rates by Titles for EASA have steadily increased between 2004 and 2006.  

It can be seen from Title 3 section that initial planning seems to be a difficult exercise for the 
Agency. During the last two years, amending budgets indeed accounted to until two thirds of 
the Agency's initial operational expenditure authorised. This seems to result from wrong 
estimates of the Agency's "absorption" capacities in the first years of activity (too ambitious 
in 2004 and 2005, too modest in 2006). 

It should be noted that for 2005 and earlier, assigned revenues entered were below previous 
year's surpluses. This is not compatible with the automatic entry of surpluses as assigned 
revenue but it seems likely that 2004 surplus has only been entered as assigned revenue in 
2006. The implementation (actual transfer to the Agency) of assigned revenues is generally 
high for this Agency (EUR 3,9 Mio in 2006, representing 88% of available assigned revenue 
appropriations). 
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ENISA 2006 2005 

Titles 1 and 2     
Max (actual) appr. available to the Agency  5.051 (5.108) 6.250 (4.858) 

- Budget voted 4.950 6.250 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 101 0 

 - transfers / AB (COM) 0 0 
Cancellations 348 1.593 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 4.768 3.265 

% of Agency's budget figure 93% 67% 

% of all Titles 1&2 appr. available 94% 52% 

Title 3     
Max (actual) appr. available to the Agency  1.882 (1.844) 550 (1.486) 

- Budget voted 1.850 550 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 32 0 

 - transfers / AB (COM) 0 0 
 - transfers / AB (Agency) 0 0 

Cancellations 317 502 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 1.527 986 

% of Agency's budget figure 83% 66% 

% of all Title 3 appr. available 81% 179% 

Assigned revenue impl - COM     
Recoverable surplus N-1 1.171 0 

Entered  1.364 0 

Implemented (%) 0 (0%) 0 
 
Having been set up in 2004, ENISA only began to operate in 2005. No data are therefore 
available for 2004 and earlier. The implementation rates by Titles for ENISA's first full year 
of activity were rather low and increased in 2006. 
 
While it is clear that the subsidy has been under-implemented for Titles 1&2 in 2005 
(appropriations for 4.858 KEUR as compared to 6.250 KEUR authorised), the origin of the 
increase in authorised Title 3 expenditure as compared to budget voted (from 550 to 1.486 
KEUR) cannot be traced back in the Agency's accounts and budgetary reporting. Even if a 
transfer between Titles is the most likely explanation for that, this is not reported as such by 
the Agency. 
 
As a new Agency, 2006 was the first year when appropriations arising from assigned 
revenues were entered. None of these assigned revenues were then transferred to this Agency 
(out of 1,4 Mio of assigned revenues entered). 
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OSHA 2006 2005 2004 

Titles 1 and 2       
Appr. available to the Agency  6.080 6.080 5.720 

- Budget voted 5.900 5.900 5.540 
- Other revenue (Agency) 180 180 180 

Cancellations 661 1.187 1.067 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 5.420 4.893 4.653 

% of appr available 89% 80% 81% 

Title 3       
Appr. available to the Agency  7.367 7.300 5.048 

- Budget voted 7.300 7.300 5.048 
- Other revenue (Agency) 67 0 0 

Cancellations 344 498 92 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 7.025 6.802 4.956 

% of appr available 95% 93% 98% 

Assigned revenue impl - COM       
Recoverable surplus N-1 379 0 0 

Entered 379 0 0 

Implemented (%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
 
While improvements took place as far as the implementation of staff and administrative 
expenditure is concerned, operational expenditure's implementation remained stable at a 
rather high level (95% in 2006). 
 
Regarding assigned revenues, it should be noted that for 2005 and earlier, assigned revenues 
entered were nil since the Agency's cumulative balance remained negative until then. This 
latter only became positive at the end of 2005 (379 KEUR) and was entered for the same 
amount as assigned revenue in 2006. 
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EFSA 2006 2005 2004 

Titles 1 and 2       
Max (actual) appr. available to the Agency  34.138 (25.880) 22.800 17.142 

- Budget voted 31.982 22.800 16.430 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 1.976 0 113 

- Transfers / AB (COM)) 180 0 600 
Cancellations 1.121 2.639 3.407 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 24.759 20.162 13.735 

% of Agency's budget figure 96% 88% 80% 

% of all Titles 1&2 appr. available 73% 88% 80% 

Title 3       
Max (actual) appr. available to the Agency  14.618 (14.369) 13.900 (14.057) 11.950 

- Budget voted 14.618 13.900 10.455 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 0 0 0 

- Transfers / AB (COM)) 0 0 1.495 
Cancellations 2720 4756 4081 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 11.649 9.300 7.869 

% of Agency's budget figure 81% 66% 66% 

% of all Title 3 appr. available 80% 67% 66% 

Assigned revenue impl - COM       
Recoverable surplus N-1 4.131 1.975 113 

Entered 6.108 1.976 114 

Implemented (%) 1.976 (32%) 0 (0%) 113 (99%) 
 
EFSA's rather low implementation rates (see also C1 and C2 rates on p. 6) can be related to 
the increase in its budget along the years: + 27% from 2004 to 2005 and +32% from 2005 to 
2006, as well as to the transfer of some EUR 2 Mio of assigned revenues in 2006 (see below). 
 
The implementation rates reported by the Agency are higher since this latter only took into 
account actually collected subsidy and not all that was at its disposal according to the budget 
voted, what represented 20 to 30% more. In 2006, the amounts foreseen in the general budget 
for staff and administrative expenditure seem to have been overestimated since out of EUR 34 
Mio of total appropriations available, only 25 were eventually implemented by the Agency. 
 
EFSA's assigned revenues entered are very close to previous year surpluses. From to the 
figures available, it looks as if 2003 surplus (113 KEUR) had been completely used in year 
2004 (99% implementation of assigned revenues). Surplus 2004 (1.975 KEUR) seems then to 
have been entered but not used in 2005. Being carried over to 2006 for the last time (lapsing 
at year-end if not used), this 2004 surplus has been transferred to the Agency (i.e. 
implemented at general Budget's level) in 2006 for its full amount38.  
 
On the other hand, 2005 surplus (4.131 KEUR) has been entered in 2006 but carried over to 
and only transferred in 2007 (see 2007 provisional implementation reports). This is 
compatible with the so called "priority rule" according to which "appropriations available 
corresponding to assigned revenues carried over must be used first". 

                                                 
38 This can also explain the 2006 decrease in the Agency's implementation rate. 
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GNSS 2006 

Titles 1 and 2   
Max (actual) appr. available to the Agency  4.950 (3.863) 

- Budget voted 2.231 
- Transfers / AB COM 2.719 

- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 0 
Cancellations 1.882 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 1.981 

% of Agency's budget figure 51% 

% of all Titles 1&2 appr. available 40% 

Title 3   
Appr. available to the Agency  3.100 

- Budget voted 2.500 
- Transfers / AB COM 600 

- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 0 
Cancellations 1.973 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 1.127 

% of Agency's budget figure 36% 

% of all Title 3 appr. available 36% 

Assigned revenue impl - COM   
Recoverable surplus N-1 NA 

Entered 1 

Implemented (%) 0 (0%) 
 
GNSS was granted financial autonomy only in late 2006. This is the reason why no data is 
available for 2005 and earlier. This can also explain the low implementation rate of this 
Agency and why there are discrepancies between available (and also collected) appropriations 
for Titles 1&2 according to respectively the Agency's figures and the general budget.  
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CDT 2006 2005 2004 

Total revenue entered, among which: 40.876 27.963 29.824 
- Own revenue 30.331 24.166 25.419 
- Balance from previous year 10.545 3.497 4.405 
Total revenue collected39 43.841 34.376 24.304 

% of total available appropriations 107% 123% 81% 
Total implementation by the Agency 26.847 23.831 21.001 

% of total available appropriations40 89% 99% 83% 

Titles 1 and 2       
Appr. in Agency's budget  19.885 18.352 21.335 
Cancellations 1.947 1.830 6.408 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 17.938 16.522 14.927 

% of Agency's budget figure 90% 90% 70% 

Title 3       
Appr. in Agency's budget  10.739 7.645 7.949 
Cancellations 1.830 336 1.875 
Implemented (incl auto carry overs) by Agency 8.909 7.309 6.074 

% of Agency's budget figure 83% 96% 76% 
 
Since there is no budget line for this Agency in the general budget, only a simplified 
presentation excluding assigned revenues and comparison with voted subsidy is presented 
above. 
 
The implementation rate decreased from 99% to 89% between 2005 and 2006. 
 
 

                                                 
39 Whereas total revenue collected includes balances from previous years, the implementation rates 
presented only take into consideration revenue from current year for consistency reasons. These 
balances are indeed not used to fund Titles 1, 2 or 3 expenditure but mainly provisioned by the Agency. 
40 The differences between revenue entered and revenue collected are due to variations in own revenue 
collected as compared to their initial estimation (greater than foreseen in 2006 and 2005, smaller in 
2004). 
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ECDC 2006 2005 

Titles 1 and 2     
Max (actual) appr. available to the Agency  7.165 (9.815) 3.360 (3.769) 

- Budget voted 7.020 3.291 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 145 69 

Cancellations 159 339 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 9.626 3.430 

% of Agency's final budget figure 98% 91% 

% of all Titles 1&2 appr. available 134% 102% 

Title 3     
Max (actual) appr. available to the Agency  9.981 (7.331) 1.493 (1.083) 

- Budget voted 9.780 1.462 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 201 31 

Cancellations 115 472 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 7.216 610 

% of Agency's final budget figure 98% 56% 

% of all Title 3 appr. available 72% 41% 

Assigned revenue impl - COM     
Recoverable surplus N-1 787 0 

Entered 1.139 100 

Implemented (%) 346 (30%) 100 (100%) 
 
ECDC has been established in 2005. This can explain the low implementation rate for 
operational expenditure in 2005, even if direct payments made by the Commission by the 
Commission on behalf of the Agency (1.425 KEUR) have been integrated in the calculations. 
Implementation rates largely increased in 2006.  
 
Comparing the allocation between Titles as per the general budget and the Agency's own final 
budget, it can be seen that significant transfers took place within the Agency from operational 
to administrative expenditure, both in 2005 and 2006. Actual staff and administrative 
expenditure are therefore greater than their authorised amount according to the general 
budget. 
 
Assigned revenues for year 2006 represented some 1.139 KEUR, 346 (30%) of which have 
been transferred to the Agency (implemented by the Commission) by year end. 
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ERA 2006 2005 

Titles 1 and 2     
Max (actual) appr. available to the Agency  11.220 (10.998) 10.770 

- Budget voted 10.998 10.700 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 222 0 

- Transfers (COM) -3.400 (PA only) -5.400 (PA only) 
Cancellations 3.120 - 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 7.878 4.736 

% of Agency's budget figure 72% - 

% of all Titles 1&2 appr. available 70% - 

Title 3     
Max (actual) appr. available to the Agency  4.483 (3.400) 2.900 

- Budget voted 3.400 2.900 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 69 0 

- Transfers (COM) 0 -2.000 (PA only) 
- Credits carried from previous year 1.015 0 

Cancellations 857 - 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 2.543 2.253 

% of Agency's budget figure 75% - 

% of all Title 3 appr. available 57% - 

Assigned revenue impl - COM     
Recoverable surplus N-1 0 0 

Entered 297 0 

Implemented (%) 291 (98%) 0 
 
ERA was granted financial autonomy on 28/12/2005. Before this date, any expenditure by the 
Agency was executed by DG TREN. The figures presented for 2005 should therefore be 
considered with care and no implementation rates are presented by titles for this year. 
 
For 2006, which is the Agency's second year of activity, around 70% of initial administrative 
appropriations have been implemented. This figure is much bigger taking into consideration 
the fall in payment appropriations following negative transfers at Commission's level (EUR -
3,4 Mio). Implementation of operational expenditure is less than 60% taking into account 
appropriations carried over from previous year. 
 
98% of assigned revenue appropriations, which come from other sources than 2005 surplus, 
have been transferred to the Agency. 
 
ERA is the only Agency for which carry-overs (EUR 1 Mio allocated to Title 3) are to be 
reported at general budget's level (in year 2006). This seems to be an exception to Art. 16 of 
the Agencies' framework financial regulation which stipulates that "the difference between 
the Community subsidy entered in the general budget and that actually paid to the body shall 
be cancelled." 
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Eurojust 2006 2005 2004 

Titles 1 and 2       
Max (actual) appr. available to the Agency  11.716 (10.228) 8.800 6.326 (7.761) 

- Budget voted 11.716 8.800 5.450 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 0 0 0 

- Transfers / AB (COM) 0 0 876 
Cancellations 332 289 82 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 9.896 8.510 7.679 

% of Agency's final budget figure 97% 97% 99% 

% of all Titles 1&2 appr. available 84% 97% 121% 

Title 3       
Max (actual) appr. available to the Agency  2.984 (4.472) 4.200 2.974 (1.539) 

- Budget voted 2.984 4.200 2.836 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 0 0 0 

- Transfers / AB (COM) 0 0 138 
Cancellations 211 645 74 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 4.260 3.556 1.465 

% of Agency's final budget figure 95% 85% 95% 

% of all Title 3 appr. available 143% 85% 49% 

Assigned revenue impl - COM       
Recoverable surplus N-1 1.009 574 684 

Entered  2.268 1.258 0 

Implemented (%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
 
From 2004 to 2006, Eurojust experienced an almost 70% increase in its budget. This can 
explain the fall in the implementation rate of both expenditure categories (see also p. 6). 
The initial allocation of appropriations as per the general budget was modified by the Agency 
which proceeded to several internal transfers. These latter amounted to some EUR 1,5 Mio 
both in 2004 and 2006. Nevertheless, whereas the transfers were made from operational to 
administrative expenditure in 2004 (without any transfer, actual administrative expenditure 
would have exceeded its ceiling by 21%), the opposite was true in 2006 (without any transfer, 
actual operational expenditure would then have exceeded its ceiling by 43%).  
Regarding assigned revenues, it should be noted that for 2004 and earlier, assigned revenue 
entered was nil despite the Agency's positive balance. However the accumulated surplus as at 
31/12/2004 (1.258 KEUR) seems to have been entered - but not transferred - as assigned 
revenue in 2005. In 2006, this amount was entered again as assigned revenue, together with 
2005 surplus (for a total amount of 2.268 KEUR). This means that the 2003 surplus (684 
KEUR) has still been entered as assigned revenue 3 years after it was generated. According to 
2007 provisional budgetary reports, it has even once again been entered and, together with 
2004 and 2005 surpluses, finally transferred to the Agency during 2007. This seems to 
contradict Art. 10 of the FFR according to which appropriations arising from assigned 
revenues carried over (automatically) must be used first. This conflicts as well with the 
principle of annuality and the objective to prevent appropriations from accumulating year 
after year41. 

                                                 
41 Commission rule according to which appropriations arising from assigned revenue, if nor used by the 
end of N+2, should be cancelled 
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Eurofound 2006 2005 2004 

Titles 1 and 2       
Max (actual) appr. available to the Agency  11.900 (11.461) 11.600 (10.356) 11.000 (10.500) 

- Budget voted 11.900 11.600 10.353 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 0 0 0 

- Transfers / AB (COM) 0 0 647 
Cancellations 71 3 5 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 11.370 10.353 10.500 

% of Agency's budget figure 99% 100% 100% 

% of all Titles 1&2 appr. available 96% 89% 95% 

Title 3       
Max (actual) appr. available to the Agency  7.100 (8.299) 7.623 (8.924) 7.200 (7.580) 

- Budget voted 7.100 7.000 6.147 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 0 0 0 

- Transfers / AB (COM) 0 0 1.053 
Cancellations 129 2 2 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 8.170 8.922 7.578 

% of Agency's budget figure 98% 100% 100% 

% of all Title 3 appr. available 115% 127% 105% 

Assigned revenue impl - COM       
Recoverable surplus N-1 0 0 0 

Entered  48 48 0 

Implemented (%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
 
During the last 3 years, Eurofound implemented close to 100% of all appropriations at its 
disposal, whatever their destination. 
 
As regards the allocation of Eurofound's budget by titles, there appears to be a recurrent 
mismatch between authorised appropriations and implementation by Titles: actual 
expenditure is indeed systematically higher (resp. lower) than general budget's ceilings for 
operational (resp. administrative) expenditure. It seems that reported internal transfers and the 
allocation of other revenues are not sufficient to explain these differences. 
 
The Agency has only very little appropriations arising from assigned revenues. None of these 
appropriations have been transferred to the Agency between 2004 and 2006. 
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 2006 2005 2004 

ETF CA PA CA PA CA PA 

Titles 1 and 2       
Max (actual) appr. available to the Agency  14.475 (13.958) 13.500 13.034 (12.964) 

- Budget voted 14.475 13.500 13.034 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 0 0 0 

Cancellations 373 164 253 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 13.585 13.346 12.711 

% of Agency's budget figure 97% 99% 98% 

% of all Titles 1&2 appr. available 94% 99% 98% 

Title 3       
Max (actual) appr. available to the Agency  4.975 (5.495) 5.000 4.566 (4.636) 

- Budget voted 4.410 5.000 4.566 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 0 0 0 

Cancellations 525 2.443 247 19 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 4.970 3.052 4.744 4.617 

% of Agency's budget figure 90% 56% 95% 100% 

% of all Title 3 appr. available 100% 61% 95% 101% 

Assigned revenue impl - COM       
Recoverable surplus N-1 74 0 0 

Entered  703 703 703 

Implemented (%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
 
 
ETF's budgetary implementation rates were above 90% for each expenditure category during 
the last few years. A few internal transfers between Titles took place (500 KEUR in 2006), 
without which the initial budget ceilings would not have been exceeded anyway. 
 
Assigned revenues including PHARE remained at the same level (703 KEUR) for the three 
years considered, none of which have however been implemented (i.e. transferred to the 
Agency) between 2004 and 2006. This seems to contradict Art. 10 of the Financial Regulation 
according to which appropriations arising from assigned revenues carried over 
(automatically) must be used first. This conflicts as well with the objective to prevent 
appropriations from accumulating year after year and with Commission's rule according to 
which appropriations arising from assigned revenues, if nor used by the end of N+2, should 
be cancelled.  



 

 35

 
 2006 2005 2004 

EMCDDA CA PA CA PA CA PA 

Titles 1 and 2       
Max (actual) appr. available to the Agency  7.924 (8.090) 7.838 (7.985) 7.650 

- Budget voted 7.903 7.838 6.332 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 21 0 0 

- Transfers / AB (COM) 0 0 1.330 
Cancellations 140 350 253 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 7.950 7.836 7.397 

% of Agency's budget figure 98% 98% 97% 

% of all Titles 1&2 appr. available42 NS NS NS 

Title 3       
Max (actual) appr. available to the Agency  4.238 (4.531) 4.162 (4.531) 4.068 (4.594) 

- Budget voted 4.197 4.162 3.068 
- Assigned revenue impl (COM) 41 0 0 

- Transfers / AB (COM) 0 0 1.000 
Cancellations 45 368 233 446 85 992 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 4.486 4.163 4.298 4.085 4.509 3.602 

% of Agency's budget figure 99% 92% 95% 90% 98% 78% 

% of all Title 3 appr. available NS NS NS 

Assigned revenue impl - COM       
Recoverable surplus N-1 1.417 1.508 0 

Entered  4.391 2.974 1.093 

Implemented (%) 62 (1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
 
EMCDDA budgetary implementation rates remained at a high level between 2004 and 2006 
(above 95% as far as commitment appropriations are concerned). 
 
Available appropriations arising from assigned revenues have hardly been implemented (i.e. 
transferred to the Agency) between 2004 and 2006, despite their increase along the years. 
Assigned revenues entered in 2005 (arising from 2004 surplus) have been carried over to 
2006 and reach, together with the Agency's surplus for 2005, a total of some 4.391 KEUR, 
only 1% of which has been transferred in 2006. 
 
This seems to contradict Art. 10 of the Financial Regulation according to which 
appropriations arising from assigned revenues carried over (automatically) must be used first. 
This conflicts as well with the objective to prevent appropriations from accumulating year 
after year.  
 
According to 2007 provisional budgetary reports, 2004 surplus has been entered again - and  
finally implemented - as assigned revenue in the course of financial year 2007, i.e. 3 years 
after it has been generated. This is in contradiction with Commission's rule according to 
which appropriations arising from assigned revenues, if nor used by the end of N+2, should 
be cancelled. 

                                                 
42 Since the Agency generally receives more than 500 KEUR of other revenue, that is not pre-allocated 
to specific Titles (as is the EC subsidy), no mention is made of the implementation by Titles as 
compared to any ceiling other than the ones defined by the Agency's own budget. 
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CEPOL 2006 

Titles 1 and 2   
Max (actual) appr. available to the Agency  2.587 (2.395) 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 1.863 

% of Agency's budget figure 78% 

% of all Titles 1&2 appr. available 72% 

Title 3   
Max (actual) appr. available to the Agency  2.413 (2.605) 
Implemented (incl auto carry overs) by Agency 2.417 

% of Agency's budget figure 93% 

% of all Title 3 appr. available 100% 
 
CEPOL did not receive any EC subsidy in 2005 and earlier. The simplified presentation 
above is due to lack of any detailed 2006 budgetary information for the Agency. 
 
The implementation rate for 2006 was lower for staff and administrative expenditure (78%) 
than for operational expenditure (93%). Internal transfers are referred to in CEPOL annual 
accounts, which also mention that delays in recruitment procedures explain the under-
implementation of Titles 1&2.  
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OHIM 2006 2005 2004 

Total revenue entered, among which: 211.729 218.390 190.000 
- Own revenue 146.723 133.533 113.800 
- Balance from previous years 59.797 81.353 72.400 
- Other revenue 5.209 3.504 3.800 
Total revenue collected 251.561 253.063 203.000 

% of total available appropriations 119% 116% 107% 
Total implementation by the Agency (CA) 124.849 122.857 115.100 

% of total available appropriations43 82% 90% 98% 

Titles 1 and 2       
Appr. in Agency's budget  98.203 90.652 87.800 
Cancellations 8.725 4.625 5.500 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 89.478 86.018 82.300 

% of available appropriations 91% 95% 94% 

Title 3       
Appr. in Agency's budget  36.541 38.669 40.900 
Cancellations 1.170 1.829 8.100 
Implemented (incl auto carry overs) by Agency 35.371 36.839 32.800 

% of available appropriations 97% 95% 80% 
 
OHIM is a self-financing Agency. Since it receives no funding from the EC general budget, 
its main budgetary data are presented above in a simplified form. 
 
Implementation rate fell from 98% in 2004 to 82% in 2006. This is due to the increasing 
amounts provisioned by the Agency. It should also be noted that for the three years 
considered, revenue collected was always (and increasingly) above revenue initially entered 
because of the systematic under-estimation of fee income. 
 
Since not only 2005 surplus but also revenue from current year were allocated to Title X - 
Reserve, the implementation rates by Titles (in 2006, 91% for Titles 1&2 and 97% for Title 3) 
are greater than the overall implementation rate (82% in 2006). 

                                                 
43 For consistency reasons, the implementation rates presented above do not take previous years' 
balances into account (contrary to total revenue collected). On the expenditure side indeed, a 
significant part (37% in 2006) of the expenditure is indeed systematically allocated to Title X - Reserve 
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 2006 2005 2004 

OCVV CA PA CA PA CA PA 

Total revenue entered, among which: 11.178 13.446 11.400 
- Own revenue 8.395 13.113 7.500 
- Balance from previous years 2.130 0 3.500 
- Other revenue 653 333 400 
Total revenue collected 11.460 9.502 12.300 

% of total available appropriations 103% 71% 108% 
Total implementation by the Agency (CA) 11.356 12.450 9.800 

% of total available appropriations44 102% 93% 86% 

Titles 1 and 2       
Appr. in Agency's budget  6.522 7.915 5.700 
Cancellations 565 785 600 
Implemented (incl carry overs) by Agency 5.959 7.130 5.200 

% of available appropriations 91% 90% 91% 

Title 3       
Appr. in Agency's budget  6.496 4.656 5.531 4.414 5.500 
Cancellations 1.099 298 211 412 900 
Implemented (incl auto carry overs) by Agency 5.397 4.358 5.320 4.002 4.600 

% of available appropriations 83% 94% 96% 91% 84% 
 
OCVV is a self-financing Agency. Since it receives no funding from the EC general budget, 
its main budgetary data are presented above in a simplified form. 
 
The possible gap between actual and expected fee income explains the bulk of the difference 
between revenue entered and revenue actually collected: fee income were under-estimated in 
2004 and 2006 and largely over-estimated in 2005. As can be seen above, this led to a 
situation where, in 2005, not only commitment appropriations implemented (12.450 KEUR) 
but also payments (10.429 KEUR) largely exceeded collected revenue (9.502 KEUR)45. 
 
The Agency's implementation rate is steadily increasing since 2004. It even reaches 102% in 
2006. This more than 100% rate is due to a gap between payment and commitment 
appropriations entered, these latter exceeding total revenue entered in the Agency's budget.  
 
This rate is higher than the ones by Titles (91 and 83% for Titles 1&2 and 3 respectively) 
since these latter are calculated on the basis of commitment (not payment) appropriations 
entered. 

                                                 
44 Since revenue arising from previous years surpluses is allocated to the various Titles expenditure, the 
implementation rates presented above do take previous years' balances into account (contrary to OHIM 
above). 
45 This seems to be an infringement to the budgetary principle of equilibrium which states that payment 
appropriations and budget revenue must be balanced 
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