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Abstract 
 
EU decentralised agencies are submitted to some financial and administrative 
requirements initially established for the EU Institutions (e.g. arising from Staff 
Regulation, Financial Regulation). Given the size of most of them, a significant 
proportion of their staff is dealing with administrative tasks. 
 
The study aimed at proposing ways to address these issues. Following, among others,  a 
survey among decentralised Agencies, it presents conclusions and recommendations 
as to: 
- existing common support services, mainly at Commission's level; 
- further functional areas suitable for shared services, such as those related to the 
budgetary process, procurement procedures and legal advice; 
- and the possible organisation of such shared services for EU Agencies. 
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Executive summary (English) 

 
Opportunity and feasibility of establishing common support services for EU 

agencies 
 

EU agencies have to comply with a variety of regulations established in order to 
prescribe the internal arrangements and procedures of EU institutions, such as 
e.g. financial or staff regulation. Further, EU agencies as any other organisation 
perform a range of other internal administrative tasks necessary to run the 
organisation, such as building maintenance, IT support etc. The private sector and 
public sector organisations in EU member states already started to reorganise 
their internal administrative functions and processes according to the model of so-
called "shared service centres" in order to exploit economies of scale, increase 
specialisation and improve service quality within the area of internal 
administrative functions.  
 
This study aims at analysing if such a shared service organisation would be a 
feasible standard for delivering EU agencies' internal administrative functions and 
processes and how it could be organised. Based upon a Standard-Cost-Model 
(SCM) approach a survey among EU decentralised agencies was conducted 
(response rate: 76%) asking for their (a) experiences with the already existing 
common support services (CSS) provided by the European Commission, (b) their 
estimates regarding their workload induced by administrative burden stemming 
from EU regulations and (c) their administrative expenditure in different 
categories. It was the general aim of the agency survey to assess the current 
CSS-situation and to identify further functional areas feasible for shared service 
organisation. The survey data, together with expert interviews with Commission 
and service provider representatives and document analysis, form the basis upon 
which recommendations as to the feasibility and opportunity for shared services 
for EU agencies are formulated. The survey data is analysed according to possible 
economies of scale and particular EU agencies’ characteristics.    
 
In order to identify opportunities and pitfalls of shared service centres for EU 
agencies, the study conceptualises three different scenarios for organising shared 
services and thus assesses potential gains in efficiency, effectiveness and service 
quality. Drawing upon experiences with shared service delivery in the private 
sector and the public sector of EU Member States, three basic scenarios of shared 
service delivery are differentiated: (1) a "joint model" of service delivery, in which 
EU agencies receive services from the European Commission, (2) a "centralised 
model" that consists of a single shared service centre providing various 
administrative services for EU agencies, and (3) a "decentralised model" 
comprising several shared service units, each specialised in a distinct 
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administrative task, which they provide for EU agencies. Each of these 
decentralised shared service units would be located within one of the EU agencies.  
 
The analysis of the agency survey data revealed the following main findings as to 
(1) the existing CSS and to (2) further functional areas suitable as shared 
services. 
 
(1) Existing Common Support Services 
There exist already a substantial number of services available to EU agencies. 
Most of these services are provided directly by the EU Commission or its 
general/internal services, such as European Personnel Selection Office (EPSO) or 
Paymaster Office (PMO). In terms of the performance of the service providers 
from a "customer perspective", most service providers are evaluated rather 
positively by the agencies. In those cases where agencies are not always fully 
satisfied, service providers are generally aware of the problems. One major 
finding is that the only centralised service provider, the Translation Centre for the 
Bodies of the European Union (CdT), received mainly positive evaluations. The 
most frequently mentioned problems with CSS mentioned by agencies are (1) 
inadequate responses to complaints, (2) long time lags before services are 
provided, (3) high costs, (4) the "fit" of the services with agencies‘ needs and (5) 
poor quality of services. The explanations for these difficulties are numerous and 
include (1) capacity problems of service providers having the European 
Commission as their main "customer", which also has a strong cognitive effect for 
service providers, (2) a lack of detailed knowledge of regulations on the agencies’ 
side, and (3) a "scapegoat function", i.e. that some agencies refer to these service 
providers for perceived shortcomings and complexities of existing regulations. 
 
(2) Further functional areas feasible for shared services  
The analysis of the agency survey suggests three areas feasible for further shared 
services solution: Assistance in the budget process, assistance in procurement 
procedures and legal advice. 
 
The analysis of the administrative requirements of the procurement and budget 
process make obvious that EU agencies are heavily loaded by the administrative 
burdens stemming from the regulations in these areas. Furthermore common 
support services are either not existent (procurement) or are perceived as not 
sufficient by the agencies (budget process). The same is true for legal advice, 
where apparently no functioning common support structure exists for EU agencies 
but seems necessary according to the results of the agency survey. 
 
Budgetary process 
EU agencies are heavily loaded by the administrative requirements stemming 
from the regulations of the budget process. On average, an EU agency spends 
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over 2.600 working hours per year with the budgetary process. Also, every 
employee of an agency spends on average 18.09 working hours per year with the 
budgetary process. In this context, it must be noticed that small and young 
agencies are burdened by the budgetary process above average with an average 
time value per employee of 28.20 (small agencies) and 20.51 working hours 
(agencies of the third generation). 
 
Procurement procedure 
The area of procurement provides indication for being feasible for establishing 
shared services as economies of scale can plausibly be expected due to increasing 
specialisation and the cost-efficiency of (current) procurements might reasonably 
be expected to improve. Particularly, smaller EU agencies spend considerably 
more time on carrying out procurement procedures than their larger counterparts 
and thus should contribute to possible savings from reorganising as shared 
services.   
 
Legal Advice 
For the area of legal advice it is more difficult to assess possible economies of 
scale. However, combining the quantitative results from the agency survey with 
more qualitative observations reveals that EU agencies would generate savings 
from a common support in legal advice that would allow for a higher degree of 
specialisation in EU legal matters than EU agencies could afford themselves. 
 
(3) Organisation of shared services for EU agencies  
Analysing the agency survey data and assessing the three scenarios for shared 
service organisation results in the two following main conclusions. 
 
First, the existing CSS in the area of Human Resources management shows some 
potential efficiency gains for selection, recruitment and the processing of travel 
expenses. These activities are within the competencies of two existing services 
providers, namely EPSO and PMO, which could be further refined for the 
abovementioned areas. 
 
Second, the three functional areas of budgetary process, procurement procedure, 
and legal advice can generally be organised according to one of the three 
designed scenarios for shared service organisation. 
 
Generally, all the three models presented here are conceivable as organisational 
solutions for new shared services. The decision for a model would be dependent 
on which dimension (performance, organisation, legitimacy) the EU agencies’ 
stakeholders decide to emphasise most. Taking all differentiated dimensions into 
account as equally relevant, newly established shared service areas for EU 
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agencies should be organised in a centralised model, preferably by transforming 
the existing CdT into a Centre of European Agency Support (CEAS). However, EU 
agencies’ stakeholders should make their final decision about the organisational 
form for newly shared services in close discussion with the EU agencies. 
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Zusammenfassung (Deutsch) 

Machbarkeit und Möglichkeiten zur gemeinsamen Erbringung von Dienstleistungen 
für EU-Agenturen 

 
Die europäischen Agenturen sind verschiedenen Regelungen unterworfen, die 
interne Arrangements und Verfahren der EU-Institutionen betreffen, z.B. in den 
Bereichen Haushalt und Personal. Daneben führen die EU-Agenturen, wie für 
formale Organisationen üblich, eine Reihe anderer interner administrativer 
Tätigkeiten aus, z.B. die Instandhaltung der Gebäude, Informationstechnik (IT) 
etc. Im privaten und öffentlichen Sektor der EU-Mitgliedstaaten wurde bereits 
damit begonnen, interne administrative Funktionen und Prozesse nach dem Modell 
sogenannter Dienstleistungszentren ("shared service centre") zu reorganisieren, 
um damit Kostenersparnisse zu erzielen, Spezialisierung zu erhöhen sowie die 
Qualität der Dienstleistungen im Bereich der internen administrativen Funktionen 
zu verbessern. 
 
Die vorliegende Studie analysiert, ob Dienstleistungszentren zur Erbringung 
interner administrativer Funktionen und Prozesse von EU Agenturen machbar und 
möglich sind und wie diese organisiert werden können. Auf Basis des Standard-
Kosten-Modells (SKM) wurde eine Befragung der EU-Regulierungsagenturen 
durchgeführt (Rücklaufquote: 76%), welche (a) die Erfahrungen mit den bereits 
bestehenden gemeinsamen Dienstleistern („common support services“, CSS) der 
Europäischen Kommission, (b) den Arbeitsaufwand für durch EU-Regelungen 
verursachte administrative Lasten und (c) ihre administrativen Ausgaben in 
verschiedenen Bereichen erfasst hat. Ziel dieser Befragung war es, die derzeitige 
CSS-Situation zu erfassen und jene funktionalen Aufgabenbereiche zu 
identifizieren, die zusätzlich im Rahmen eines Dienstleistungszentrums als 
realisierbar und geeignet gelten können. Die Daten aus dieser Befragung, 
Experteninterviews mit Vertretern der Europäischen Kommission und der 
bestehenden Dienstleister sowie Dokumentenanalysen bilden die Basis der 
Empfehlungen zur Realisierbarkeit und Machbarkeit sowie den Möglichkeiten für 
Dienstleistungszentren für EU-Agenturen. Die Daten aus der Befragung sind 
hinsichtlich erwartbarer Skaleneffekte sowie spezifischer Charakteristika der EU 
Agenturen analysiert worden. 
 
Um die Möglichkeiten und Grenzen für Dienstleistungszentren für EU-Agenturen 
zu identifizieren, unterscheidet die Studie drei verschiedene Szenarien für die 
Organisation von Dienstleistungszentren und analysiert potenzielle Vorteile 
hinsichtlich Effizienz, Effektivität und Qualität der Dienstleistungen. Ausgehend 
von Erfahrungen mit der gebündelten Erbringung interner Dienstleistungen im 
privaten und öffentlichen Sektor der EU Mitgliedstaaten, werden drei 
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grundlegende Modelle unterschieden: (1) ein "Gemeinschaftsmodell" der 
Dienstleistungserbringung, bei dem die Europäische Kommission Dienstleistungen 
für die EU-Agenturen erbringt, (2) ein "zentralisiertes Modell", welches ein 
Dienstleistungszentrum beinhaltet, das verschiedene administrative 
Dienstleistungen für die EU-Agenturen erbringt und (3) ein "dezentrales Modell", 
welches verschiedene Einheiten gemeinsamer Leistungserbringung beinhaltet, die 
jeweils auf eine bestimmte administrative Tätigkeit spezialisiert sind und diese für 
die EU-Agenturen erbringen. Jede dieser dezentralen Einheiten wäre in einer 
bestimmten EU-Agentur ansässig. 
 
Auf Basis der Analyse der Umfrage lassen sich folgende Schlussfolgerungen 
hinsichtlich (1) der existierenden gemeinsamen Dienstleister und (2) der weiteren 
funktionalen Aufgabenbereiche ziehen, für die eine gemeinsame 
Leistungserbringung sinnvoll und machbar erscheinen. 
 
(1) Bestehende gemeinsame Dienstleister 
Es gibt bereits eine Vielzahl von Dienstleistungen, die den EU-Agenturen zur 
Verfügung stehen. Die meisten dieser Dienstleistungen werden direkt von der 
Europäischen Kommission bzw. ihren allgemeinen oder internen Diensten 
erbracht, z.B. durch das Europäische Amt für Personalauswahl (EPSO) oder das 
Amt für die Feststellung und Abwicklung individueller Ansprüche (PMO). Die 
Qualität dieser Dienstleister wird von den Agenturen – aus „Kundenperspektive“ – 
überwiegend positiv beurteilt. In jenen Fällen, in denen die Agenturen nicht 
vollständig zufrieden waren, sind die Dienstleister sich der entsprechenden 
Probleme bewusst. Eine zentrale Schlussfolgerung ist, dass der zentrale 
Dienstleister, das Übersetzungszentrum für die Einrichtungen der Europäischen 
Union (CdT), hauptsächlich positive Evaluationen erhalten hat. 
 
Zu den meistgenannten Problemen mit diesen Dienstleistern zählen (1) 
inadäquate Reaktion auf Beschwerden, (2) lange Zeitspannen bis die 
Dienstleistung erbracht wird, (3) hohe Kosten, (4) mangelnde „Passgenauigkeit“ 
der Dienstleistungen mit den spezifischen Anforderungen der Agenturen und (5) 
schlechte Qualität der Dienstleistungen. Diese Schwierigkeiten lassen sich auf 
verschiedene Ursachen zurückführen, z.B. (1) Kapazitätsprobleme der 
Dienstleister, die das Gros ihrer Dienstleistungen direkt für die Europäische 
Kommission erbringen, was auch kognitive Effekte auf die Dienstleister hat, (2) 
das Fehlen von detailliertem Wissen über die Regelungen auf Seiten der 
Agenturen und (3) die "Sündenbock-Funktion", d.h. dass einige Agenturen ihre 
Unzufriedenheit mit als komplex oder mangelhaft wahrgenommenen Regelungen 
auf die Dienstleister projizieren. 
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(2) Weitere funktionale Aufgabenbereiche, für die gemeinsame 
Dienstleistungserbringung machbar und sinnvoll ist 
Die Analyse der Agenturbefragung lässt drei Bereiche als besonders relevant für 
weitere gemeinsam erbrachte Dienste erscheinen: Unterstützung im 
Haushaltsverfahren, Assistenz bei Vergabeverfahren und rechtliche Beratung. 
 
Die Analyse der administrativen Anforderungen an Vergabe- und 
Haushaltsverfahren zeigt, dass EU-Agenturen stark durch administrative Lasten 
belastet sind, die in diesen Regelungen formuliert werden. Daneben sind in diesen 
Bereichen derzeit entweder keine gemeinsamen Dienstleister vorhanden 
(Vergabeverfahren) oder werden von den Agenturen als nicht ausreichend 
eingeschätzt (Haushaltsverfahren). Dasselbe gilt für Rechtsberatung, für die 
offenbar ebenfalls keine funktionierende gemeinsame Struktur existiert, die 
allerdings – entsprechend der Ergebnisse der Agenturbefragung – für EU-
Agenturen als notwendig erscheint. 
 
Haushaltsverfahren 
EU-Agenturen sind stark belastet durch administrative Anforderungen, die in den 
Regelungen des Haushaltsverfahrens formuliert sind. Im Durchschnitt werden in 
einer EU-Agentur über 2600 Arbeitsstunden pro Jahr für den Haushaltsprozess 
aufgewendet. Bezogen auf den einzelnen Mitarbeiter bedeutet dies, dass in einer 
Agentur pro Mitarbeiter 18,09 Arbeitsstunden pro Jahr für den Haushaltsprozess 
aufgewendet werden. Dabei sind insbesondere kleine und junge Agenturen 
überdurchschnittlich stark mit dem Haushaltsverfahren belastet (durchschnittlich 
28,20 Arbeitsstunden pro Mitarbeiter pro Jahr in kleinen Agenturen und 20,51 
Arbeitsstunden pro Mitarbeiter pro Jahr in Agenturen der dritten Generation). 
 
Vergabeverfahren 
Im Bereich der Vergabeverfahren sind Kosteneinsparungen durch 
Dienstleistungszentren aufgrund von Spezialisierung und Steigerung der 
Kosteneffizienz zu erwarten. Insbesondere kleine Agenturen benötigen mehr Zeit 
um Vergabeverfahren durchzuführen als große Agenturen und sollten somit von 
einer solchen Reorganisation der Dienstleistungserbringung profitieren. 
 
Rechtsberatung 
Der Bereich der rechtlichen Beratung ist hinsichtlich der Kosteneinsparungen 
schwieriger zu beurteilen. Dennoch weisen die quantitativen Ergebnisse der 
Agenturbefragung und die qualitativen Beobachtungen darauf hin, dass EU-
Agenturen von einer gemeinsamen Unterstützungsdienstleistung profitieren 
würden. Diese könnte einen höheren Grad an Spezialisierung in rechtlichen Fragen 
entwickeln als ihn die EU-Agenturen selbst erbringen können. 
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(3) Organisation von gemeinsamen Dienstleistungen für EU-Agenturen 
Die Analyse der Agenturbefragung und der drei Szenarien für die Organisation von 
gemeinsamen Dienstleistungen führt zu folgenden Schlussfolgerungen: 
 
Zum Ersten lassen sich für die existierenden gemeinsamen Dienstleister im 
Bereich Personalmanagement Effizienzzuwächse in den Bereichen 
Personalauswahl, -ernennung und der Abrechnung von Reisekosten erwarten. 
Diese Dienstleistungen fallen in die Tätigkeitsbereiche von EPSO und PMO, 
könnten für die oben genannten Aufgaben allerdings noch angepasst und 
erweitert werden. Zum Zweiten lassen sich zusätzlich die drei funktionalen 
Aufgabenbereiche des Haushaltsverfahrens, des Vergabeverfahrens und der 
Rechtsberatung entlang der drei skizzierten Szenarien organisieren. 
 
Grundsätzlich sind alle drei hier präsentierten Modelle als organisatorische 
Lösungen für eine gemeinsame Dienstleistungserbringung denkbar. Letztlich 
hängt die Entscheidung darüber, welches Modell aus der Sicht der beteiligten 
Entscheidungsträger gewählt wird, davon ab, wie die drei Bewertungskriterien 
(Leistung, Organisation, Legitimation) zueinander gewichtet werden. Wenn alle 
Kriterien zur Begutachtung der drei Modelle gleichgewichtet werden, sollten diese 
neuen gemeinsamen Dienstleistungen für EU-Agenturen in einem zentralisierten 
Modell organisiert werden, vorzugsweise durch die Umwandlung des bereits 
bestehenden zentralen Dienstleisters CdT in ein Zentrum zur Unterstützung 
Europäischer Agenturen („Centre of European Agency Support“, CEAS). Allerdings 
sollten die beteiligten Entscheidungsträger ihre endgültige Entscheidung in enger 
Abstimmung mit den EU-Agenturen treffen. 
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Compte rendu (français) 

Faisabilité et possibilité de services partagés pour les agences de l’UE 
 

Les agences de l’UE doivent se conformer à une variété de règlements prescrivant 
les modes de fonctionnement et les processus internes des institutions 
européennes, tel que par exemple la gestion financière ou la gestion des 
ressources humaines. De plus, comme toute autre organisation, les agences de 
l’UE exécutent une gamme de tâches administratives internes nécessaires pour 
diriger l'organisation, telle que l'entretien de bâtiment, le soutien de la technologie 
de l´information etc. 
 
Le secteur privé et les organisations de secteur public dans les Etats membres ont 
déjà commencé à réorganiser leurs structures administratives et leurs processus 
internes selon le concept de "centres de services partagés" pour réaliser des 
économies d'échelle, augmenter la spécialisation et améliorer la qualité des 
services dans le domaine de fonctions administratives internes.  
 
Ce rapport vise à analyser si le concept des centres de services partagés pourrait 
convaincre pour la réorganisation des fonctionnements et des processus 
administratifs internes des agences de l’UE et comment de tels services pourraient 
être organisés. 
 
Basé sur le modèle des coûts standard (SCM - Standard Cost Model), une enquête 
a été conduite parmi les agences de l’UE (taux de réponse : 76 %), demandant 
(a) leurs expériences avec les services de soutien communs (CSS) déjà existants 
fournis par la Commission Européenne, (b) leurs estimations de la charge de 
travail incitée par le fardeau administratif provenant des règlements de l’UE et (c) 
leurs dépenses administratives dans différentes catégories.  
 
Le but général de l'enquête était d'évaluer la situation actuelle des CSS et 
d'identifier d´autres domaines fonctionnels dans lesquelles l'organisation de 
services partagés serait réalisable. Les données d'enquête, les interviews avec des 
représentants de la Commission Européenne et des services des soutien communs 
et les analyses de documents forment la base sur laquelle les recommandations 
quant à la faisabilité et à la possibilité d'établir des services partagés pour les 
agences de l’UE sont formulées. Les données d'enquête sont analysées en fonction 
des économies d'échelle possibles et des caractéristiques particulières des 
agences de l’UE.  
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Pour identifier les avantages et inconvénients de centres de services partagés 
pour les agences de l’UE, l'étude conceptualise trois différents scénarios pour 
organiser des services partagés et évalue ainsi des gains potentiels dans 
l'efficacité et la qualité de service. A partir des expériences des États Membres 
avec la prestation de services partagés dans le secteur privé et le secteur public, 
trois scénarios fondamentaux pour la prestation de services partagés sont 
différenciés : (1) un "modèle collectif" de la prestation de service, selon lequel les 
agences de l’UE reçoivent des services de la Commission Européenne , (2) un 
"modèle centralisé" basé sur un seul centre de services partagés fournissant des 
services administratifs différents aux agences de l’UE et (3) un "modèle 
décentralisé" qui se compose de plusieurs unités de services partagés, chacune 
spécialisée dans une tâche administrative distincte, qu'ils mettent à la disposition 
des agences de l’UE. Chacune de ces unités de services partagés serait localisée 
dans une des agences de l’UE. 
 
L'analyse des données d'enquête d'agences a révélé les conclusions principales 
suivantes quant aux (1) CSS existants et aux (2) domaines fonctionnels les plus 
adaptés à la mise en place de services partagés. 
 
(1) Les services de soutien communs (CSS) existants 
Un nombre substantiel de services de soutien sont déjà accessibles aux agences 
de l´UE. La plupart de ces services sont directement fournis par la Commission ou 
ses services généraux/ internes comme l´Office Européen de Sélection du 
Personnel (EPSO) ou l´Office de gestion et liquidation des droits individuels 
(PMO). En évaluant les services en termes de la performance des fournisseurs 
dans une "perspective client", la plupart des fournisseurs de services sont jugés 
plutôt positivement par les agences. Dans les cas où les agences ne sont pas 
toujours complètement satisfaites, les fournisseurs de services sont généralement 
conscients des problèmes. 
 
Une conclusion majeure est que le seul fournisseur de support centralisé, le 
Centre de traduction (CdT), a reçu des évaluations principalement positives. Les 
problèmes les plus fréquemment mentionnés avec les services de soutien 
communs (CSS) sont (1) les réactions inadéquates aux plaintes, (2) de longs 
délais avant que les services soient fournis, (3) les coûts élevés, (4) 
l´inadéquation aux besoins d'agences et (5) la faible qualité de service.  
 
Les explications de ces difficultés sont nombreuses et incluent (1) les problèmes 
de capacité chez les prestataires de services ayant la Commission comme "client" 
principal, exerçant aussi de forts effets cognitifs (2) un manque de connaissance 
détaillée des règlements de la part des agences et (3) une "fonction de bouc 
émissaire" des services centraux pour les défauts perçus par les agences et la 
complexité des principaux règlements.  
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(2) D´autres domaines fonctionnels appropriés aux services partagés 

 
L'analyse de l'enquête auprès des agences suggère trois domaines pour lesquelles 
la solution de services partagés serait fortement appropriée: l'assistance dans le 
processus budgétaire, l'assistance dans les procédures d'appel d'offres et le 
conseil juridique. 
 
L'analyse des exigences administratives liées aux appels d'offres et au processus 
budgétaire montre que les agences de l’UE connaissent une forte charge 
administrative provenant des règlements dans ces domaines. En outre, les 
services de soutien communs sont non existants (appels d'offres) ou sont perçus 
comme non suffisants par les agences (processus budgétaire). Cela est vrai 
également pour le conseil juridique, où aucune structure de soutien commune 
n'existe pour les agences de l’UE mais semble nécessaire selon les résultats de 
l'enquête auprès des agences. 
 
Processus budgétaire 
Les agences de l’UE ont une lourde charge de travail liée aux règlements 
encadrant le processus budgétaire. En moyenne, une agence de l’UE passe plus 
de 2.600 heures de travail par an sur le processus budgétaire. Ainsi, chaque 
employé d'une agence passe 18,09 heures de travail par an avec le processus 
budgétaire. Dans ce contexte, il doit être remarqué que de petites et jeunes 
agences sont occupées par le processus budgétaire au-dessus de la moyenne avec 
une valeur temporelle moyenne par employé de 28,20 (les petites agences) et 
20,51 heures de travail (les agences de la troisième génération) 
 
La procédure des appels d’offre 
Le domaine des appels d’offres semble approprié pour un service partagé du fait 
de probables économies d'échelle résultant d'une plus grande spécialisation. On 
peut raisonnablement s'attendre à une plus grande efficience des procédures. En 
particulier, les plus petites agences de l’UE passent considérablement plus de 
temps sur la réalisation des procédures d'appel d'offres que leurs homologues plus 
grandes et devraient ainsi profiter d´une réorganisation selon le modèle de 
services partagés. 
 
Conseil Juridique 
Pour le domaine de conseil juridique il est plus difficile d'évaluer des économies 
d'échelle possibles. Cependant, la combinaison des résultats quantitatifs de 
l'enquête des agences avec des observations plus qualitatives révèle que les 
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agences de l’UE profiteraient d'un soutien commun dans le conseil juridique qui 
assurait un plus haut niveau de spécialisation dans les affaires juridiques de l’UE 
que les agences de l’UE pourraient se permettre elles-mêmes. 
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(3) L´Organisation des services partagés pour les agences de l’UE 
 
En analysant les résultats de l´enquête d´agences et en évaluant les trois 
scénarios pour l'organisation de services partagés, deux conclusions principales 
sont suggérées.  
 
Premièrement, le CSS existant dans le domaine de direction de Ressources 
Humaine présentent des possibilités de gains en efficience pour la sélection, le 
recrutement et le traitement de frais de voyage. Ces activités sont du ressort des 
deux prestataires de services existants, à savoir EPSO et PMO, qui pourrait être 
également sollicités pour les domaines susmentionnés. Deuxièmement, les trois 
domaines fonctionnels du processus budgétaire, de la procédure des appels 
d’offres et du conseil juridique peuvent généralement être organisés selon un des 
trois scénarios possibles pour l'organisation de services partagés. 
 
Généralement, tous les trois modèles présentés sont des solutions 
organisationnelles concevables pour l´organisation de futurs services partagés. La 
décision pour un modèle dépendrait de la dimension (la performance, 
l'organisation, la légitimité) sur laquelle les parties prenantes des agences de l’UE 
décident de mettre l'accent. En considérant toutes les dimensions différenciées 
comme également pertinentes, les domaines de services partagés nouvellement 
établis pour les agences de l’UE devraient être organisés dans un modèle 
centralisé, de préférence en transformant le CdT existant dans un Centre de 
Soutien d'Agence Européen (CEAS). Cependant, les différentes parties prenantes 
devraient prendre la décision finale d'une des formes d'organisation pour les 
futurs services partagés en proche discussion avec les agences de l’UE. 
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Chapter 1: 
Introduction 

EU agencies comply with a variety of regulations and perform a range of other 
internal administrative tasks, most often without a further externalisation of such 
services to so-called shared service centres. This study aims at analysing the 
administrative burden of these existing regulations on EU agencies as well as their 
internal administrative service delivery. Moreover, it assesses the existing 
common support services which could be characterised as a kind of shared 
services. The key aim of this study is to analyse the feasibility of sharing such 
services as well as the designing of possible scenarios for organising such shared 
services. In order to identify opportunities and pitfalls of shared service centres 
for EU agencies, the study is structured according to four analytical components.  
 
Firstly, the study assesses existing common support structures at EU level. 
Secondly, administrative costs of EU agencies allocated to non-operational tasks 
are measured. Two different types of EU agencies' administrative functions and 
procedures are distinguished: On the one hand, administrative burdens as the 
administrative tasks resulting from EU regulation are calculated from a process-
cost-oriented perspective according to a slightly modified Standard Cost Model. 
Here, the study assesses the burden related to the Framework Financial 
Regulation for Agencies, the Staff Regulation, as well as to procurement 
procedures (No 2004/18). On the other hand, internal support services are 
gauged on the basis of the EU agencies' assignment of resources as well as to the 
homogeneity of internal support services performed by different EU agencies. 
Here, the study assesses particularly legal advice and IT services. Drawing on 
international experiences in the private and public sector, these services are 
among those which are most appropriate for shared service delivery. Thirdly, the 
study benchmarks EU agencies' administrative costs for both administrative 
burdens and internal support services in order to assess their suitability for 
sharing services. Fourthly, the study conceptualises different scenarios for 
organising shared services forming the basis for assessing potential gains in 
efficiency, effectiveness and service quality. Next to these elements of 
performance, the study also includes coordination and accountability as relevant 
criteria to assess and design scenarios for sharing services. Finally, the study 
compiles recommendations for the future organisation of EU agencies' internal 
administrative functions and processes and elaborates feasible shared service 
centre models. 
 
Most empirical data in this study are compiled from a survey among all EU 
decentralised agencies which was conducted between December 2008 and 
February 2009 – also because there is a general lack of comparative data on 
administrative burden and support costs of EU agencies, as well as on existing 
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arrangements of common service provision. Besides, this methodological 
procedure offered the opportunity to include the agencies' viewpoints on the 
issues under scrutiny as far as possible. In addition to the survey data, the report 
is based on information gathered via document analysis, expert interviews with 
Commission representatives, as well as academic literature. Nothing regarding the 
incompatibility of SSC with Agencies' legal basis came to our knowledge. 
 
The final report is structured as follows: In the next chapter, the analytical 
approach of the study as well as major steps of the project are presented. This 
includes the measurement and benchmarking of administrative costs for internal 
support services and administrative burden, and the assessment of existing 
common support service providers at EU level. Also, in view of developing policy 
recommendations on how shared service provision for decentralised EU agencies 
could be organised in the future, different organisational models for shared 
service provision are developed, together with key criteria of respective benefits 
and pitfalls of the different models. The third chapter illustrates the findings on 
the status quo regarding existing arrangements of shared service delivery, 
administrative burdens, and internal support costs. In this section, key findings 
from the agency survey, document analysis, and direct communication with EU 
agencies are presented. The chapter concludes with recommendations on the 
feasibility of sharing services for the different activities under scrutiny. In the 
fourth chapter, three models to organise shared services for EU agencies are 
differentiated and discussed along the criteria developed in the conceptual 
chapter. This chapter finishes with a general recommendation on how to organise 
shared services for EU agencies in the future. The final section of this report 
summarises the recommendations on the feasibility and organisation of shared 
services for EU agencies. The appendix of this report shows all quantitative data 
from the agency survey which informs particularly the feasibility analyses of 
chapter 3. 
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Chapter 2: 
Concept of the study 

The general analytical approach of the proposed study can be split in two major 
steps, each of which includes different analytical components. The first major 
analytical step refers to ordering and structuring data collection (cf. 2.1) whereas 
the second step encompasses data assessment and reflection (cf. 2.2).  
 

2.1 Structuring and ordering data collection 

2.1.1 Explanatory factors for similarities and differences between 
decentralised agencies 

In this study, the analysis of the ongoing provision of services and the assessment 
of administrative burdens is using basic analytical distinctions by which 
decentralised agencies are grouped in either three of four categories. These 
analytical distinctions are based on a number of assumptions regarding their 
effect on the use and perception of services and their administrative burden. 
 
The first set of factors is linked to existing and/or potential economies of scale. 
Here, the assumption is that (1) the size of an agency (measured in total staff 
numbers), (2) the share of administrative staff on the agency’s total staff 
(administrative staff divided by total staff), and (3) the number of transactions 
related to a specific service (e.g. the number of recruitments per year) have an 
effect on the actual use of existing shared services and the administrative burden 
of the agency. This burden is essentially measured by the time needed to comply 
with specific regulations (see section 2.2.2 on the SCM-methodology). For 
instance, with regards to administrative burden, it is frequently assumed that it is 
more difficult for small agencies to comply with rather complex regulations, and 
that small agencies therefore are more likely to use common support services in 
comparison to large agencies. These are so-called scale effects, which assume 
that the more frequently a certain task is performed, and the more specialised an 
organisation is (e.g. two desk officers, one dealing with recruitment and the other 
with mission allowances instead of only one desk officer having both tasks), the 
better the performance in terms of efficiency (here: less time) and effectiveness. 
For the analysis, the agencies have been grouped in three categories for the 
explanatory factors "total staff" and "share of administrative staff" (see table 1 
below). The number of transactions is dealt with in the analysis part. 
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TABLE 1: EXPLANATORY FACTORS "ECONOMIES OF SCALE" 

Explanatory factor Groups Number Percent 
0-99 7 38,9 
100-199 7 38,9 

Total staff (2007) 

>200 4 22,2 
16-23% 6 33,3 
25-28% 6 33,3 

Administrative staff / 
total staff (2007) 

32-50% 6 33,3 
 
The second set of factors is related to key characteristics of decentralised 
agencies, which are (1) the agencies’ age or period of creation and (2) the 
agencies’ main function. For agency age, the assumption is that older agencies 
are more experienced and therefore have fewer problems complying with 
administrative regulations. With regards to agency function, we have no a priori 
expectation regarding differences between agencies having different function. In 
the analysis, this factor is used as a proxy for the specific needs of agencies and 
differences between agencies in terms of their "core business". This classification 
follows the European Commission’s distinction of agencies based on "the centre of 
gravity of agencies’ activities" COM(2008)135 final). These functions are the 
following: 
 
• agencies adopting individual decisions which are legally binding on third 

parties; 
• agencies providing direct assistance to the Commission and, where necessary, 

to the Member States, in the form of technical or scientific advice and/or 
inspection reports; 

• agencies in charge of operational activities; and 
• agencies responsible for gathering, analysing and forwarding objective, 

reliable and easy-to-understand information / networking. 
The number of agencies in each sub-category for "agency age" and "agency 
function" is listed in table 2 below. 



 
 
 
 

Policy Department D: Budgetary Affairs 
 

 
 

20 

 

TABLE 2: EXPLANATORY FACTORS "AGENCY CHARACTERISTICS" 

Explanatory factor Groups Number Percent 
1975 2 11,1 
1993-1995 7 38,9 

Period of creation 
("agency age") 

2002-2007 9 50,0 
binding decisions 3 16,7 
assistance to COM 4 22,2 
operational activities 3 16,7 

Agency function 

information gathering1 8 44,4 
 
The explanatory factors themselves have been analysed regarding their 
interrelations and interactions. These analysis show that in general, the more staff 
an agency has, the more administrative staff it employs, which follows our 
expectations. However, the analysis also shows that the higher the total staff 
numbers, the smaller the share of administrative staff related to its total staff. In 
other words, large organisations certainly have more administrative staff than 
small organisations, but the proportion of this staff compared to total staff is 
smaller than in small organisations (see table 3 below). Thus, small agencies have 
to devote more resources to administrative tasks than large agencies, whereas 
larger agencies benefit from scale effects. Also, we find that the more staff an 
agency has, the higher its total budget. This has two implications: Firstly, in the 
statistical analysis, we only use "total staff" as explanatory factor because there is 
an almost perfectly linear relationship between staff numbers and budget size. 
Thus, when referring to “agency size” in the remainder of the study, the analysis 
has been conducted with total staff numbers. Secondly, this shows that according 
to our data the major bulk of agency budgets are used for remunerating agency 
staff. 

TABLE 3: SHARE OF ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF BY TOTAL STAFF ("ECONOMIES OF SCALE") 

  0-99 100-199 >200 Total 
N 2 1 3 6 16-23% 

column % 28,6% 14,3% 75,0% 33,3% 
N 1 4 1 6 25-28% 

column % 14,3% 57,1% 25,0% 33,3% 
N 4 2 0 6 32-50% 

column % 57,1% 28,6% 0,0% 33,3% 
N 7 7 4 18 Total 

column % 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 

                                                 
1 For the purpose of statistical analysis, the only agency in the category „services to other 
agencies and institutions“, CdT, is analysed as part of the agencies having „operational activities” 
as their major function. 
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When it comes to agency functions, our analysis shows that information gathering 
agencies are usually small in staff and budget size, whereas operational agencies 
are only somewhat larger than information gathering agencies. With few 
exceptions, agencies taking binding decisions and assisting the European 
Commission are large in terms of staff and budget size (see table 4 below). 
 

TABLE 4: AGENCY FUNCTION BY TOTAL STAFF 

  0-99 100-199 >200 Total 
N 1 0 2 3 binding 

decisions column % 14,3% 0,0% 50,0% 16,7% 
N 1 1 2 4 assistance to 

Commission column % 14,3% 14,3% 50,0% 22,2% 
N 0 3 0 3 operational 

activities column % 0,0% 42,9% 0,0% 16,7% 
N 5 3 0 8 information 

gathering column % 71,4% 42,9% 0,0% 44,4% 
N 7 7 4 18 

Total 
column % 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 

  
2.1.2 Methodology: Survey to the agencies 

In a very early stage of the study, an email was sent to all heads of agencies on 5 
December 2008, asking the respondents for feedback regarding those formal 
requirements EU agencies perceive as most difficult and/ or time-consuming to 
comply with. This was a particularly important step in order to prepare the 
questions on administrative requirements in the agency survey (see below). The 
project team received substantial feed-back from the agencies, using this 
information to design the agency survey. Also, it provided us with useful 
information regarding the other dimensions of the project, namely administrative 
support costs and existing common support services. 
 
In the first half of December 2008, a comprehensive survey of EU agencies was 
developed by the project team (see appendix). This survey has three major parts, 
covering administrative support costs, existing common support services, and 
administrative requirements resulting from various regulations EU agencies have 
to comply with. For the preparation of the first part of the questionnaire on 
administrative support costs, the project team analysed numerous documents 
such as agencies' answers to questions by COCOBU and reports on the agencies 
by the European Court of Auditors in order to assess what information is available 
in existing documents, hence avoiding asking the agencies for this information 
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again. In order to develop the second part of the survey on existing common 
support services, an analysis of existing SLAs, other internal documents provided 
by the European Parliament, as well as public information was conducted. The 
third part of the questionnaire is based on a detailed analysis of administrative 
requirements resulting from EU-regulations in the fields of financial management, 
human resources management, as well as public procurement, using the SCM 
approach (see section 2.2.2). The selection of regulations was in particular based 
on the answers of the agencies to our first inquiry concerning their most time 
consuming formal requirements. In a final part, the respondents were given the 
opportunity to comment on other administrative requirements, as well as on 
common service delivery in more general terms. 
 
The survey was sent via email to the heads of 25 decentralised agencies on 18 
December 2008. In view of the tight schedule of the project, the respondents 
were asked to fill in the questionnaire by 16 January 2009. This deadline was later 
expanded. In total, the project team received 19 filled in questionnaires, which 
amounts to a feedback rate of 76%. Thereof, 18 questionnaires are incorporated 
in the statistical analysis, whereas one questionnaire that was received very late 
could only be considered in terms of open questions and additional comments. 
 

2.2 Analysing administrative expenditure and evaluating existing 
Common Support Services at EU level  

This analytical step firstly comprises the analysis of administrative expenditure of 
EU agencies, and secondly, the assessment of existing common support services 
at EU level.  
 
Analysing EU agencies' administrative expenditure is further differentiated in the 
analysis of administrative support costs and the measurement of administrative 
burden. Any organisation performs a variety of so-called administrative tasks 
necessary to run and maintain an organisation besides its material and operative 
functions, usually including building maintenance, running IT systems, human 
resource management among others. In modern states, some of these 
administrative tasks themselves are regulated by specific regulations such as 
internationally accepted accounting regulations for the private sector, 
procurement rules in the public sector, or labour legislation applying to both the 
private and public sector. Complying with those regulations is usually labelled as 
administrative burden resembling a specific variant of administrative expenditure. 
Administrative tasks of modern organisations typically comprise administrative 
supports tasks and administrative burden. Hence, administrative expenditure can 
either be caused by non-regulated administrative support tasks or by 
administrative burden.  
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For the sake of analytical differentiation and simplification of the study's approach, 
we distinguish in the following between administrative support costs and 
administrative burden. EU agencies' administrative burden are assumed to be 
caused mainly by the EU framework Financial Regulation (No 2343/2002), EU 
Staff Regulation (No 31 (EEC)), and EU Procurement Regulation (No 2004/18).2 
Administrative support tasks cover any other non-regulated, non-operative tasks 
performed by EU agencies, typically (according to the EU agencies' annual 
accounts) covering costs for facilities, premises and logistics, IT services, security 
and costs for library, archives and documentation.  

                                                 
2  In order to identify the most relevant regulations, an email was sent to all heads of agencies 

on 5 December 2008, asking the respondents to give feedback regarding those formal 
requirements EU agencies perceive as most difficult and/or time consuming to comply with. 
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FIGURE 1: ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT COST AND ADMINISTRATIVE BURDENS  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.2.1 Analysing administrative support costs of EU agencies 

First, EU decentralised agencies provide information about their financial 
performance, related to accrual accounting requirements. Those reports, however, 
differ in their detailedness and degree of precision. Most EU agencies deliver (inter 
alia) information on the following: 

• staff related expenses (also recruiting etc) 
• rent and related costs (buildings etc)  
• information and communication technologies (ICT) (incl. also 

telecommunications, postage and delivery charges) 
• administrative meetings  

 
Second, the guidelines on staff policy foresee that each of these agencies 
produces a (rolling) multi-annual "staff policy plan" (SPP), the standard contents 
of which was elaborated by the Commission together with agencies. Next to the 
description of types of existing and new posts in the establishment plan and 
allocation of tasks to those positions, SPPs also provide an analysis of type of 
tasks allocated to types of posts in the establishment plan (distinguishing core, 
supportive, permanent, temporary tasks, long- or short-term posts of officials, 
temporary or contract agents). Hence, SPPs also offer information on the amount 
of administrative tasks carried out by which posts.3 
 
Third, the ECA reports on the annual accounts of EU agencies as published in the 
Official Journal4 provide figures on how many staff members are responsible for 
operational and for administrative tasks. This information on the general 
                                                 
3  Since 2007, SPPs are attached to the documents of the budgetary procedure. 
4 
 With the exception of the Office of Harmonization for the Internal Market (OHIM) and the 

European Police College (CEPOL). 
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breakdown of personnel for both activities can be used as a preliminary indicator 
for the amount of personnel responsible for administrative tasks which are 
supposed to be delivered by a new model for shared services. 
 
Finally, more detailed information could be obtained by analysing the recent 
exercise of COCOBU to ask 21 EU decentralised agencies in a questionnaire inter 
alia on their final appropriations for distinct expenditures (for the financial year 
2006). Here, EU agencies give more detailed information on their appropriations 
for different items of administrative expenditures, although only for building 
expenditures and communication costs.  
 
2.2.2 Measuring and benchmarking administrative burden of EU 

agencies: Process-cost analysis 

For the evaluation of the administrative requirements that apply to agencies, we 
use the internationally recognised Standard Cost Model (SCM).5 The SCM 
methodology is a process-cost-oriented and activity-based measurement of 
administrative burden that apply to business, citizens and public administration. 
In the following, we will describe the basic principles of the SCM-methodology and 
afterwards illustrate the different phases of the measurement of administrative 
burden of EU agencies. 
 
The SCM methodology considers information and reporting obligations such as 
applications, forms, statistics, controls etc which are required by law, directive, 
internal orders, guidelines etc. The SCM assumes in principle that administrative 
requirements resulting from regulations likewise lead to associated data 
requirements and administrative activities. Such administrative activities 
represent certain costs for the administration (time x tariff). In addition to the 
costs of the activities, the associated frequency arising from the number of cases 
and the periodicity must be determined. The product of costs and the annual 
frequency amount to the annual costs for a single activity triggered by a 
regulation or equivalent requirements.  
The following figure clarifies the calculation model which will be modified for an 
evaluation of administrative requirements applying to EU agencies. 

                                                 
5  For a detailed description of the Standard Cost Model: see: SCM Network: International 

Standard Cost Model Manual www.administrative-burdens.com.  
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FIGURE 2: SCM-METHOD OF CALCULATING ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS  
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The evaluation of administrative requirements could be broken into four different 
phases (see figure 3). 
 
FIGURE 3: SCM- BASED ASSESSMENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS  
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Phase 1: Selection of relevant regulations and directives in priority fields 
The aim of the first phase was to define the areas for analysis, i.e. those 
regulations, internal rules, guidelines etc which cause relevant administrative 
requirements for EU agencies. In order to identify the most relevant regulations, 
an email was sent to all heads of agencies on 5 December 2008, asking the 
respondents to give feedback regarding those formal requirements EU agencies 
perceive as most difficult and/ or time consuming to comply with. This information 
was used to design the comprehensive survey. 
Based on this information, we have identified the regulations that cause the most 
relevant control and administrative requirements for EU agencies which are listed 
in the following: 
• Council Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 1605/2002 on the Financial Regulation 

applicable to the general budget of the European Communities 
• Commission Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 2343/2002 of 23 December 2002 on 

the framework Financial Regulation for the bodies referred to in Article 185 of 
Council Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 1605/2002 on the Financial Regulation 
applicable to the general budget of the European Communities 

• Staff Regulations of officials and the conditions of employment of other 
servants of the European Communities 

• Directive 2004/18/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 31 
March 2004 on the coordination of procedures for the award of public works 
contracts, public supply contracts and public service contracts 

 
Phase 2: Administrative requirements and administrative activities 
The identification of administrative requirements forms the basis of measuring the 
administrative burdens. Administrative requirements include all applications, 
forms and statistics as well as documentation obligations (disclosure, notification, 
reporting, publication, etc) required from EU agencies. The process of identifying 
administrative requirements was based on a thorough analysis of the content of 
each regulation.  
 
Phase 3: Time parameters and quantity 
To identify the time parameters that every agency has to spend on the respective 
administrative requirements, we prepared a written survey that has been sent to 
every EU agency. The survey contains the administrative requirements identified 
from the different regulations. The exercise of the agencies was to define the 
necessary time spent for every administrative requirement as exact as possible. 
In addition to the time parameters, the survey contains questions about the 
quantity of the administrative requirement (e.g. how many procurement 
procedures have been conducted) as well as questions about general 
organisational characteristics (e.g. own HR unit, how many staff members 
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concerned with internal audit functions etc.). After retrieving back the survey, we 
checked the time parameters on plausibility.  
 
Phase 4: Calculation of administrative burden 
Based upon the survey data, we calculate the time needed to fulfil the 
administrative requirement for the investigated areas in the EU agencies. For 
every requirement, the frequency was multiplied with the sum of the process 
minutes. Subsequently, these time values will be added up in order to determine 
the total amount of the time spent per administrative requirement.  
 
Based on the different administrative burden in the EU agencies, it is possible to 
benchmark the administrative workloads and thus to identify possible efficiency 
gains. Basically, benchmarking is based on the collection of key figures allowing 
the products or processes under comparison to be described. Benchmarking is 
intended to reveal differences between different entities as well as possibilities for 
improvement. The benchmarking step is carried out separately for (1) 
administrative burdens and for (2) internal support services.  
 
(1) The key figures here are the different administrative burden of the agencies 
for fulfilling one administrative requirement or for a complete area of activities; 
the reference point is the "fastest" agency (as related to the four differentiated 
explanatory factors, cf. chapter 2.1). This perspective that takes into account 
particular agencies’ features (size, share of administrative staff, age and function 
of agencies) and thus allows for a differentiated insight in possible economies of 
scale. It was not possible to check the quality of the tasks performed with the 
resources presented for each agency.  
 
(2) The total costs that every EU agency spends on the defined internal support 
services is to be identified. These expenses must be set in proportion to the 
number of employees of the corresponding agency to get the total spending in 
support service per employee of every EU agency. These numbers can be 
benchmarked to identify possible efficiency gains. The reference point will be the 
"cheapest" agency.  
 
2.2.3  Evaluating existing Common Support Services at EU level 

The study assesses the status quo of existing Common Support Services at EU 
level, particularly in those fields, which have been identified as most relevant for 
EU agencies, including EPSO and PMO. Here, it analyses the existence and 
characteristics of existing Service Level Agreements (SLAs) and their applicability 
to EU agencies. According to a preliminary mapping of existing centralised CSS by 
the Secretariat-General, the Commission already assists EU agencies with regard 
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to several tasks.6 These existing services have recently been discussed as 
potential providers of additional services. As one EU agency (EEA) recommended 
in the recent COCOBU questionnaire: 

In relation to the Staff Regulation more could be delegated or contracted to 
EPSO on recruitment, PMO on salaries and pensions which still require significant 
amounts of in-house staff and paper resources.7 

However, the existing and publicly available information on experience is rare and 
thus this study aims to preliminary evaluate selected common support structures 
and their management tools (SLAs) in order to scrutinise the feasibility for EU 
agencies sharing services. Thus, several questions on existing SSCs were included 
in the questionnaire to the agencies. 

 

2.3 Designing scenarios for shared service centres for EU agencies 

In accordance with the second major objective of the study, the project team 
conceptualised different models of how shared services can be organised based on 
experiences with shared service delivery in the private sector and the public 
sector of EU Member States. In general, these experiences suggest three basic, 
ideal-type models of shared service delivery, involving different degrees of 
centralisation and variation from the status quo (see figure 4): 
 
1) In a "joint model" of service delivery, in which EU agencies receive services 

from the European Commission's departments, such as EPSO or PMO. 
2) A "centralised model" that consists of a single shared service centre providing 

various administrative services for EU agencies, possibly with liaison offices at 
EU agencies' locations. This model is often also called "Multi-Function Shared 
Service Centre". 

3) A "decentralised model" comprising several shared service units, each 
specialised in a distinct administrative task, which they provide for EU 
agencies. Each of these SSCs would be located within one of the EU agencies 
(e.g. HR SSC located within EU agency A and IT SSC within EU agency B). 

 
 
 

                                                 
6  Answers to CONT by Ms. Day, Secretary General, Secretariat-General of the European 

Commission, 2007 Discharge to the Commission, Meeting of the Committee on Budgetary 
Control - 1-2 December 2008 – Brussels. 

7  EU CONT Questionnaire "2006 Discharge – Agencies", reply by EEA, 25 January 2008, answer 
to question 55. 
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FIGURE 4: MODELS FOR SHARED SERVICES FOR EU-AGENCIES 

 
These models are by no means mutually exclusive, and combinations are possible 
(e.g. using existing CSS for service A, a central SSC unit for services B and C, and 
decentralised SSC units for services D and E). However, establishing SSCs in the 
public sector meets specific conditions for implementation that are to be taken 
into account when assessing those models for organising common support 
services for EU agencies:  
 
Firstly, public sector organisations are to a remarkable degree featured by silo-
orientation, i.e. focusing on their own organisation within one specific policy 
sector. Public organisations operating in different domains are not used to 
cooperate with one another to a large extent; they are rather oriented towards 
their own leadership and policy sector. The establishment of shared services that 
are set up in order to serve more than one public sector organisation will 
challenge that silo-orientation and might activate resistance by the employees. 
Secondly, it is among the preconditions for successfully implementing shared 
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services that the SSC takes a market and customer-oriented view towards the 
service-taking organisational units in public administration. Due to the specific 
incentive structure of many public service systems (rule-orientation) and to the 
normative characteristics that continues to affect every-day-life in many public 
sector organisations, introducing shared service centres in the public sector as 
customer-oriented organisations might require specific attention. In addition, 
higher specialisation and decentralisation in public organisations has to take into 
account that strategically and politically relevant functions have to remain under 
sufficient control, which adds to the crucial factors for successful implementation 
(SLAs, governance mechanisms, long implementation phase, customer 
orientation). Finally, the location of a SSC is a more precarious issue in the public 
sector. Shifting shared service centres to low-cost countries as the corporate 
sector does is not an option for nationally bounded public sector organisations. 
Public sector organisations are usually either located close to the political 
leadership, more often than not in the respective capital, or their location is 
particularly chosen for political reasons – e.g. in order to create jobs in special 
regions. 
 
Based upon these considerations, we distinguish three dimensions, (1) 
performance, (2) organisation and (3) legitimacy, to which distinct criteria of 
particular relevance for establishing shared services in the public sector can be 
allotted. Empirically, these dimensions are highly interdependent as e.g. the 
specific organisational requirements of the chosen shared service model highly 
affect the expected performance benefits. For the sake of simplification, those 
dimensions and criteria are in the following elaborated upon in more detail 
considering the possible effects for each criterion in each of the aforementioned 
models (in relation to the status quo). 
 
(1) Performance  
The dimension of performance refers to the financial and service quality 
implications of introducing models for shared services:  
 
Economy: This criterion refers to the initial transaction costs of establishing 
shared service models. It involves an assessment of the financial benefits (and 
losses) which can be expected from establishing shared service delivery units 
focussing on the financial implications of running a new structure, and the costs 
and/or savings that can be expected within the agencies as potential service 
users. In the Joint SSC-model the financial losses are expected to be lowest 
because no new structure has to be established, but EU agencies would use more 
extensively Common Support Services which already exist. In contrast, in the 
decentralised model, several new structures have to be established in different 
places, so additional costs are assumed to be high. In-between is the centralised 
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model for which one new structure for shared services has to be established. The 
financial benefits are expected to be the highest in the joint as well as in the 
centralised model through the realisation of efficiency gains. 
 
Efficiency, effectiveness and quality of services: A second set of criteria 
evaluates the expected effects on the relation between costs and task 
performance (efficiency) and the conditions for achieving satisfactory service 
delivery (effectiveness) or even improving the quality of the services in 
comparison to the status quo (quality of services).  
The efficiency criteria can be distinguished as process efficiency and cost 
efficiency (see figure 5): 
 
FIGURE 5: PROCESS AND COST EFFICIENCY  

process optimisation 

automatisation Process 
efficiency 

standardisation 
Process 

efficiency 
process optimisation 

better use of infrastructure 

economies of scale through division of labour 

 

Cost efficiency 

better use of human resources through specialisation 

 
From a narrow point of view, the Joint SSC model would be best suited to meet 
the different criteria for process and cost efficiency because the existing SSCs not 
only provide services for the EU agencies but also for other European bodies. 
Through the centralisation of several tasks, the Joint SSC model could further 
realise efficiency gains through automatisation, standardisation, specialisation and 
division of labour. But it should be noted that the EU agencies would be only one 
among several clients of a Joint SSC. Hence, it could be assumed that the Joint 
SSC model would not have the ability to meet the special demands of the 
agencies which would reduce the expected efficiency gains in return. 
However, one may conclude similar efficiency effects for the centralised and the 
decentralised model but without the negative effects of the Joint SSC model. The 
centralised model differs insofar as it allows the full cost savings potential to be 
realised especially through economies of scale, the common usage of 
infrastructure, technical platforms and support services. A shared leadership team 
and shared facilities in the centralised model further reduce costs. Hence, it is 
reasonable to assume the most radical changes to the current situation in terms 
of efficiency from the centralised model, followed by the decentralised model and 
the Joint SSC model.  
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For effectiveness, similar changes are very likely: Compared to the status quo, 
the Joint SSC model is expected to result only in marginal changes because the 
costs for providing the service are similar compared to the costs at present and 
the goal achievement can be expected similar to the current service delivery. It 
cannot be assumed that the effectiveness in comparison to the status quo would 
increase significantly if more or new services were transferred to existing 
structures (agencies not major customers).  
For the other two models, though, the centralised model may change the status 
quo more than the decentralised model: Whereas the latter is already tried and 
tested at EU level with the existing EU agency providing translation services 
(CdT), a new EU agency offering shared services centrally (centralised model) 
may change the goal achievement more radically. 
 
For the quality of services, it is basically assumed that an increasing 
specialisation decreases the error ratio of rendered services due to a larger 
number of transactions or cases and thus improves the quality of services. 
Besides, service level agreements may improve service quality by acting as an 
additional quality management tool. The Joint SSC model is likely to change the 
quality of services not very much compared to the status quo as the current 
degree of specialisation is very likely to retain and only minor changes may occur. 
The other two models which are not based on existing shared services, however, 
are likely to change the current service quality more fundamentally. A new agency 
providing shared services centrally (centralised model) is very likely to increase 
the quality of services by standardising and centralising the respective processes 
and work flows. In contrast, if several agencies are responsible to provide distinct 
services (decentralised model), they may also increase the quality of the 
respective service by standardisation and centralisation. 
 
(2) Organisation  
This dimension points to the organisational requirements caused by the specific 
relationship between the EU agencies and the common service provider in each of 
the models as well as to the organisational effects within the EU agencies 
regarding the performance of their operative tasks.  
 
Coordination: Each organisational model of shared service delivery involves 
characteristic coordination requirements, which result from the externalisation of 
service delivery of formerly internally provided services. If transaction costs 
created by coordination requirements were superior to the potential financial and 
quality gains of shared service delivery, the overall result would be negative 
compared to the status quo. Within the Joint SSC-model, coordination 
requirements (even when extending the range of tasks organised as Common 
Support Services provided by the EU Commission) will not change to a significant 
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degree. Using the Commission's Common Support Service is an already 
established organisational procedure in the EU agencies and thus, an extension of 
common supports services would not require all new coordination efforts and 
mechanisms, consequently no remarkable change is to be expected. In contrast in 
both the centralised and the decentralised model, coordination requirements can 
be assumed to increase rather equally as increased contacts between each agency 
and the specific service provider would be necessary. In both cases, introducing 
standardised coordination procedures might be able to absorb the increased 
coordination requirements. However, in the centralised model with liaison offices 
at the EU agencies, the level of coordination requirements is supposedly 
somewhat lower.  
 
Autonomy of agencies and task performance: This part of the evaluation of 
different organisational models is highly important, as shared service delivery 
should not impinge negatively on the legal autonomy of EU agencies, and neither 
have negative effects on how the agencies perform their core tasks. In an optimal 
scenario, any change from internal to external service delivery should have 
positive effects on the agencies' performance in terms of their core tasks. 
However, according to the general "agency model" at EU level, one may not 
expect any direct interaction between a SSC and the "customers" or "regulatees" 
of EU agencies which, in turn, may affect their legal autonomy or their core tasks. 
Nevertheless, inadequate service quality may impinge negatively on the agencies' 
core tasks, for instance in the case of poor translations. With regards to the three 
ideal-type models of shared service delivery, we hence do not expect much 
change regarding the agencies' autonomy and the performance of their core 
tasks. 
 
(3) Legitimacy 
The dimension of legitimacy refers to the expected change in the relationships of 
the EU agencies towards their external stakeholders that might specifically be 
affected by the introduction of the models of shared service delivery.  
 
Accountability towards stakeholders: How service delivery is organised will 
most likely also affect the EU agencies' stakeholders such as the EP, the 
Commission, the Member States, ECA, or the agencies' clients. A key lesson from 
research on administrative reforms is that they are not neutral but may change 
the position and interests of different stakeholders. For the Joint SSC model, 
accountability relations with the different stakeholders are not expected to change 
significantly. The general experience with the Common Support Services provided 
by the European Commission supports the well accepted relations between EU 
agencies, the EP, the Commission, and the ECA. However, an increasing use of 
the existing common support services may change the accountability of EU 
agencies vis-à-vis the Commission as it may coincide with increasing interactions 
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between both actors. The centralised model which proposes setting up a new 
agency for shared services is arguably not changing the stakeholders' position and 
the existing accountability relations. In fact, the EU agency providing translation 
services (CdT) may be characterised as a centralised agency offering translation 
services as a shared service. Hence, it is reasonable to assume that the different 
stakeholders "repeat" their experiences with existing EU agencies and consider 
the new EU agency for shared services as one EU agency among others. In 
contrast, the decentralised model which recommends attaching different tasks for 
shared services to different existing EU agencies is arguably the model which 
changes the current accountability relations most radically. On the one hand, it 
changes the mandate of those EU agencies providing the shared service which, in 
turn, affects accountability lines with the different stakeholders. On the other 
hand, the current "EU agency model" does not foresee EU agencies with cross-
cutting responsibilities (even if they are "only" administrative). Hence, a 
decentralised model which results in two different types of EU agencies (one 
group of EU agencies responsible for performing tasks according to their mandate, 
the other group offering an additional service for all other EU agencies) may 
challenge the accountability lines to the EP and its committees as well as the 
Commission, the ECA, and the member states. 
 
In sum, all three models can be assessed not only for a performance criterion, but 
also for their effects on organisation and legitimacy. The considerations on 
possible effects and changes along these three criteria result, however, from pure 
deductive analysis and do not include any empirical information.  
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Chapter 3: 
Feasibility of shared services  

3.1 Existing Common Support Services at EU level  

The major objectives of this study are the assessment of administrative 
requirements and burden and – if considered appropriate – the development of 
recommendations on the scope and organisation of common support services. 
However, this also requires the evaluation of existing shared service providers at 
EU level as an important analytical step to be taken. According to the 
specifications regarding the evaluation criteria of the study, it should include "a 
description of the existing support delivered centrally, as well as an analysis of its 
cost, possible advantages, shortcomings and drawbacks." Also, the document 
points to possible problems regarding the capacity of existing centralised service 
provision.  
 
The study assesses the status quo of existing Common Support Services at EU 
level, particularly those services which have been identified as most relevant for 
EU agencies. Among others, this part of the analysis includes the types and 
quantity of the services delivered, the use of Service Level Agreements (SLAs) 
between the service provider and the decentralised agencies. According to a 
preliminary mapping of existing centralised CSS by the Secretariat-General, the 
Commission already assists EU agencies with regard to several tasks.8 A more 
extensive mapping by the Secretariat-General is currently under way. 
 
The existing service providers have recently been suggested as potential providers 
of additional services. As one decentralised agency (EEA) recommended in the 
COCOBU questionnaire for the 2006 budget year discharge procedure: "In relation 
to the Staff Regulation more could be delegated or contracted to EPSO on 
recruitment, PMO on salaries and pensions which still require significant amounts 
of in-house staff and paper resources."9 However, the existing and publicly 
available information on experience is rare. Thus, this study provides an overview 
of the most relevant common support structures and their management tools. 
From this analysis, we develop recommendations for the future development of 
existing services and draw lessons for potential services that could be organised 
as common support for decentralised agencies.  
 
In terms of methodology, three major sources of information have been used: 
Firstly, our questionnaire to the agencies contained several questions on existing 
                                                 
8  Answers to CONT by Ms. Day, Secretary General, Secretariat-General of the European 

Commission, 2007 Discharge to the Commission, Meeting of the Committee on Budgetary 
Control - 1-2 December 2008 – Brussels. 

9  Parliament CONT Questionnaire "2006 Discharge – Agencies", reply by EEA, 25 January 2008, 
answer to question 55. 
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support services, such as what services are used, whether a SLA has been 
concluded with the service provider, how often the services are used, the total 
expenses for each service, and an assessment of the quality of the services. Also, 
the questionnaire contained several open questions which were quite extensively 
answered by the agencies, and the project team also received some additional 
information from the agencies via email contact and phone calls. The figures are 
always presented out of the total number of responding agencies (18), whereas 
the following numbers and percentages are related to those decentralised 
agencies using the service(es) in question. Secondly, several documents such as 
minutes of agency officials’ meetings and service level agreements have been 
analysed. Finally, we have conducted several expert interviews in Brussels with 
the most important service providers and with representatives of key Commission 
Directorates-General. In sum, the assessment of existing services will give a 
balanced picture of current practice, taking into account different stakeholder’s 
views and positions. 
 
3.1.1 Types of existing common support services 

In this study, we distinguish between three basic types of shared service delivery 
(see also the section on developing scenarios for shared service centres above): 
 

• service delivery by the Directorates-General of the Commission or its 
general or internal services ("Commission model"); 

 
• service delivery by a provider/agency which is not part of the Commission 

DGs or the Commission's services ("centralised agency model"); 
 

• service delivery to several/all agencies by a decentralised agency that 
does not have administrative service provision as its core task 
("decentralised agency model"). 

 
An analysis of existing shared service providers at EU level shows that examples 
for all three models can be found in practice. However, most existing shared 
services follow the model of service delivery by the European Commission DGs 
(e.g. DG ADMIN) or one of its internal services, such as the European Personnel 
Selection Office (EPSO). In total, we identified eleven service providers for 
decentralised EU agencies within the EU Commission (see Table 4 below). At 
present, the Translation Centre for the Bodies of the European Union (CdT) is the 
only centralised service provider to decentralised agencies. Finally, there are some 
examples for decentralised shared service delivery via horizontal cooperation 
among EU agencies themselves, such as opening internal training courses to other 
agencies. The analysis of the existing service providers is selective, focusing on 
those services related to vital administrative functions and/or which have been in 
the spotlight of agencies’ criticism, while other services are covered in a less 
comprehensive way. 
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In addition to this distinction between three basic types of how service delivery is 
organised, the nature of the services provided is also taken into account in the 
analysis. Although most examples of joint service delivery involve the processing 
of tasks (e.g. calculating salaries of individual staff, translating documents), the 
provision of guidance and advice is also included in the analysis, although the 
focus is on the former type of service provision. 
 

TABLE 4: OVERVIEW OF EXISTING SERVICE PROVIDERS AND THEIR MAJOR SERVICES 

Commission model 

Paymaster Office (PMO) • calculation of salaries 

• medical costs reimbursements 
within the framework of sickness 
insurance and occupational disease 
insurance 

• calculation and payment of 
pensions 

• calculation and payment of various 
allowances 

• preparation of validation for various 
expenses (e.g. mission expenses) 

• call for tenders for various 
insurances 

• various advice services (e.g. 
helpdesk, information sessions with 
PMO staff within the agencies) 

European Personnel Selection 
Office (EPSO) 

• staff selection (officials, temporary 
agents, contract agents), also ad-
hoc 

• access to laureate and candidate 
lists (electronic data bases) 

• test administration 

• third language testing 

• validation of diplomas 

• advice on staff selection procedures 

• use of EPSO framework contracts 

Office for Official Publications of the 
European Communities 
(Publications Office, OPOCE) 

• printing and layout services 

• dissemination of publications 

Directorate-General for Personnel 
and Administration (DG ADMIN) 

• training courses 
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Directorate-General for Budget 
(DG BUDGET) 

• advice and coordination of the 
implementation of the new 
accounting system ABAC 

• helpdesk (IT, Financial Regulations) 

• advice in establishing internal 
audits 

Directorate General for 
Interpretation (DG 
INTERPRETATION) 

• interpretation services 

European Administrative School 
(EAS) 
 

• training courses/staff development 

Internal Audit Service (IAS) 
 

• advice on setting up internal audit 
functions 

• internal auditing 

Office for Infrastructure and 
Logistics (OIB)  
 

• advice on facilities and logistics 

European Commission Medical 
Service 

• pre-employment medical exams 

• yearly medical exams 

Centralised agency model 

Translation Centre for the Bodies 
of the European Union (CdT)  
 

• translation services 

Decentralised agency model 

European Medicines Agency 
(EMEA) 

• some internal trainings open to 
staff of other agencies 
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3.1.2 Service delivery by the Directorates-General of the Commission or 
its general or internal services ("Commission model") 

 
Paymaster Office (PMO) 
PMO provides various services to decentralised agencies. The relations between 
the agencies and PMO are laid down in a SLA between PMO and individual 
agencies. In the SLAs which PMO has concluded with agencies, a differentiation is 
made between "basic services" and "optional services". "Basic services" are the 
calculation of agency staff salaries, medical costs reimbursements within the 
framework of sickness/accident/occupational disease insurance, as well as the 
calculation and payment of pensions. The "optional services" include the 
determination calculation and payment of various allowances according to Annex 
VII of the Staff Regulations (Family Allowances, Expatriation Allowance, 
Reimbursement of expenses such as Installation Allowance and Mission 
expenses), the preparation of the validation of mission expenses and of expenses 
for inviting experts and successful candidates, the validation of expenses for 
seconded national experts, and organizing calls for tender for various insurances. 
The charges for the services are laid down in the SLAs and differ across the 
services. Whereas most charges are calculated on an annual basis per member of 
staff (including all obligatory services), the validation of mission expenses and 
expenses for invited experts are calculated on a case-by-case basis (per service 
provided). In addition to those services provided against payment, other services 
are delivered without charging the agencies, including access to the PMO 
helpdesk, agency participation in tender procedures launched by PMO, annual 
visits of PMO staff for information sessions, direct access to contact persons, and 
access of agencies’ desk officers to a guide for agencies. 
 
There have been several complaints by various agencies regarding the quality of 
the services provided, which has been a recurrent issue at the meetings of the 
agencies' heads of administration during the past two years. In general, the 
agency representatives complain about poor services by PMO and poor reactions 
to complaints by agencies. Among others, problems related to the obligatory 
services such as the calculation of salaries, tax deductions, the validation of bank 
accounts, but also related to optional services such as mission cost calculation are 
being reported. In this context, agency representatives mention that they 
consider contracting out services to private providers, as they could not identify 
any legal obligation for using PMO’s services. In their view, the prices paid are not 
appropriate for the services provided, and they propose the introduction of 
"penalty fees" for miscalculation. Another issue that was raised by the agency 
representatives is the alleged high turnover of staff dealing with agencies in PMO 
which seems to negatively affect the service quality. 
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At times, there seem to be differences as to the processes for transferring staff 
information between the agencies and PMO. More precisely, three agencies are 
given the opportunity to introduce staff data directly using the software 
application that is used for calculating salaries. However, this situation results 
from the fact that these three agencies have been involved in the creation of the 
software and hence had direct access from the very beginning onwards. When 
PMO concluded SLAs with all agencies, this situation was not changed, given the 
positive experiences.  
 
All agencies that have responded to our survey (i.e. 18) have concluded a SLA 
with PMO. In 2007, the average cost for services provided by PMO as reported by 
the agencies is EUR 86.581, ranging between EUR 16.059 and EUR 308.941. 
Here, the data show that the total amount paid to PMO indeed rises with the 
agencies’ staff numbers. Most of the agencies receive services on a monthly basis 
(13), and some report more frequent service delivery (3). The majority of the 
agencies is fairly satisfied with PMO‘s services (11), yet some agencies are not 
very satisfied (4), and few are very satisfied (2). Here, the survey data show that 
all of the small agencies are either very or fairly satisfied with the services 
provided by PMO, whereas the picture is more mixed for middle-sized and large 
agencies. When it comes to the age of the agencies, there are no differences 
regarding the level of satisfaction with the services between the three groups, and 
we find "not very satisfied" agencies in all three groups. 
 
In their responses to the open questions of our inquiry, several agencies mention 
inappropriate reactions of PMO to complaints, and problems with the timeliness of 
the services and "delays of responses". Among others, one agency has 
encountered the following problems: 
 

wrong coefficients applied to money transfers; recuperation of money not in 
accordance with agreed schedule; wrong amounts of education allowances; 
allowances and other payments changed without instruction by [agency 
name] and for no apparent reason (…); enrolment of new staff: in some 
cases inclusion of new staff in the payroll had to be requested repeatedly (in 
one case 3 times); wrong deduction of pension contributions in connection 
with part-time work 

 
Also, this agency mentions inaccurate data entry standards requiring corrective 
action. In this context, one agency reports that it verifies all calculations made by 
PMO regarding remuneration payments. Another issue that is raised by some 
respondents is the agencies' obligation to have several services such as the 
calculations of salaries performed by PMO as binding services. Also, several 
agencies make critical remarks about an alleged lack of "service culture" in PMO, 
such as one agency which emphasises that "the service is often disappointing and 
there is no understanding within PMO that they offer a service for which agencies 
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pay a great deal of money." Another agency reports that "PMO does not 
understand that they offer a service that Agencies pay for and that high quality 
for salaries is critical. PMO’s data entry standards are frequently inaccurate and 
require corrective action by the Agency." The following reply also illustrates this 
point: 

 
there is a problem with the quality of the service provided to agencies by the 
PMO. The error level raises concerns – the problem is more acute for some 
agencies than others. [agency name] has found the PMO staff to be courteous 
and helpful. We have only recently availed of the full service from the PMO 
and have experienced problems at a number of levels e.g. instructions sent to 
the PMO were not fully acted upon, causing significant dissatisfaction among 
staff. The PMO apologised but this oversight was due to carelessness on their 
part; where instructions submitted by [agency name] were incomplete or 
ambiguous the PMO did not revert to us for clarification but instead proceeded 
to input the data as instructed. A service provider such as the PMO would have 
sufficient knowledge of the staff regulations to be able to identify anomalies 
and to act in cooperation with the client agency to ensure accuracy of the 
payroll. Why else is there a charge of approx. €500 per annum for each staff 
member processed by them? 

 
Other agencies have a very different opinion on PMO's service quality and 
consider increasing the scope of services provided by PMO. This is also reflected in 
a number of answers by the agencies to our questionnaire, where some agencies 
report a rather high level of satisfaction. Some answers also give more 
differentiated assessments of the services provided by PMO. One agency makes a 
relatively negative evaluation of PMO's calculation of salaries, but gives a positive 
feedback about the inclusion of the agencies in tenders for various types of 
insurances: "PMO is consistent in including agencies in its tenders for various 
types of insurance and this service is very appreciated. This service works well 
and offers good value for the premium and cover and reduces the tender burden." 
Another agency mentions timeliness problems, but points to improvements from 
PMO’s side. 
 
At the meetings of the agencies’ heads of administration, PMO representatives 
replied that they were permanently working on solutions to the reported problems 
in a short-term perspective. Among others, the difficulties reported by PMO 
include the small proportion of staff dealing with agencies in comparison to those 
dealing with other institutions. In May 2008, PMO reported that the number of 
staff dealing with agencies’ records would increase by 30% via recruitment and 
training, and that two staff members will handle cooperation and contacts 
between agencies and PMO. Another explanation by PMO for the reported quality 
problems are delayed transmissions of data by the agencies, and miscalculations 
linked to structural problems with the software application used by PMO. Another 
issue raised in one of our expert interviews are deficits among agency HR desk 
officers which at times "hardly know the Staff Regulation rules they are working 
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with", especially in the fields that are being dealt with by PMO. This problem 
seems to be most virulent in small agencies where desk officers have to deal with 
comparatively large numbers of matters. In contrast, it is apparently less 
pronounced in agencies with HR staff coming from the Commission. 
 
In sum, it seems that some of the criticisms directed to PMO are justified, and this 
is also acknowledged by our interview partners, but some of the criticism directed 
at PMO seems to target the complexity of the Staff Regulations rather than the 
services provided by and the performance of PMO ("scapegoat"). As a result of 
recurrent complaints, which also were discussed at the meeting of the heads of 
agencies in May 2008, a small working group comprising five heads of human 
resources from the agencies, DG ADMIN and PMO has been established in summer 
2008, with to our knowledge no final results up to date. According to our interview 
partners and some of the agency’s answers, the cooperation between PMO and 
the working group are very fruitful and supportive for service improvements. 
 
The European Personnel Selection Office (EPSO) 
 
EPSO organises open competitions for officials, selections of temporary agents 
and contract agents with the overall aim to select highly qualified staff for 
recruitment to all EU institutions. According to an internal memorandum to the 
Commission from DG ADMIN related to the adoption of the Guidelines on Staff 
Policy in the European Regulatory Agencies, EPSO could not fully ensure the role it 
was accorded as result of the revised Staff Regulations and the Conditions of 
Employment, with regards to transparency of recruitment processes for temporary 
and contract agents, the application of the same criteria for these staff categories 
as for officials, and the provision of assistance to agencies asking for it. With the 
implementation of the Guidelines on Staff Policy in the European Regulatory 
Agencies, a greater involvement of EPSO was expected to ensure consistency as 
to selection procedures.10 This also involved an increase in EPSO's financial 
resources to ensure its stronger engagement in recruitment for decentralised 
agencies, and the conclusion of the SLA with the agencies. EPSO has signed a SLA 
with most of the decentralised agencies which entered into force in May 2007, 
thereby operationalising key provisions regarding recruitment procedures in the 
Staff Regulations and the Conditions of Employment, as well as the Guidelines on 
Staff Policy in the European Regulatory Agencies. 
 
The SLA gives the agencies access to the services provided by EPSO, thereby 
assisting the agencies regarding the criteria of transparency and standardisation 
of their staff selection procedures (for both officials, temporary agents and 
contract agents). Among others, the scope of the SLA includes the publication of 

                                                 
10 C(2005)5304 as of 16/12/2005. 
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the agencies' vacancy notices on EPSO's website, giving the agencies access to 
reserve lists of open competitions and selection procedures as well as the 
database for contract agents (CARL). In exceptional circumstances, EPSO may 
organise selection procedures on behalf of a decentralised agency. Also, EPSO 
may assist agencies (by providing facilities, by providing tests) in the selection 
procedures carried out by the agencies. In addition to providing services to 
agencies with regards to staff recruitment, EPSO may also give advice to the 
agencies in matters related to staff recruitment (technical assistance, IT support). 
Furthermore, EPSO has at times organised trainings for agency staff. The 
payments for the services have been agreed upon as being results-oriented with 
regards to the recruitment of individual staff (payment per successfully recruited 
staff member). Payments for other services shall be made on a case-by-case basis 
(e.g. selection procedures carried out by EPSO on behalf of agencies), whereas 
advisory services are free of charge for agencies. With regards to inter-
organisational coordination, each agency as well as EPSO have agreed upon to 
name contact persons within the respective organisations. 
 
According to our survey data, thirteen agencies (out of 18) are using services 
provided by EPSO, including access to the contract agent database, third language 
testing, and publication of vacancies on the EPSO website. Thereof, twelve 
agencies have concluded a SLA with EPSO. Taking into consideration the variety of 
services offered by EPSO, it is quite difficult to make a reliable assessment of the 
quantity of the services used by the agencies. The numbers of recruited staff via 
EPSO per year reported by the agencies are one/ two/ five/ less than ten and 25. 
Also, we received only few responses on actual costs (three out of four below EUR 
8.000 per year), indicating a rather low scope of the use of charged services by 
EPSO (e.g. payments regarding candidates from the CAST list are due only in case 
of successful recruitment). In terms of the agencies’ satisfaction with EPSO 
services, most respondents answering this question are either very (2) or fairly 
satisfied (4), whereas some agencies are not very (3) or not at all (1) satisfied. 
 
As to variations across agencies regarding the use of EPSO services, the data 
show that all large agencies use EPSO services, as well as all agencies created in 
the 1970s and most agencies created in the 1990s. Also, all agencies taking 
binding decisions use EPSO services, whereas the picture is more mixed for 
agencies with other functions. 
 
From the agencies’ point of view, the services provided by EPSO have several 
shortcomings. Among others, at the occasion of a meeting of the agencies' heads 
of administration, one agency reported problems related to the selection 
procedures for the recruitment of temporary agents. Another agency that 
responded to our survey evaluates the inclusion of agencies in the competition for 
contract agents and the agency’s direct access to the contract agent reserve list 
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positively, but reports several practical problems related to the selection 
procedure such as non-updated and not properly completed CVs in the database 
("they have not been updated by candidates since the initial submission of their 
application in 2006") and weaknesses of candidate search ("inputting a criterion of 
minimum work experience of 4 years may yield candidates who have less 
experience or no relevant experience") which "make the pre-selection of 
candidates in the reserve list matching [agency name] requirements unnecessarily 
time consuming and inefficient." Also, according to this agency, most candidates 
are interested in working for bigger institutions, leading to low interest of 
candidates from the CAST-list. In comparison, publications of vacant posts by the 
agency itself seem to attract more candidates that fulfil the agency's 
requirements: 
 

When [agency name] publishes its own positions, candidates can be asked to 
present the information in a user-friendly way and tailor their application to 
the position advertised. And, they know that they are applying to work in 
[agency location]. 

 
The same agency reports that it is required by the Commission to establish 
selection boards, binding at least three staff members in the pre-selection of 
candidates, although the candidates are pre-selected from the existing EPSO 
reserve list: 
 

This means that the expected efficiency gain (no need for publication of 
vacancy notice and processing of applications) is offset by the need to involve 
at least 3 staff members in the pre-selection of candidates where we cannot 
be sure that they meet the requirements (as the CV can be misleading, out-
of-date or incomplete) and that they would be willing to work in [agency 
location]. On balance, the time investment compared to the probability of a 
successful outcome may therefore be disproportionate, especially as [agency 
name] is moving to on-line selection in 2009. 

 
In a similar vein, we received feedback from another agency mentioning that 
EPSO's database often contained out-of-date candidates, and that many potential 
candidates were not interested in working outside Brussels, which is identified as 
the main reason for the low success rate of agency recruitment via EPSO. Yet 
another agency reports a generally high quality of the services with regards to the 
processing of CVs and test administration. However, it now runs its own selection 
procedures for both temporary agents and contract agents as EPSO could not 
provide suitable candidates within the time frame required by the agency: 
 

The service is of good quality in terms of processing CVs and test 
administration but the time frame is very slow and does not take account of 
the needs of the Agency in having to recruit staff in a given time frame. None 
of the candidates on the reserve list for a contract agent contract were 
suitable at all. The [agency name] now runs its own competitions for contract 
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agents. EPSO is not used for Temporary Agent competitions as they could not 
respond quickly enough to meet the Agency’s time frame. 

 
Yet another agency also points to deficits regarding the time frame of the services 
provided by EPSO: 
  

While the services on offer from EPSO appear to be valuable, in practice 
there are difficulties. The CAST system has a large number of candidates in 
its database but has proven to be virtually useless in sourcing available staff. 
EPSO can organise competitions for agencies but our experience has been 
that their ability to respond to needs is very slow and their procedures are 
bureaucratic. It is important for an agency to be able to respond to emerging 
recruitment needs relatively quickly. EPSO has not adapted its practices to 
reflect this need on the part of agencies. 

 
The "fit" of the services provided by EPSO with the staff required by agencies are 
a topic that is also raised by another agency: 
  

EPSO tries to be helpful but cannot run competitions in line with the timing of 
the Agency’s actual needs; the specific technical needs of an agency are 
difficult for it to accommodate. 

 
Yet another agency is "not at all satisfied", reporting that its "repeated efforts to 
avail of EPSO services, either through recruitment of contract agents from CAST 
or organisation of competitions (…) were unproductive and their procedures are 
inefficient and bureaucratic. 
 
Publications Office 
 
According to our survey, 15 (out of 18) agencies receive services from the 
Publications Office, 13 thereof have their publications published and disseminated 
via the Publications Office. In total, seven agencies have concluded a SLA (thereof 
six for which the office serves as publisher) for publishing documents. The annual 
costs in 2007 range between EUR 8.000 and EUR 334.733, on average agencies 
paid EUR 105.173 to the Publications Office. Most of the agencies are fairly 
satisfied with the publication services (9), and several agencies are very satisfied 
(4). Measured by total costs, the services are used by smaller agencies to a larger 
extent than by large ones. Also, those agencies having the function of information 
gathering are using the services most extensively (but these are also 
predominantly small agencies). 
 
We have received only few answers to open questions on the services provided by 
the Publications Office, which is an indicator for the high level of satisfaction (see 
survey results above). One agency indicates that "this service works well". 
Another agency notes that sometimes there are “quality issues that are eventually 
ironed out in such services as publications.(…)” Yet another agency indicates that 
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publication services work well, because they do not require any in-depth 
understanding of the agency’s core business: 
 

It is our experience that common support services provided by the 
Commission or other agencies do not fulfil our requirements where they 
require an understanding of the Agency’s field of competence. This is the 
case for translation and recruitment for example. Where this is not the case, 
for example standard training programmes, medical check ups and the 
publication of publicity material produced by the Agency, the common 
services are satisfactory. 

 
Directorate-General for Personnel and Administration (DG ADMIN) 
 
Within its responsibility for career development, DG ADMIN organises various 
training courses aiming at Commission staff. In October 2006, a SLA between DG 
ADMIN and 19 agencies regarding access to training courses organised by DG 
ADMIN and other training courses in Brussels and Luxembourg (e.g. Learning 
Resource Centres) entered into force. Among others, this SLA includes provisions 
about financial issues, whereby all involved agencies pay a lump sum in order to 
finance the equivalent of two full time contractual agents, as well as the costs per 
training day for each participating agent. Also, according to the SLA, DG ADMIN 
shall provide the agencies with due and regular information on offered courses. 
This SLA was expected to be updated in 2007, whereby several shortcomings of 
the first SLA should be improved.11 So the precise amount to be paid by agencies 
as lump sum should be included (rather than an approximate sum) as well as a 
provision for the timing of payment. Furthermore, a provision on the quality of the 
services provided should be included in the SLA. In addition, it was noted that the 
daily fee was relatively high in comparison to external (private) training providers. 
In terms of coordination between DG ADMIN and the agencies, the SLA includes a 
provision on the appointment of contact persons both within DG ADMIN and within 
the agencies. 
 
With regards to the feedback we received from the agencies, the general 
impression is that the SLA with DG ADMIN works rather well. A highly satisfied 
agency reported that the SLA enabled them to substantially cut down 
procurement cost for staff training, and that the training providers of DG ADMIN 
generally have a good understanding of the EU institutional framework, which 
makes the training more relevant and effective for agency staff. The same agency 
also emphasises that it had the possibility to get directly into contact with the 
training providers (similar to a number of other agencies), whereby tailor-made 
training courses for the agency were negotiated. These courses took place at the 
seat of the agency. In case that only few staff members require training, they are 

                                                 
11  Minutes of Agencies’ Heads of Administration Meeting, 24/01/2007. 
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given the possibility to participate in trainings in Brussels or Luxembourg, which 
also contributes to the exchange of experience with colleagues from other EU 
institutions. Another agency also sent several staff members to Brussels and 
Luxemburg, and had one training organised at the agency's location. The same 
agency is also very satisfied with the present arrangements. A third agency which 
is generally satisfied with the trainings organised by DG ADMIN suggests that 
trainings on staff rules should be offered by DG ADMIN, especially for newly 
established agencies which often seem to struggle with the application of these 
rules. 
 
All except two of the responding decentralised agencies have received training 
services for their staff from DG ADMIN, which sometimes were organised as group 
trainings. In addition to staff trainings, some agencies have received legal advice 
(for "very limited and difficult cases only") or other helpdesk support from DG 
ADMIN. In terms of quantity, most agencies report between ten and 30 training 
days per year, but the figures are more than 100 for some agencies. The annual 
costs for those training services range between EUR 1.750 and 126.280, with an 
average of EUR 34.175. Almost all decentralised agencies in our sample (15 out of 
18, one answer missing) have concluded a SLA with DG ADMIN. Overall, the large 
majority of the agencies is either very satisfied (5) or fairly satisfied (11) with 
trainings provided by DG ADMIN, while one agency is not very satisfied with the 
services. 
 
The agencies’ answers to the open questions reflect this assessment. As one 
agency notes: 
 

The SLA with DG Admin gives the Agencies direct access to the training 
catalogue of the Commission. It has enabled [agency name] to cut down 
significantly on training procurement. The training providers also typically 
understand the EU institutional framework which enables them to deliver 
training that is relevant to the work context. In the course of 2008, [agency 
name] (along with the other 13 Agencies who had signed up for the joint 
training call for tender with the Commission) was given the possibility to 
contact the training providers directly. This has allowed us to negotiate 
courses that are better tailored to the needs and specificities of the Agency. 
These courses have been delivered in [agency location]. Under this 
arrangement, [agency name] now pays the training providers directly 
(previously [agency name] had to pay the Commission who was invoiced by 
the training provider). Where there is a limited training need (1-2 persons), 
[agency name] can send the participants to the training courses held in 
Brussels or Luxembourg. This has the added advantage that [agency name] 
staff can mix with colleagues from other institutions and exchange 
experiences. Overall, the SLA with DG Admin has proven to be both efficient 
and cost effective. 

 
Another agency notes that "individual training offered by DG-ADMIN, both on site 
at [agency name] and in Brussels, was always much appreciated and rated as 
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good quality. No specific problems have been encountered." Yet another agency 
points out that "the companies available through the Commission’s contract offer 
satisfactory training courses." Finally, another agency also makes a positive 
assessment, but criticises that "the invoices arrive very late". 
 
Directorate-General for Budget (DG BUDG) 
 
According to the survey data, eight out of 18 agencies in our sample use the 
ABAC system (accrual accounting). Four of these agencies report having 
concluded an SLA with DG BUDG, while two answered negatively and two not at 
all. Also, of the agencies using ABAC, one agency is very satisfied, and five 
agencies are fairly satisfied with this service (two of the agencies using ABAC did 
not answer this question). 
 
ABAC is the computerised, central financial and accounting system that has been 
developed for the Commission in order to replace the cash-based accounting 
system SI2. Starting in 2006 with one decentralised agency, 13 decentralised 
agencies were connected to the system by the end of 2008, while the planning 
foresees four more decentralised agencies to fully implement the system in 2009. 
The roll-out of ABAC to the agencies is managed by a project group mainly 
located within and coordinated by DG BUDGET, but also involving staff in DG 
DIGIT. Although decentralised agencies are not obliged to implement the system, 
having a common system for all agencies was considered very helpful by DG 
BUDGET and the accounting officer of the Commission. As a result, most agencies 
will be joining in the system, with the exception of those not being subject to 
discharge by the European Parliament. Also, according to one of our interview 
partners, one of the decentralised agencies has opted to purchase an IT system 
on the market instead of using the centrally provided system, at a rather high 
cost (>EUR 2.000.000), whereas this was not an option for small agencies, where 
no affordable solutions are available on the market. Also, the advantage of having 
the system provided by the Commission is that the agencies do not have to look 
after the system, as all updates are being done by the DG BUDGET according to 
changes in the regulations, thus ensuring that the agencies’ accounts will be 
accepted, and thereby supporting the agencies in complying with the Financial 
Regulations. 
 
In general, according to our interview partner, the agencies are quite satisfied 
with the system, although the adaption process at times turned out to be 
complicated because of different demands and needs of agencies, as well as the 
need to have a common system which is basically the same for everyone, thereby 
also producing comparable data. However, some adaptations are possible and 
have been implemented, and the system which initially has been designed for the 
Commission has been adapted to small entities.  
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The implementing process of ABAC is laid down in a SLA which is concluded with 
every agency. Among others, this SLA includes provisions for communications and 
coordination (contact persons, meetings), the fees for the initial implementation 
of ABAC (depending on the staff number and the number of actual ABAC users) 
and the ongoing maintenance of the system (depending on staff numbers), as 
well as a mechanism of dispute resolution based on "amicable settlement", but 
including precise deadlines and responsibilities. Thus, the main bulk of services 
are provided during the initial phase before the system is fully operational within 
the agencies. After this, DG BUDGET has the function of providing (often very 
technical) advice and keeping the system in line with the Financial Regulations. 
After this, DG BUDGET has the function of providing (often very technical) advice 
and keeping the system in line with the Financial Regulations, but also to further 
develop the system (e.g. by creating new modules) in cooperation with the 
agencies.  
 
In their answers to open questions, few agencies commented on the ABAC system 
itself (although some did), but most agencies criticised the aspect of pricing, 
problems of time-management, and the "fit" of the system with the agencies’ 
needs. To begin with, in a comment on a different topic, one agency notes that 
 

big economies of scale could be gained by having a task force who 
implements the regulation in one agency after the other (similar to the ABAC 
roll out which was very professionally supported by DG BUDG task forces). 

 
A second agency addresses the system itself, criticising ABAC for being much less 
flexible compared to the system previously used. Also, this agency criticises that 
"the supporting processes (esp. third party validation) are very cumbersome and 
cost the Agency additional money." Another agency criticises the time 
management of the implementation of ABAC within the Commission:  
 

The ABAC system was planned to be implemented in the [agency name] 
already by the end of 2007. For this purpose, the budget for training of staff 
was provided in the budget 2008. However, due to changes in planning at the 
Commission, the ABAC in the [agency name] has not been implemented to 
this date. 

 
For yet another agency, a major issue regarding the future development of 
common support services is the "fit" of the services with the needs of the 
agencies. According to this agency, a main priority should be 
 

to improve the quality of some of these services and ensure their capacity to 
actually and fully meet the specific needs of the agencies (this is the case for 
example particularly for the services from EPSO, PMO and ABAC). 
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Finally, two agencies explicitly address the charges imposed by DG BUDGET for 
the use of ABAC, the one-sided character of the SLA with all conditions imposed 
on the agencies by DG BUDGET, and the lack of any mechanism for dealing with 
disagreements. The first of these two agencies made the following statement: 
 

Although the EC imposes on Agencies a contractual relationship for the 
services provided with slight advantageous conditions in relation to the open 
market, it is not ready to accept the other side of the contractual 
relationship, this is to say, the accountability for its mistakes/errors. This is 
particularly true with the coming SLA to be signed for the utilisation of the 
ABAC financial system where the price and conditions set by the Commission 
are no for discussion but imposed without the latter bearing any guarantee or 
responsibility. The detailed costs were asked without any answer received. 
Because the cost for the utilisation of the financial system will tremendously 
increased (from EUR 20.000 to EUR 175.000 / year with ABAC), less will be 
devoted in our annual budget to operational activities. 

 
In a similar vein, the second of these agencies "believes that there may be space 
for reviewing and decreasing the pricing policies of the use of ABAC (…)." 
 
In this context, our interview partner within the Commission notes that the 
services are not provided to make profits, and that no private company would 
make any profit from the charges. Also, the interview partner points out that the 
charges are used to cover parts of the costs resulting from the large number of 
staff involved in running the system, for which some new staff had to be 
recruited, too. As to the level of charges, their level is not considered appropriate 
any more, and a revision is foreseen in 2010. Due to the increasing number of 
institutions and agencies using ABAC (among others Executive Agencies and Joint 
Undertakings), economies of scale come into play, allowing for lower rates. 
 
In addition, four agencies report using the Central Financial Services (CFS) and/or 
the Help Desk within DG Budget. In terms of frequency, these agencies address 
requests and questions either monthly (2), every two months (1) or every half a 
year (1) to DG BUDG. All of these four agencies are "fairly satisfied" with the 
services they receive. 
 
Directorate General for Interpretation (DG INTERPRETATION) 
 
DG INTERPRETATION (formerly known as SCIC) is the interpreting service and 
conference organiser of the European Commission. In our sample, seven agencies 
report interpretation services (e.g. for management board meetings) by DG 
INTERPRETATION. Thereof, five agencies have concluded a SLA with the service 
provider. On average, the annual costs for these services amount to EUR 56.885 
and range between EUR 15.500 and EUR 148.104. Those agencies use the 
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services either two or three times a year (4) or every month (2). The agencies 
using these services are either very satisified (4) or fairly satisified (3). 
 
European Administrative School (EAS) 
 
EAS provides trainings to staff working within EU institutions. Within our sample, 
seven agencies report that staff has participated in trainings organised by EAS, 
and one agency has signed a SLA but not sent anyone to EAS yet. Thereof, six 
agencies have concluded a SLA with EAS, one has no SLA, and one has not 
answered this question. The numbers of staff trainings for agency staff at EAS 
vary between one and five trainings per agency, and the average annual costs are 
EUR 4.636, whereby figures per agency range between EUR 740 and EUR 17.464. 
The agencies using those services are either very satisfied (2) or fairly satisfied 
(3) with the services (three answers missing). Also, no major differences in the 
usage of the services have been observed, e.g. trainings have been used by 
agencies of all sizes. 
 
Only few agencies mentioned this service provider in the open questions. One 
agency is very satisfied with EAS, but urges to improve the communication 
channel between the service provider and the agency. Another agency makes a 
more critical comment, which could be subsumed as lack of service/customer 
orientation. This agency wanted to  
 

send its senior management staff to certain EAS management courses but as 
[agency name] staff did not have the right title even though they have the 
range and level of actual responsibilities the EAS was not happy to accept 
their applications. This response is bureaucratic and it is for the employer to 
decide on the value and suitability of training for a given staff member and 
not the EAS. 

 
Internal Audit Service (IAS) 
 
The IAS assumes the role of the internal audit function, assessing the suitability 
and the effectiveness of the management and control systems following Article 
185(3) of the General Financial Regulation and Article 72 of the Framework 
financial regulation. In our sample, 15 agencies report that they are being audited 
by IAS, whereby none of these agencies has a SLA with the IAS, which performs 
its function as a legally binding service. The agencies report that the IAS performs 
audits either once (6) or twice (6) a year. The majority of the agencies is (very) 
satisfied with IAS (9), whereas a minority is not (at all) satisfied (3). In terms of 
agency characteristics, all of the third generation agencies are (very) satisfied 
with IAS, whereas the picture is more mixed for first and second generation 
agencies. 
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Only few agencies answered open questions related to services provided by IAS, 
all of them taking up the issue of the "fit" of the services with the agencies’ 
characteristics: 
 

The IAS team are professional auditors, but do not have a sufficient 
knowledge of the specific nature of [agency name] work, or of the 
structure/organisation and the internal control environment of the Agency. 

 
Another agency, in a general remark on possible developments, notes that the 
burdens related to various controls – including IAS – should be adapted "to the 
activity, size and budget of the Agency" and that "proportionality is needed." 
 
Office for Infrastructure and Logistics (Brussels) 
 
The OIB is responsible for the Commission’s buildings, logistics, and various social 
infrastructures. According to an interview partner, OIB closely cooperates with 
Executive Agencies (located in Brussels), but almost not at all with decentralised 
agencies. These contacts are restricted to an advisory functions, which OIB is 
more than willing to provide, for instance in the case a newly created agency is 
looking for an office building. Among others, this involves an assessment of how 
much office space is needed, how large a conference room for a certain number of 
people should be etc. In our sample, five agencies report having received advice 
on building or logistics from OIB. Thereof, two agencies have concluded a SLA 
with OIB. Three of the agencies having received OIB services report having paid 
for the services (EUR 1.085/5.000/7.200). In terms of quality, four out of five 
responding agencies report that they are very satisfied with the service provided. 
 
Medical Service 
 
All agencies have access to the medical services of the European Commission for 
medical examinations related to recruitment and annual medical examinations. In 
our sample, three agencies report receiving services from the European 
Commission Medical Service, two agencies thereof have concluded a SLA. The 
annual costs for these services amounted to EUR 3.700, EUR 18.558 and EUR 
20.800, respectively. Whereas two of these agencies are very satisfied, one is not 
very satisfied with the services. 
 
Translation Centre for the Bodies of the European Union (CdT) 
 
CdT has been established in 1994 with the aim to provide translation services to 
decentralised EU agencies. In other words, CdT can be characterised as a single-
purpose, centralised service provider outside the EU Commission's services. 
According to its founding regulation (Article 2, Paragraph 1), it has the function of 
translation service provider for several decentralised agencies (EEA, ETF, 
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EMCDDA, EMEA, EU-OSHA, OHIM) and the European Police Office.12 Also, the 
founding regulation stipulates that "[b]odies set up by the Council other than 
those referred to in paragraph 1 may have access to the services of the Centre on 
the basis of arrangements to be agreed with the Centre (Article 2, Paragraph 2). 
In practice, virtually all decentralised agencies are listed on the CdT’s website as 
partners of the agency with an agreement on the use of translation services. This 
is also reflected in our sample, where 15 agencies out of 18 report receiving 
translation services from CdT (e.g. studies, reports and working documents, 
opinions to the Commission, material for website, press releases). Thereof, ten 
agencies have concluded a SLA with CdT. On average, the agencies‘ costs for CdT 
services in 2007 was EUR 650.987, ranging between EUR 121.451 and EUR 
2.339.247. In terms of frequency of use, 80% of these agencies receive services 
on a monthly, weekly or daily basis (4 agencies each). As to the quality of the 
services, the level of satisfaction is generally high, three agencies are very 
satisfied and twelve agencies fairly satisfied with the services. 
 
Several agencies gave more comprehensive comments on the services provided 
by CdT. A first agency notes that "the processing of translation requests is 
efficiently handled, deadlines are respected, and CdT staff are most supportive." A 
second agency also makes a positive statement, namely that "the Agency’s 
experience of the services provided by the aforementioned service providers is 
generally "fairly satisfied" (…, the Translation Centre)." Yet, the same agency also 
points out that "delays and other difficulties are not uncommon even though the 
service requested is eventually provided." Another agency points raises the issue 
of "fit" with the specific agency characteristics. This agency’s experience is "that 
common support services provided by the Commission or other agencies do not 
fulfil our requirements where they require an understanding of the Agency’s field 
of competence. This is the case for translation (…) for example." Another agency 
emphasises varying levels of quality of the services provided by CdT: 
 

The weakness lies in the inconsistent quality of the product delivered. While 
some of the translations are of a high standard, others are mediocre and 
some have to be reworked entirely. Much of the translation work is 
outsourced and the Translation Centre appears not to have the capacity to 
conduct a thorough revision of the outsourced work, although included in the 
price. Revision is essential to ensure that the translation is an accurate 
rendering of the original, terminology is used consistently and accurately, 
references have been verified and the style is appropriate and readable 
(particularly for publications). 

 
Finally, two agencies stress the allegedly high costs for the services provided by 
CdT. One of these agencies notes that it "believes that there may be space for 

                                                 
12 Council Regulation (EC) No 2965/94 of 28 November 1994. 
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reviewing and decreasing the pricing policies of the use of (…) the translations 
services." 
 
3.1.3 Overall assessment and "lessons learned"  

In order to get a comprehensive picture of the use of existing common support 
services by decentralised agencies, we calculated an additive index composed of 
the agencies‘ use of nine non-binding common services. Thus, in condensed form, 
this index provides information about the total number of service providers from 
which each of the agencies in our sample has received either one or several 
services. For each additional service used, the value "one" is added to the index 
score of any agency. Thus, the possible minimum score of the index is zero (none 
of the services used), and the possible maximum value is nine (services used 
from all non-binding service providers). In practice, the index value ranges 
between one and eight, yet most agencies score either four or five (four agencies 
each) (see figure 6 below). 
 

FIGURE 6: AGENCIES' USE OF NON-BINDING SUPPORT SERVICES 
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A deeper analysis shows that large and medium-sized agencies tend to use 
fewer services than small agencies, which all use at least four services. Also, 
in terms of agency functions, information gathering agencies tend to use more 
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services than agencies with other functions.13 However, we did not find any 
statistically significant, coherent pattern for differences in the use of voluntary 
services as to the other explanatory factors (share of administrative staff and 
period of creation). 

TABLE 5: USE OF CSS-INDEX BY AGENCY SIZE AND FUNCTION 

Staff numbers N Mean Minimum Maximum Range 

0-99 7 5,57 4,00 7,00 3,00 
100-199 7 3,71 1,00 6,00 5,00 
>200 4 4,75 2,00 8,00 6,00 

Total 18 4,67 1,00 8,00 7,00 

Agency function      

binding decisions 3 4,67 2,00 7,00 5,00 
assistance to COM 4 5,25 2,00 8,00 6,00 
operational activities 3 2,33 1,00 4,00 3,00 
information gathering 8 5,25 4,00 7,00 3,00 

Total 18 4,67 1,00 8,00 7,00 
 
The analysis of the survey data, the feedback from the agencies and our 
interviews suggest the following key findings as to problems encountered: 
 
In many cases, agencies are not satisfied with how service providers are dealing 
with complaints, and generally, no sanctioning mechanisms exist in the 
agreements for dealing with such problems. Many agencies mention the problem 
of long time lags before services are provided, whereby the accommodation of 
urgent needs sometimes becomes problematic. 
 
Another issue that is mentioned by agencies is the relatively high costs they have 
to pay for the services, especially in comparison to market prices. Some agencies 
wonder why they have to pay at all, taking into consideration that the service 
providers often have a legal obligation to provide these services.  
 
In several cases, agencies have both positive and negative evaluations for the 
same type of service provided. Also, agencies are not a homogeneous group of 
organisations, but have rather different needs when it comes to external service 
provision. 
 
Likewise, it is not the services as such which are criticised by the agencies, but 
rather their "fit" with the particular situation of agencies (e.g. only few potential 

                                                 
13 However, it should be noted that information gathering agencies also tend to be smaller in size 
compared to other agencies.  
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candidates wishing to work outside Brussels are selected by EPSO). Generally, 
most existing shared services have been set up for the (rather large) EU 
Institutions, and decentralised agencies only make up for a small share of the 
service providers' activities. 
 
Finally, with regards to the reduction of the internal regulatory burden, the 
provision of shared services enables agencies to benefit from services without 
running potentially cumbersome external procurement procedures. 
 
With regard to Service Level Agreements (SLAs) which structure the relationship 
between the service providers and the agencies, a major criticism raised by the 
agencies is that these agreements usually lack mechanisms for dealing with poor 
service delivery and conflicts between the service provider and the clients (i.e. the 
agencies). This becomes highly problematic if the agencies are obliged to use the 
services provided by a CSS. As a consequence, a situation arises which puts the 
agencies in a rather weak position vis-à-vis a monopolistic service provider. 
 

BOX 1: AGENCIES’ GENERAL COMMENTS ON EXISTING SERVICE PROVIDERS 

The services are generally satisfactory. 
 
Most of the above mentioned services are covered by service level agreements 
(SLA) between the European Commission’s (EC’s) services and the concerned 
agencies. These SLAs stipulate that services are to be provided against payment. 
In most cases, while the services provided are of average quality, the waiting time 
before receiving an appropriate answer is quite long. Generally speaking, it is very 
difficult and time consuming to manage to find the right interlocutor. Furthermore, 
in some cases the work performed contains errors and this presuppose that the 
agencies need to permanently double check the work done, to ensure the 
incorrectness is not unfairly affecting the staff members. Regrettably, there is no 
accountability for the mistakes made, as it is common practice in the case of a 
mistake made by a private contractor or service provider, therefore, it is the 
agency the one that bears all the responsibility in front of the staff member 
concerned for the errors made. [note from the authors: we received this response 
in an identical/similar wording from several agencies] 
 
The point it is not to make available further services to agencies but to better 
rationalise, simplify and streamline the existing processes and instruments for 
agencies’ reporting, control and audit in terms of type, number and frequency, in 
order to enhance their effectiveness, efficiency, and proportionality to the risks 
involved and the agencies’ size. Potential overlap and unnecessary workload for 
the actors involved should also be reduced. [note from the authors: we received 
this response in an identical/similar wording from several agencies] 
 
The focus should be not on expanding the scope of services but rather on the 
improvement of the quality of the services already offered in terms of 
communication, problem-solving, efficiency and accountability for mistakes (e.g. 
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in calculations). 
 
What could be useful is a real support for newly created agencies at the start-up 
to set up all basic requirements of a new entity operating in an EU regulatory 
environment. Furthermore, rather than additional services what is needed is a 
simplification of the current instruments and an increased overall quality of the 
service. 
 
However and without prejudicing the possibility to identify and develop new 
services for agencies, the analysis should first (or at least at the same time) focus 
on the possible way to improve the existing services. For this purpose the issue of 
the cost to be supported by agencies for the services they receive (or they may 
receive in the future by the Commission) to support their operations should be 
seriously and systematically addressed, in order to avoid that what is conceived 
as a support (or even as an assistance to be provided pursuant to specific legal 
provisions, as it is the case for EPSO) become de facto simply a service purchased 
by agencies. In this context it will also be essential to assess the possible 
measures to be taken to improve the quality of some of these services and ensure 
their capacity to actually and fully meet the specific needs of the agencies (this is 
the case for example particularly for the services from EPSO, PMO and ABAC). 
Some works are in progress on these matter between the Commission’s services 
and the agencies (…). However this exercise requires a more structured and 
strategic approach, where both Commission (as a whole, i.e. including all the 
main concerned services possibly under SG’s coordination) and agencies should 
be clearly and equally involved. This would ensure the effectiveness of the 
exercise and would allow to better prevent/avoid the risk that the possible 
solutions identified directly or indirectly affect the autonomy and independence 
assigned to the agencies by the EU legislator. As a matter of fact one of the most 
useful way for the Commission to support/assist agencies in the short term, 
without any extra cost or workload, would be to accept (when it has to provide its 
agreement, namely via DG ADMIN and DG BUDG) that agencies can effectively 
use the decision making power assigned to them by the EU legislator for the 
adoption of implementing rules and processes for financial and human resources 
management. This means that in this context Commission should refrain from 
requesting the substantial transposition by agencies of its rules, procedures and 
management models/practices, as it is usually the case at the moment. Within the 
framework set by the Financial and Staff Regulations, this would allow agencies to 
adapt their implementing rules and processes to their specific needs and scale and 
will reduce the unnecessary burden/costs entailed by the current 
need/"obligation" of agencies to apply rules and processes designed for big 
institutions. As a result the effectiveness and efficiency of the concerned 
processes could be increased and the need for external support in these fields 
could be reduced. 
 
The focus of the Commission services is on the Commission and for them agencies 
are a tiny side line. It is hard to get the Commission to explain what it needs in 
order for it to act and Commission staff while individually delightful people do not 
work in a coordinated way as their own responsibilities are so fragmented. It is 
hard to find out who one has to approach in the Commission. A Head of Unit may 
agree to assist but his/her staff have to be separately convinced by the actual 
agency. Commission staff can often be surprised when approached by agencies 
and it takes effort to get them to understand that they do need to assist an 
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agency. 
 
The fundamental problem is that while the services provided (even if provided 
satisfactorily) are designed for a much bigger Institution (e.g. the European 
Commission) and therefore many times not suited for the more specific needs or 
requirements of an Agency with more technical operational works and tasks. 
 
Any possible common services should privilege the objective of supporting 
agencies to meet their specific needs. Therefore they should not necessarily entail 
the payment of fees, which rather relate to the concept of purchases of services 
on a contractual basis. 
 
The services provided by the Translation Centre, PMO and EPSO are particularly 
suitable to be offered as common services. It is important that such services 
remain competitive and of a good quality. Common services should not, as a rule, 
lead to additional financial burdens. 
 
Generally speaking it is our experience that common support services provided by 
the Commission or other agencies do not fulfil our requirements where they 
require an understanding of the Agency’s field of competence. This is the case for 
translation and recruitment for example. Where this is not the case, for example 
standard training programmes, medical check ups and the publication of publicity 
material produced by the Agency, the common services are satisfactory. 
 
3.1.4 Key findings and recommendations 

A substantial number of services is already now available to decentralised 
agencies. Most of these services are provided directly by the Commission or its 
general/internal services, such as EPSO or PMO ("Commission model"). Some of 
these services are provided on a legally binding basis (e.g. calculation of salaries 
by PMO), but there is also a large number of non-binding services available to 
decentralised agencies. In practice, the survey results show that several services 
are used by a larger number of agencies than others. Also, in terms of agency 
characteristics, large and medium-sized agencies tend to use fewer services than 
small agencies. When it comes to the performance of the service providers from a 
"customer perspective", most service providers are evaluated rather positively by 
the agencies. In those cases where agencies are not always fully satisfied, service 
providers are generally aware of the problems. Although it is hard to draw well-
founded conclusions regarding the effect of different organisational configurations 
on service delivery performance, one major finding is that the only centralised 
service provider (CdT) received mainly positive evaluations. The most frequently 
mentioned problems with common services mentioned by agencies are (1) 
inadequate responses to complaints, (2) long time lags before services are 
provided, (3) high costs, (4) the "fit" of the services with agencies‘ needs and (5) 
poor quality of services. The explanations for these difficulties are numerous and 
include (1) capacity problems of service providers having the Commission as their 
main "customer", which also has a strong cognitive effect for service providers, 
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(2) a lack of detailed knowledge of regulations on the agencies’ side, and (3) a 
"scapegoat function", i.e. some agencies blame the service provider for perceived 
shortcomings and complexities of EU-regulations. 
 
Taking into account the experiences of the agencies with existing CSS and 
international experiences in the public sector, as well as the heterogeneity of the 
EU agencies in terms of administrative capacity, SLAs between agencies and both 
existing CSS as well as possible future CSS should be voluntary in nature. 
Agencies should be free to choose whether to use a particular service or not. As a 
consequence, any SLA should include an exit option for the agencies if the 
services provided by the CSS are not considered satisfactory. This requires setting 
quality standards for the services on which both parties agree, and which both 
parties can easily monitor. CSS have to prove that their clients get "value for 
money". 
 
In view of the experiences with existing support services, the following lessons 
can be drawn: 
 
• all currently provided services should also be provided in the future; 
• the existing service providers should – in close cooperation with the service 

users, which has proven very useful – continuously improve their services in 
terms of quality and regularly review their pricing policy – service users should 
get appropriate "value for their money"; 

• eventually, existing service providers (e.g. PMO) should aim at providing all 
services they provide to the Commission to the agencies, too; 

• in many respects, agencies have needs that differ from those of the 
Commission, which in most cases is the major service user of existing service 
providers; 

• therefore, the awareness among the Commission Directorates-General and the 
Commission’s internal and external services for the specific requirements of 
agencies should be increased; 

• agencies should use existing common support services as much as possible;  
• nevertheless, not all agencies have the same needs in using common services; 
• therefore, the use of common services should be voluntary; 
• however, if agencies choose not to use existing support services, they should 

provide justifications – either in qualitative or quantitative terms – why they 
are not using a service (e.g. in their annual report); 

• here, special attention should be given to the budgetary aspects with due 
consideration to the use of resources and costs of providing services in-house; 

• for all services, the parties involved should conclude SLAs; 
• in addition to the provisions presently included in most SLAs (definition of 

service, charges, contact persons, coordination mechanisms etc.), all SLA 
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should include preferably quantitative quality standards with regards to the 
services provided; 

• these quality standards provide for a higher level of transparency and function 
as a common ground for the service provider and the service user, based on 
which both parties can enter in an ongoing communication process about the 
services and their quality; 

• finally, all SLAs should include a mechanism for dispute settlement which 
should include clear deadlines for dealing with complaints and which should be 
based on the principle of close cooperation and problem-solving. 
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3.2 Overview on administrative burdens 

In order to analyse the administrative burden of EU agencies, our survey assesses 
the administrative requirements identified from the different regulations in the 
areas of finance, recruitment and procurement, which according to a first inquiry 
sent to the decentralised agencies are the most burdensome areas. The exercise 
of the agencies was to define the necessary time spent for every administrative 
requirement as exact as possible. In addition to the time parameters, the survey 
contains questions about the quantity of the administrative requirement (e.g. how 
many procurement procedures have been conducted) as well as questions about 
general organisational characteristics (e.g. own HR unit, how many staff members 
concerned with internal audit functions etc.). Given the differences between 
agencies in time needed to fulfil certain requirements (cf. appendix), economies of 
scale can be expected for support functions currently delivered at agencies' level. 
Nevertheless, the following analysis shows that a more differentiated perspective 
brings further important insights as to the feasibility of shared services. 
 
The comparison of the distribution of the different administrative burden reveals 
great differences between the groups of agencies. Small and middle sized 
agencies are particularly loaded by administrative requirements concerning the 
procurement procedures, whereas large agencies are above all burdened by the 
budgetary process. That is plausible under the assumption that a larger budget 
and staff size implies a more complicated budgetary process.  
 
Regarding the share of administrative staff, it is in line with our expectations that 
agencies with large share of administrative staff appear not to have so many 
difficulties with the budgetary process in comparison to agencies with a small 
share of administrative staff. Hence, agencies with a high share of administrative 
staff and thus a high level of specialisation and division of labour seem to have 
less difficulties with the complex budgetary process. The same is true for the first 
generation of agencies which spend only 11 % of their total administrative time to 
deal with administrative requirements for the budgetary process. In comparison, 
44% of the administrative burden of the third generation of agencies are 
stemming from the budgetary process. Likewise, great differences are explicit 
across agencies with different functions. EU agencies giving binding decision 
appear to spend much less time on procurement procedures than information 
gathering agencies. Again, great differences are also visible for the budgetary 
process. Here the agencies giving binding decision and giving assistance to the 
commission score the highest in relative terms. 
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FIGURE 7: COMPARISON OF SOME IMPORTANT ADMINISTRATIVE BURDENS OF AGENCIES  
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3.3 Administrative burden of the budgetary process 

In general, the budgetary process of EU agencies is prescribed by the Commission 
Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 2343/2002 of 23 December 2002 on the framework 
Financial Regulation for the bodies referred to in Article 185 of Council Regulation 
(EC, Euratom) No 1605/2002 on the Financial Regulation applicable to the general 
budget of the European Communities. 
 
The budgetary process of EU agencies can be divided in four different phases: 
• Establishment of the budget 
• Implementation of the budget 
• Presentation of the accounts 
• External Audit 
 
In each of these phases the agencies have to fulfil different administrative 
requirements which are summarised in the following table: 
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TABLE 6: ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS OF THE BUDGETARY PROCESS 

Phase of the budgetary 
process 

Administrative requirement 

Establishment of the 
budget 

Preparation of the estimate of revenue and 
expenditure: 

• establishment plan 
• statement justifying the request for new 

posts 
• a quarterly estimate of cash payments 

and receipts 
• information on the achievement of all 

previously set objectives for the various 
activities as well as new objectives 

Implementation of the 
budget 

• preparation of the authorising officer’s 
report 

• analysis and an assessment of the 
authorising officer's annual report 

• cooperation with the internal auditor 
• preparation of the annual internal audit 

report 
• preparation of the summary concerning 

the number and type of internal audits 
Presentation of the 
accounts 

Preparation of the annual accounts: 
• establishment of the financial statements 

of the community body  
• establishment of the reports on 

implementation of the budget 
External Audit • cooperation with the Court of Auditors 

• cooperation with the European Parliament 
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To assess the burden stemming from the budgetary process in general the 
following figure shows for each individual agency the total processing time and the 
processing time per employee for the budgetary process. It is visible that the 
administrative burden spread remarkably between the agencies. 
 

FIGURE 8: WORKING HOURS FOR THE BUDGETARY PROCESS BY AGENCY 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
In general, EU agencies spend a different amount of working hours on achieving 
the four different requirements related to budgetary process. A first general 
comparison across these four criteria reveals that the most time consuming 
requirement is the establishment of the budget, followed by the presentation of 
the accounts (see figure 9). 
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FIGURE 9: MEAN WORKING HOURS FOR THE DIFFERENT PHASES OF THE BUDGETARY PROCESS 
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Economies of Scale 
In absolute time values, large agencies spend more time on the budgetary 
process (mean 8.418,67 working hours) than middle (mean 1.905,07 working 
hours) and small agencies (mean 878,36 working hours). That seems plausible 
because a larger size of staff indicates a large budget and so a more complicated 
budgetary process. If the time spent for the budgetary processis analysed per 
employee, another effect becomes distinct. The data of the agency survey show 
that small agencies are disproportionately loaded by the budgetary process. In the 
mean, they spend 28,2 working hours per employee to comply with the 
administrative requirements of the budget process. This is much more than the 
mean of 18,09 working hours per employee for all agencies. Hence, small 
agencies would contribute to possible savings particularly from the establishment 
of a shared service centre to provide support on the budgetary process at a high 
rate. 
 
In closer examination of the relation between the time values for the budgetary 
process and the ratio of the administrative staff, it becomes clear that the group 
of agencies with the smallest ratio of administrative staff spend much more time 
for the budgetary process than the two other groups. This can be explained by the 
fact that in agencies with a high share of administrative staff, specialisation and 
division of labour leads to effective operational procedures and thus to time-
saving workflows. 
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Agency characteristics 
Regarding the age of agencies, young agencies spend more time for the 
budgetary process than agencies founded in 1975 and between 1993-1996, both 
in total time values and in time values per employee. A plausible assertion is that 
in older agencies the budgetary processes and rules are well known and 
experienced and that over time a high degree of specialisation, organisational 
knowledge and optimised working processes have evolved. In conclusion, 
agencies of the third generation would contribute to a larger extent to possible 
savings from the establishment of a shared service structure than older agencies. 
Concerning the different tasks, the survey reveals several differences between the 
four differentiated functional groups of EU agencies. EU agencies giving binding 
decisions and agencies which provide information gathering spend more time on 
the overall budgetary process than EU agencies for operational activities and EU 
agencies assisting the Commission. Generally speaking, the EU agencies giving 
binding decisions and agencies which provide information gathering would 
contribute to possible savings from establishing a shared service centre.  
 
Further remarks by the agencies 
In general, the agencies complain that the financial regulations are primarily set 
up for all EU institutions, particularly for the EU Commission, which is 
comparatively much larger and thus, a more differentiated organisation. 
Accordingly, some agencies wish to exercise their decision-making autonomy in 
applying financial rules to their own circumstances.  
 

Within the framework set by the Financial Regulations, this would allow 
agencies to adapt their implementing rules and processes to their specific 
needs and scale and will reduce the unnecessary burden/costs entailed by 
the current need/"obligation" of agencies to apply rules and processes 
designed for big institutions. As a result the effectiveness and efficiency of 
the concerned processes could be increased and the need for external 
support in these fields could be reduced. This kind of support would not 
require any change or derogation to the legal framework that applies to 
agencies as EU bodies. 
 

Concerning common support services, especially a more tailor-made training 
programme is postulated by the agencies: 
 

DG Budget should offer proper training on financial procedures and 
procurement to agencies; currently new agencies have to find things out 
from other agencies. 

 
In the following, the results of the agency survey are described for the different 
phases of the budgetary process in more detail. 
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3.3.1 Establishment of the budget  

Article 27 of Commission Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 2343/2002 of 23 
December 2002 on the framework Financial Regulation for the bodies referred to 
in Article 185 of Council Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 1605/2002 in the Financial 
Regulation applicable to the general budget of the European Communities requires 
that EU agencies shall send the Commission an estimate of its revenue and 
expenditure. This estimate has to include: 

• an establishment plan; 
• where there is a change in the number of persons in post, a statement 

justifying the request for new posts; 
• a quarterly estimate of cash payments and receipts; 
• information on the achievement of all previously set objectives for the 

various activities as well as new objectives. 
 
A more detailed analysis of the time spend to fulfil these four requirements shows 
that on average agencies spend roughly 14% of working hours on the 
establishment of the budget – compared to other working hours related to the 
budgetary process. Moreover, two of these four aspects correlate positively with 
each other, i.e. the time to set up an establishment plan correlates positively with 
the time to collect information on the achievement of all previous and new 
objectives. In other words, EU agencies that spend many working hours for 
setting up their establishment plan, spend also many working hours on collecting 
information about the achievement of their previously set and their new 
objectives.  
 
Economies of scale 
Please note that the following analyses of the working hours spend to fulfil these 
four requirements of Article 27 (establishment of the budget) exclude one agency  
due to methodological considerations, i.e. the values provided for the survey were 
by far incomparable with all other agencies and strongly suggested a wrong 
understanding of the questions in the questionnaire.  
 
In general, the analysis reveals different economies of scale according to 
respectively the agency's size and share of administrative staff. On the one hand, 
smaller EU agencies spend more time on setting up the establishment plan and 
estimating the cash payments and receipts than larger agencies. In contrast, 
larger agencies spend more working hours on justifying the request for new posts 
and collecting information on the achievement of previously set and new 
objectives. Accordingly, the effects of sharing services related to requirements of 
Article 27 must be differentiated for different agency sizes – but also for different 
requirements. Thus, smaller agencies may contribute to possible savings to a 
larger extent from establishing a shared service centre (despite its organisational 
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setting) particularly for setting up the establishment plan and estimating the cash 
payments and receipts whereas larger agencies would profit from a shared service 
structure that supports justifying the request for new posts and collecting 
information on the achievement of previously set and new objectives. The 
differences between these four requirements may partly explain these differences 
for agencies of various size. Whereas the former two requirements (which are 
particularly time-consuming for smaller agencies) are related to budgetary 
techniques (establishment plan, payments and receipts), the latter two 
requirements (which are particularly time-consuming for larger agencies) are 
related somewhat more to other agency activities, i.e. justifying posts and 
informing on the achievement of objectives are activities which may involve more 
strongly other actors inside an agency. 
 
On the other hand, the share of administrative staff compared to the total staff of 
an agency tends to have an impact on the possible time needed to fulfil the 
requirements of Article 27 particularly for two of the four requirements. The share 
of administrative staff has neither an effect on the time spent for setting up the 
establishment plan, nor for justifying the request for new posts. However, EU 
agencies with a large share of administrative staff spend more time for estimating 
the cash payments, whereas EU agencies with a small share of administrative 
staff spend more time for providing information on the achievement of previously 
set and new objectives. Accordingly, all EU agencies would contribute to possible 
savings from a shared service structure for two of the requirements 
(establishment plan and justifying new posts). Moreover, agencies with a larger 
proportion of administrative staff (compared to the total staff) would contribute to 
possible savings particularly with regard to the estimation of cash payments and 
receipts, whereas EU agencies with a small share of administrative staff would 
achieve more economies of scale for activities related to the provision of 
information on the achievement of previously set and new objectives. 
 
Besides, the general size of an agency correlates strongly (and at a significant 
level) with the general budget of an agency – and thus no further differentiation 
of agencies' budget is needed to assess the benefits expected from sharing 
services related to the requirements of Article 27. In contrast the share of 
administrative staff does not correlate significantly with the agencies' budget. 
Accordingly, the conclusions for economies of scale differentiated for agencies 
with a larger and a smaller share of administrative staff must consider the 
agencies' budget. Hence, the mean budget of agencies with a small share of 
administrative staff is approx. 13.5 Mio EUR p.a., whereas the mean budget of 
agencies with a larger share of administrative staff is approx. 91.9 Mio EUR p.a. 
Taking these numbers into account, one may explain the different expected 
benefits for both differentiated groups: Agencies with a larger share of 
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administrative staff are spending a much larger annual budget and thus may 
spend more working hours on estimating the cash payments and receipts. In 
contrast, agencies with a small share of administrative staff spend a 
comparatively smaller annual budget and may thus spend more working hours on 
providing information on the achievement of previously set and new objectives. 
 
Agency characteristics 
First, the agency survey reveals a relevant effect of the age of EU agencies on 
their working hours spent to fulfil the four requirements by Article 27: younger EU 
agencies, i.e. EU agencies of the third generation, spend more time for complying 
with all four requirements by Article 27 than older EU agencies, i.e. of the first 
and second generation. However, for one requirement, i.e. justifying the request 
for new posts, this general tendency could not be observed. Here, EU agencies of 
the second generation spend more time than older agencies (= first generation) 
or younger agencies (= third generation). This exception could be explained by 
the fact that older agencies rarely request new posts – and thus need less time to 
do so. In contrast, younger agencies of the third generation are within their 
establishment phase and thus may not be full-fledged already, accordingly the 
justification for requesting new posts requires comparatively less time because 
the general situation of these new agencies is widely accepted by other actors 
(such as the European Commission). Accordingly, EU agencies of the second 
generation may face more problems to justify new posts than the other two 
groups – and thus may spend more time on preparing these justifications. 
 
Accordingly, all three generations of EU agencies may achieve similar economies 
of scale when sharing services related to the requirements of Article 27. 
Moreover, particularly the younger agencies of the third generation may achieve 
more economies of scale than older agencies – with the exception of justifying 
new posts, which is at present particularly time-consuming for agencies of the 
second generation and thus, in turn, would most contribute to possible savings 
from a shared service centre for these activities.  
 
Second, the agency survey reveals no clear difference with regard to possible 
economies of scale for the four differentiated functional groups of EU agencies. In 
contrast, the working hours spend to comply with the four administrative 
requirements related to Article 27 vary across all four functional groups and all 
four requirements: EU agencies which provide information gathering agencies 
spend the most time to set up the establishment plan, EU agencies for operational 
activities spend the most time to justify the request for new posts, EU agencies 
giving binding decisions spend the most time to estimate cash payments and 
receipts, and EU agencies assisting the Commission spend the most time to report 
on the achievement of previously set and new objectives. Hence, all four 
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functional groups would similarly contribute to possible savings from establishing 
a shared service centre.  
 
 
 
Further remarks by EU agencies 
In general, EU agencies collaborate with the DG Budget to get support for the 
establishment of their budget. Hence, eight out of 18 agencies responding to the 
agency survey use the ABAC system and four agencies address themselves to the 
Central Financial Services for questions monthly (2), every two months (1) or 
every half a year (1). One of these agencies is "very satisfied"; the remaining 
agencies are "fairly satisfied" with this service. Moreover, four agencies have an 
SLA with DG Budget for Central Financial Services while two answered negatively 
and two not at all. All of these agencies are "fairly satisfied" with the services 
which they receive. 
 
With regard to ABAC, most agencies welcome the implementation schedule of 
ABAC, which follows a "roll out", i.e. one agency after another.  However, several 
agencies reported difficulties with regard to ABAC, but less with the services 
provided by DG Budget task forces supporting its implementation than with the 
programme itself, particularly the costs for using it. Accordingly, some agencies 
perceive the new system as less flexible and more costly than the previous 
system.  
 
Besides, some agencies report dissatisfaction with the SLAs that have to be signed 
to use ABAC: 
 

[For the] SLA to be signed for the utilisation of the ABAC financial system, 
(…) the price and conditions set by the Commission are no for discussion but 
imposed without the latter bearing any guarantee or responsibility. The 
detailed costs were asked without any answer received. Because the cost for 
the utilisation of the financial system will tremendously increased (…), less 
will be devoted in our annual budget to operational activities. 
 

Moreover, EU agencies are fairly satisfied with routine processing, but less 
satisfied when having special requests, e.g. special reports cause additional costs.  
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3.3.2 Implementation of the budget 

The implementation of the budget encompasses different administrative 
requirements and is regulated through the articles 33-73 of the framework 
Financial Regulation. 
 
In total, the time spent for the implementation of the budget varies between the 
agencies from 88 to 2.240 hours per year. The following graph shows the average 
value for the different administrative requirements. 
 
FIGURE 10: WORKING HOURS FOR THE DIFFERENT ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS 

CONCERNING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE BUDGET 
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Economies of Scale 
Smaller agencies spend more time per employee on the implementation of the 
budget in comparison to middle and large size agencies. But it is interesting to 
note that per employee large agencies seem to perform better in the 
implementation of their budget in comparison to middle sized agencies. The share 
of administrative staff in relation to the total staff of an agency tends to have an 
impact on possible economies of scale. Agencies with a small proportion of 
administrative staff tend to spend more time on the implementation of the budget 
than agencies with a middle and large proportion of administrative staff.  
 
Agency characteristics  
The founding year of the agencies is not a decisive point for the time spent on the 
implementation of the budget. Nevertheless, it can be observed that agencies 
founded between 1993-1995 need less time for the implementation of the budget 
than the other two groups of agencies. The time value for the agencies founded in 
1975 and 2002-2007 is practically identical, but it must be noted that there are 
only two values for 1975. To sum up, it can be reasoned that new agencies are 
more burdened then long operating agencies which can be explained with the 
greater organisational routines of the first and second generation of the EU 
agencies leading to time saving ways of working.  
 
3.3.3 Presentation of the accounts 

As already described, the presentation of the accounts encompasses the 
preparation of the annual accounts including the establishment of the financial 
statements of the agency and the establishment of the report on the 
implementation of the budget. The following graph shows the time spent for the 
different activities. 
In the following, only the total value for the presentation of the accounts and its 
connection with the independent variables is described in more detail.  
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FIGURE 11: WORKING HOURS FOR THE DIFFERENT ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS – 
CONCERNING THE PRESENTATION OF THE ACCOUNTS  

 

 
Economies of Scale 
Again, it is noticeable that the small agencies spend more time per employee for 
the preparation of their annual accounts than the middle sized agencies. The high 
time value for the large agencies can be explained by the existence of an outlier 
that distorts the results. 
 
Agency characteristics 
The explanatory value of the age of the agency for the time spent for the 
preparation of the annual accounts is rather limited. The third and second 
generation of agencies are near the mean value for the time needed for the 
preparation of the annual accounts. The first generation of agencies is below the 
mean value, but the explanatory value is restricted due to the limited number of 
cases. 
Concerning the tasks, agencies giving binding decisions and agencies which 
provide information gathering spend more time for the presentation than EU 
agencies for operational activities and EU agencies assisting the Commission. This 
coincides with the results for the overall budgetary process. 
 
Further remarks by the agencies 
Concerning the Internal Audit, several agencies remark that the Internal Audit, 
which is normally provided by the Internal Audit Service of the Commission and 
the external audit conducted by the Court of Auditors do overlap.  
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Additionally, the high standards of documentation were criticised, as the following 
statement shows exemplarily.  
 

Connected to the financial rules are the Internal Control Standards. The 
burdens stemming from these lie more in their interpretation than anything 
prescribed in legal terms. At times they are interpreted by the auditors (or 
the administrations themselves) in a form which leads to bureaucratisation 
and organisational procedures not in proportion to the size of the 
organisation or the financial risks. For example, documentation of 
procedures. While it is clear that decisions must be recorded and 
disseminates as appropriate, the creation of separate manuals of procedures 
in which all procedures are presented in a uniform layout seems superfluous 
for small organisations. 

 
3.3.4 External Audit and discharge 

The European Court of Auditors as well as the European Parliament have the right 
to consult all documents and information relating to the financial management of 
the agencies. According to Article 140(3) of the general financial regulations, the 
European Court of Auditors (ECA) shall be entitled to consult all documents and 
information relating to the financial management of departments or bodies with 
regard to operations financed or co-financed by the Communities. It shall have 
the power to make enquiries of any official responsible for a revenue or 
expenditure operation and to use any of the auditing procedures appropriate to 
the aforementioned departments or bodies.  
 
According to Article 96 of the framework Financial Regulation, the European 
Parliament can request, in the same manner as provided for in Article 146(3) of 
the general Financial Regulation, any information required for the smooth 
application of the discharge procedure for the year in question. 
 
Hence, the agencies have to cooperate with the ECA and the European Parliament 
what means in practice that they have to provide documents, answering 
questions, explain disagreements etc.  
 
Economies of scale 
It is remarkable that small agencies spend considerable more time in order to deal 
with the Court of Auditors (mean 550 working hours) in comparison with medium 
(mean 236,83 working hours) and large agencies (mean 355 working hours). For 
the cooperation with the European Parliament the time value for the small 
agencies is under the average value but not substantially. Though, large agencies 
have less or the same effort in order to cooperate with the two institutions, 
although they manage a greater budget size. 
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Agency characteristics 
Concerning the founding year, it is illuminating that the agencies of the first and 
second generation in a mean need more time to cooperate with the Court of 
Auditors and the European Parliament than the agencies of the third generation 
For the four differentiated functional groups of EU agencies, agencies conducting 
operational activities spend less time fort the cooperation than the three other 
functional groups.  
 
Further remarks by the agencies 
Many agencies complaint that they are subject to a considerable number of 
controls, audits, reporting and evaluation processes which often require to provide 
similar data to different authorities (e.g. Internal Audit Service, Court of Auditor, 
European Parliament). One agency send us a list about the different audits and 
reporting duty it has to comply with:Reporting to and supervision by 
following bodies 

• Reporting to and supervision by following bodies 
- European Parliament: 1. Empl, 2. SP, 3. Budj.Com, 4. CoCoBu 

(dispatch) 
- European Commission: 1. DG Empl, 2. DG Admin, 3. DG Budget 
- European Court of Auditors 
- Internal Audit Service (European Commission) 
- European Data Protection Office 
- Governing Board 
- Bureau 
- Advisory Committees (8) 

• Annual and Multi-annual Programmes 
- Four Year Rolling Programme 
- Annual Programme 
- Annual Budget (to DG Budget, EP) 
- Staff Policy plan (for DG Admin) 

• Annual Reports 
- Annual Progress Report (for GB in October) 
- Public Annual Report (published in May) 
- Authorising Officers Annual Report (to DG, CoA, EP)) 

 
The following citation gives a good summary of the different remarks we received 
concerning external audits: 
 

We are basically being supervised by 8 different European bodies of 
organisations to which all we are reporting. Taken our size, less than 100 
staff and 20 mill EUR turnover it is quite cumbersome and complicated. 
On the other hand I have the feeling that nobody does it properly, 
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because there are so many bodies. Streamlining and having fewer but 
more responsible supervision structure would be good for all. 
 
 
 

3.3.5 Key findings and recommendations 

The survey reveals that EU agencies are heavily loaded by the administrative 
requirements stemming from the regulations of the budgetary process. On 
average, an EU agency spends over 2.600 working hours per year with the 
budgetary process. Applied to a single employee, every employee of an agency 
spends 18,09 working hours per year with the budgetary process. In this context, 
it must be noticed that small and young agencies are over-average burdened by 
the budgetary process with an average time value per employee of 28,20 (small 
agencies) and 20,51 working hours (agencies of the third generation) 
An analysis of the different phases of the budgetary process shows that the 
establishment of the budget is the most burdensome phase followed by the 
presentation of the accounts, the external audit and the discharge. Hence, the 
implementation of the budget is not as time consuming as the other activities. 
Concerning the different administrative requirements, the information on the 
achievement of all previously set objectives as well as new objectives as part of 
the revenue and expenditure estimate is the most burdensome administrative 
requirement, followed by the report on financial statements. Regarding the 
external audit, it is striking that the small agencies spend more time to cooperate 
with the Court of Auditors then large and medium sized agencies.  
Recommendations: 
 
1) Regulations:  
• The framework financial regulations for agencies and the corresponding 

implementation rules should be checked for simplification possibilities. Under 
particular examination should be Article 27 of the Commission Regulation (EC, 
Euratom) No 2343/2002 of 23 December 2002 that regulates the 
establishment of the budget as well as Article 76 et seq. concerning the 
presentation of the accounts. A possible reduction of complexity in these areas 
would create especially gains for small and young agencies, which are heavily 
loaded by these requirements. 

• A feasible solution could be the implementation of an opt-out rule for all EU 
agencies. In coordination with the Commission, the Court of Auditors and the 
European Parliament, it should be possible to define exceptions concerning the 
implementation of the financial regulations. 

• The Court of Auditors should take a more cost-benefit and risk-oriented audit 
approach. The survey reveals that small agencies are disproportionally 
burdened through the cooperation with the Court of Auditors. A further 
analysis has to include these findings in detail because the data gave no 
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information if the audits are too rigorous or the accounts of the agencies are 
so deficient. Nevertheless, cooperation with the Court of Auditors is a major 
field for improvement. 

 
 
2) Shared Services: 
• Common support services are especially useful for two phases of the 

budgetary process and two types of agencies 
• The agency survey reveals that support is especially needed concerning the 

establishment of the budget and the presentation of the accounts. The 
existing support structure offered by the European Commission seems not 
to be sufficient to guarantee a timely execution of the budgetary process. 
It appears that a tailor-made support structure is necessary that takes into 
account the special requirements of EU agencies. This support structure 
should encompass: 
• Training in the application of the financial regulation; 
• Help desk for problems and questions arising during the budget 

procedure; 
• Support for different standardised requirements of the budgetary 

process (e.g. report on budget implementation); 
• Support in order to deal with questions and audits by the Court of 

Auditors.  
• The establishment of Common Support Services is vital for small agencies 

and the agencies of the third generation as they spend the most time on 
the budgetary process compared with the other groups of agencies. Here, 
the realisation of economies of scale would be highest and provide the 
opportunity for the small agencies to concentrate on their core tasks. 

 

3.4 Staff regulations  

In total 28 questions were posed concerning administrative requirements resulting 
from staff regulations in the fields of recruitment, appointment and regular 
activities (e.g. travel expenses). All answering agencies organise their human 
resources in a specialised unit (one missing answer), whereas staff numbers vary 
between one and 19 full time equivalents, with an average staff number of eight. 
The analysis shows that the larger the agency, the more HRM staff is employed. 
Also, four agencies have a specialised unit for recruitment with four to eight staff. 
The analysis shows that agencies with such units have more recruitment 
competitions and more appointments per year than those without specialised 
recruitment units. Also, it should be noted that none of the small agencies has a 
specialised recruitment unit. 
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3.4.1 Recruitment 

Economies of Scale 
An analysis of potential economies of scale with regards to recruitment shows that 
larger agencies have higher numbers of recruitment competitions in general and 
recruitment competitions based on tests and qualifications. However, agency size 
has no effect on time needed for preparing tests for recruitment competitions, the 
preparation of competition, or the work of selection board. When it comes to the 
share of administrative staff in relation to total staff, a (rather weak) scale effect 
can be observed, as the higher the share of administrative staff, the less time is 
needed to prepare tests for recruitment competitions. Here, also the effect of staff 
numbers in the HRM unit on the time spent for the various administrative 
requirements was tested. This analysis shows that the more staff a HR unit has, 
the more recruitment competitions are undertaken. However, there is no 
specialization effect on the time needed to prepare tests for recruitment 
competitions, the preparation of competition, or the work of the selection board. 
In addition, we tested whether the existence of a recruitment unit makes a 
difference. The analysis shows that there is no effect, except for the time needed 
to select a final candidate, where agencies having recruitment units report 
spending more time on candidate selection, rather than less time, which is a 
counterintuitive finding. A possible explanation for this observation might be that 
those agencies having recruitment units are in need of staff with specific skills, for 
which recruitment processes are more complex. As to the possible scale effects 
cause by the number of recruitment competitions, we do find this (rather weak) 
effect on time to prepare tests and notice of competition. Yet, there is no scale 
effect on the time needed by selection board. 
 
Agency characteristics 
When it comes to agency specificities, we observe that third generation agencies 
have a higher number of recruitment competitions, and that those agencies need 
less time to prepare competition tests. Thus, in the limited sample of most 
recently established agencies, we clearly observe the abovementioned scale 
effect. In terms of agency function, we find that information gathering and 
operational agencies have fewer competitions based on tests and qualification 
compared to the other types, and that operational agencies report that the 
appointing authority needs much more time to select a final candidate compared 
to other agency types. 
 
The recruitment of staff is one of the several administrative functions for which a 
service provider exists (which is EPSO, see the analysis in section 3.1.2 above). 
Therefore, we tested the data for the effect of using EPSO services on the time 
spent to fulfil various administrative requirements related to recruitment. This 
analysis shows that agencies using EPSO services tend to have more recruitment 
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competitions in general and more recruitment competitions based on both tests 
and qualifications, and need less time to prepare a notice of competition for 
recruitment. 
 
In sum, for the recruitment of staff, our data show scale effects regarding the 
number of recruitments, where a higher number of recruitments leads to 
efficiency gains with respect to the time needed. Also, we find no straightforward 
effects of agency characteristics on staff recruitment. The most important finding 
here is that agencies using the services of EPSO need less time for recruitment 
procedures. 
 
3.4.2 Appointment 

The questionnaire to the agencies also contained a smaller set of questions on 
appointments. More precisely, we asked for the total number of appointments in 
2007, the main administrative requirements to be fulfilled after the appointment 
and the time it takes (in working hours) to draw the employment contract, to 
assess entitlements etc. 
 
In terms of potential economies of scale and/or specialisation, we find that 
although larger agencies appoint more staff per year, there is no effect of the 
higher number of transactions on the time needed for administrative 
requirements. Also, we find no statistical relationship between the share of 
administrative staff and the time needed for administrative requirements. Here, 
we also checked for service-specific economies of scale by looking at the 
relationship between staff numbers in the HR unit and appointments. This analysis 
shows that the larger the HR units, the higher the number of appointments per 
year. However, similar to total staff numbers, there is no effect on time needed 
for administrative requirements in relation to appointments. In sum, these 
findings suggest that there is high variation among agencies having similar 
features (number of total staff, share of administrative staff, and number of staff 
in HR unit) rather than any straightforward pattern. However, the survey data 
show that agencies having recruitment units tend to need less time to fulfil 
administrative requirements related to appointments. Yet, there is no statistical 
relationship between the total numbers of appointments on time needed to fulfil 
administrative requirements related to appointments. A first conclusion that can 
be drawn is that specialization (i.e. having a specialized recruitment unit) in 
combination with high numbers of transactions leads to efficiency gains for 
appointments. 
 
In terms of agency characteristics, we find no differences between the amounts of 
time needed for administrative requirements for agencies created in different 
periods. When it comes to agency functions, we find that agencies providing 
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assistance to the European Commission have the highest number of appointments 
on average, yet there are no differences in the time needed for administrative 
requirements between agencies with different functions. Thus, we find large 
variations among agencies with similar functions, with the exception of agencies 
taking binding decisions. Also, agencies using EPSO services do not differ to any 
extent regarding the time needed to fulfil administrative requirements related to 
appointments. Here, the explanation is that EPSO provides support only with 
regards to selection process, but not to recruitment. However, the assessment of 
the eligibility of agency staff for individual entitlements is within the sphere of 
competences of PMO (as optional service). 
 
3.4.3 Travel expenses 

Another administrative task that is part of the Staff Regulation is the calculation of 
travel expenses (Staff Regulations, Annex VII, Article 7). Here, we asked the 
agencies how many applications on compensation for travelling were processed in 
2007; whether there is a specialised organisational unit to process the 
applications on compensation for travelling; and how much time is necessary to 
process a single application on compensation (in minutes). 
 
In terms of scale effects, we find that larger agencies process more applications 
for travel compensation, and that all large agencies have a special unit for travel 
compensation. Also, there is a negative, but weak effect of agency size on time 
needed for processing compensation applications (i.e. the larger the agency, the 
less time is needed). The same applies to the share of administrative staff in 
relation to total staff: the larger the share of administrative staff, the less time is 
needed for processing compensation applications. Thus, a higher level of 
specialization is connected to efficiency gains. However, we neither find a 
relationship between staff numbers in the agencies’ HR units and the time needed 
for processing compensation applications, neither between the total number of 
applications and the time needed for processing compensation applications. 
 
When it comes to agency characteristics, we find no differences between the 
agency from different generations and the total number of applications. However, 
in terms of the time needed to process applications, we find that young agencies 
tend to need more time for processing travel expenses, which suggests that a 
higher level of experience yields to efficiency gains in this area. Finally, we could 
not find any differences between agencies with similar functions as regards the 
total number of applications or the time needed to process applications. Thus, 
these findings suggest that in particular third-generation agencies could contribute 
to possible savings from services in the field of individual entitlements to travel 
expenses. According to one of our interview partners, the determination of 
entitlements with regards to travel expenses (or in fact any other individual 
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entitlements) is often a complex task, and PMO is already now providing guidance 
to the agencies.  
 
3.4.4 Payroll accounting and pensions 

In the questionnaire, two sets of questions on payroll accounting and the 
calculation of pensions were included. However, for both fields of activity, the 
number of transactions is very low, as both services are provided on a binding 
basis by PMO. Thus, it is not possible to draw any reliable conclusions from these 
data. 
 
 
Further remarks by the agencies 
There is one agency that explicitly criticises that it has to develop its own IT 
applications to manage staff entitlements and the establishment plan and use its 
own resources for this matter. This is a complex task, as such applications "have 
to be developed in line with the Staff Regulations and its implementing rules that 
are different relative to general employment law". According to this agency, "the 
requirements to efficiently manage personal records, the establishment plan of 
posts, absence records, contractual aspects, training records, missions, annual 
medicals, probation and performance evaluation reports are absolutely identical in 
every single EU agency". Also, this agency reports that "the European Commission 
has been unable to provide IT applications other than SIC Mission or SIC Conge 
written only in French or some other IT applications which cover only one single 
entitlement and which require huge customisation and integration work". 
 
Other agencies’ comments can be found below (box 2). 

BOX 2: AGENCIES' COMMENTS ON STAFF REGULATIONS 

On top of the already mentioned intricate legal framework, institutions, 
agencies and decentralised bodies are called, by the same Staff Regulations, 
to adopt their own implementing provisions to make the latter fully 
applicable. An implementing provision or an implementing rule could be 
defined, in a simplistic way, as a set of more detailed stipulations and 
procedures that are necessary to fulfil so as to make a given main regulation 
fully operational and actually applicable to concrete cases. The procedure for 
the adoption of these rules is laid down in Article 110 of the Staff Regulations 
which states that "The general provisions for giving effect to these Staff 
Regulations shall be adopted by each institution after consulting its Staff 
Committee and the Staff Regulations Committee. Agencies shall adopt the 
appropriate implementing rules for giving effect to these Staff Regulations, 
after consultation of the relevant Staff Committee and in agreement with the 
Commission." Should the whole above-mentioned procedure be smooth it 
may take, approximately, from 6 months to one year. Should the EC have 
comments or suggestions for amendments, and should the mentioned 
comments be taken into account by the concerned decentralised agency or 
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body, the whole internal procedure for consultation is to be fully re-launched. 
Practice has shown that none of the EU agencies or decentralised bodies have 
been able to fully adopt the package of implementing provisions as requested 
by the EC up to the end of 2008 and the so called Reform entered into force 
on 1 May 2004. Practice has, in our view, demonstrated that there is a 
question of proportionality, both in terms of the procedure for the approval of 
the implementing rules and in terms of their number, that has been, in some 
way, outwardly considered or, what it is worse, not considered at all. 
 
The procedure for the adoption of the implementing of the  staff regulations 
is laid down in Article 110 of the Staff Regulations which states that "The 
general provisions for giving effect to these Staff Regulations shall be 
adopted by each institution after consulting its Staff Committee and the Staff 
Regulations Committee. Agencies shall adopt the appropriate implementing 
rules for giving effect to these Staff Regulations, after consultation of the 
relevant Staff Committee and in agreement with the Commission." The 
process is long (2-6 months at the Commission); a number of rules had to be 
adopted by "analogy" with those of the Commission; others were adapted 
into "model decisions" which do not take into account size and constraints of 
each specific agency. Although it is understandable that coherence be 
maintained between agencies, more flexibility would be welcomed and could 
enable improved efficiency. 
 
The Staff Regulations are deficient in many aspects regarding Temporary 
Agents. Temporary Agents are the majority population for agency staff but 
do not constitute the majority type of staff in the institutions. So the Staff 
Regulations have several gaps regarding Temporary Agents, e.g. promotion 
is not clearly defined nor is mobility. There is no mobility for Temporary 
Agents and the Inter Agency Job Market makes only a very limited 
contribution in this respect as it only offers a 1-2 range of grades and a total 
loss of salary step increases. The Internal Agency Job Market needs to be 
fully liberalised to allow for no loss to the transferring staff member within 
the restriction of the post advertised. Article 52 is not applicable to 
Temporary Agents according to the Commission and this lack of flexibility to 
continue to employ a limited number of staff over time up to age 67 may 
seriously impact on agencies especially given the technical aspects of their 
work. Art 52 should be fully applicable to Temporary Agents and this article 
in the Staff Regulations should be corrected. Art 45 and the third language 
prior to promotion is followed by agencies but for agency staff two languages 
are sufficient. Therefore, additional time, effort and expense is being invested 
in a skill area that is not critical for agency needs. Agencies should have 
more flexibility in choosing whether to apply this article of the Staff 
Regulations or not. For promotion, agencies should have flexibility in how 
they approach their promotion choices and not be forced into following the 
Commission mechanism that is mechanistic, complex and bureaucratic. 
Agencies need, when it comes to promotion, to be conservative and to fully 
respect the budget restrictions and the requirements of the Staff Regulations. 
However there are other good approaches which still respect the Staff 
Regulations fully on to how to make promotion decisions other than the 
practice followed by the Commission. EMEA has put in place the 
implementing rules for both Contract Agents and Temporary Agents and the 
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Agency fully complies with these implementing rules. These rules are onerous 
to implement especially when the number of candidates is small. The 
Commission uses written examinations to good effect and for the purpose of 
excluding the large number of candidates it receives. Agencies are not in 
such a position and the number of candidates is usually rather small. 
Agencies are also recruiting for a more specific job profile and the technical 
requirements to meet are clearly defined. There should be more flexibility in 
the use of written examinations for both Contract Agents and Temporary 
Agents which would alleviate the effort underpinning recruitment. The 
possibility to conduct interviews on the telephone or by video conference as 
well as sequential interviewing would also help to modernise and introduce 
flexibility into the process. Staff Regulations and its implementing rules are 
written in a complex and old fashioned way. For example why should the 
travel allowance (Article 8 of Annex VII) be based on the shortest rail 
distance and not on the shortest road distance. The shortest road distance is 
much easier to retrieve from routeplanner websites, while in order to work 
out the shortest distance by rail each agency has to rely on a Commission 
service. The Staff Regulations uses inconsistent approaches. For example, 
why should the calculation of the age bonus be based on the age the staff 
member reaches on 1 July of the current year and the travel allowance for 
children be based on the age the child reaches on 1 January. 
 
3.4.5 Key findings and recommendations 

The analysis of the administrative requirements in the field of Human Resources 
management shows some potential efficiency gains for recruitment, staff 
appointments and the processing of travel expenses. These activities are within 
the competencies of two existing services providers, namely EPSO and PMO. 
Indeed, we find that agencies receiving services from EPSO need less time to 
prepare a notice of competition for recruitment. 
 
Thus, with regards to Human resources management, we recommend that 

• existing service providers should improve their quality and the "fit" of their 
services to the agencies’ needs and expand their services provided to 
agencies; 

• among others, this could be done by creating a distinct unit inside EPSO 
and/or PMO which specialises on agency matters; 

• another instrument would be to introduce a rotation scheme between the 
specialised unit and the EU agencies’ administrative divisions. 
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3.5 Procurement Regulation  

The EU rules referring to procurement are laid down in the Financial Regulation 
applicable to the general budget of the European Communities (Council Regulation 
(EC, Euratom) No 1605/2002 of 25 June 2002) (in connection with Commission 
Regulation (EC) No 1874/2004 and Commission Directive 2005/51/EC of 7 
September 2005) and are further specified in the respective implementing rules 
(Commission Regulation (EC, EURATOM) No 2342/2002 of 23 December 2002) as 
well as referred to in the framework Financial Regulation for Agencies 
(Commission Regulation (EC, EURATOM) No 2343/2002 of 23 December 2002. 
The administrative requirements established in those rules refer to different 
tender procedures, and to different steps that are to be undertaken by the 
contracting authorities during the procurement procedure (drafting, evaluation of 
tenderers, choosing a contractor, informing tenderers, preparing the contract).  
 
So far, no common support service for EU agencies assisting in conducting 
procurement procedures exists. However, the EU Commission offers training for 
procurement procedures in which EU agencies can participate as well as guidance 
documents. However, none of the responding agencies referred to any current 
support in procurement by the EU Commission. Currently, ten (out of 16) 
agencies have a specialised organisational unit for conducting procurements, 
employing on average 3.15 fte. Generally, the number of staff in procurement 
units does not correlate in a statistically significant way  with the number of 
procurement procedures.  
 
The following analysis is mainly based upon two variables. First, the total number 
of procurement procedures conducted per EU agency in 2007 and second, the 
total time an EU agency spends per procurement procedure (from planning until 
setting up the contract). Reference to particular types of procedure or particular 
procedural steps is only made where the analysis shows significant particularities. 
A look on relations between different procedural steps reveals that EU agencies 
that need more time to draft the tender documents, also need more time to 
choose a contractor, as well as for drafting the tender documents and for setting 
up final contract. Generally, however, the number of procurement procedures 
does not correlate significantly with the total time spent on procurement 
procedures by EU agencies. Overall, the number of procurement procedures 
conducted by EU agencies in 2007 varies between seven and 246. The number of 
working hours EU agencies use for conducting one procedure fluctuates between 
seven and 195. The subsequent analysis shows how these figures relate to the 
explanatory factors spelled out in section 2.1.1.  
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Economies of Scale 
The number of procurement procedures does not vary to large extent between the 
different groups of size of EU agencies, the total mean of which is 60.27. Within 
the group of the larger EU agencies the least procurement procedures are carried 
out (mean = 51.33). The number of procurement procedures conducted by 
smaller EU agencies exceeds the total mean by amounting to 63.29. However, 
within the group of small agencies the number of procurement procedures varies 
between seven and 246, this range is considerably smaller in the groups of 
medium-size (91) and large agencies (21). Differentiating types of procurement 
procedures, the analysis shows that the larger an agency is the more procurement 
procedures are conducted as open tenders.  
The working time EU agencies spend on procurement procedures, however, 
diverges more strikingly between the groups of size. Smaller EU agencies need 
considerable more time per procurement procedures with a mean of 90.93 
working hours as compared to medium-size (mean = 43.79 working hours) and 
large agencies that are the fastest per procurement procedure (mean =  25.00 
working hours). Furthermore, the analysis displays that the less staff an EU 
agency employs within its procurement unit, the longer it needs to draft the 
tender documents, which might hint at the economies of scale effects through 
specialisation. This indication and the divergence in working time of different size 
groups suggest that particularly smaller agencies might generate savings from 
assistance in procurement procedures.  
 

FIGURE 12: PROCUREMENT PROCEDURES ACCORDING TO AGENCY SIZE 
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Regarding the share of administrative staff reveals a different picture: EU 
agencies with the largest share of administrative staff conduct the most 
procurement procedures (mean = 80.20), whereas EU agencies with a medium-
size share of administrative staff carry out the least procurement procedures 
(mean = 40.60) and those with small share of administrative staff score in-
between (mean = 60.00). This variation points to the interpretation that the area 
of procurement might indeed be a personal intensive administrative activity. The 
working time EU agencies need for passing procurement procedures varies 
between 42.17 working hours in the group of EU agencies with a small share of 
administrative staff and 72.59 working hours spent by EU agencies with a 
medium-size share of administrative staff. EU agencies with a large share of 
administrative staff lie in-between with a mean of 59.08 working hours. The 
finding supports the aforementioned one insofar as the increasing experience in 
procurement procedure might help to reduce the time needed.  
 
All in all, even though we did not find statistically significant correlations between 
the number of annual procurements and the working hours spent on single 
procedures, we conclude that the further analysis for the size of the EU agency 
and the share of administrative staff shows that economies of scale can plausibly 
be expected for the area of procurement mainly due to specialisation via 
procedural experience in a considerably complex area of administrative activity 
such as procurement.  
 
Agencies characteristics  
The number of procurements does not considerably vary between the different 
age groups of EU agencies (total mean = 60.27). Though, the older agencies 
spend considerably more time on conducting procurement procedures than second 
generation EU agencies and the ones of third generation, in which the time range 
between the fastest and slowest is the largest one. This finding is contra-intuitive 
as one expects the older ones to be the fastest as they are the most experienced 
ones. However, this striking finding might be caused by the small number (n = 2) 
of first generation EU agencies included. The relation between the time spent per 
procurement procedure by the second and third generation agencies confirms 
prior expectation as the second generation EU agencies are remarkably faster 
(mean = 26.08) than the group of the third generation which cannot be assumed 
to be acquainted with procedural requirements on procurement to the same 
extent. A cautious interpretation, though, allows to conclude that procedural 
acquaintance accelerates conducting procurement procedures.   
EU agencies issuing binding decisions accomplish the most procurement 
procedures (mean = 145.50), followed by the "operational activities" agencies 
(mean = 118), whereas the other two functional groups carry out considerably 
less procurement procedures ("assistance to COM"-agencies: mean = 40.50, 
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"information-gathering" agencies: mean = 41.63). The "information-gathering" 
agencies, however, spend the most time per procurement procedure with a mean 
of 88.19 whereas the "binding-decision" agencies only need 10.33 working hours 
per procurement procedure. This analysis also points to potential benefit of 
support in conducting procurement procedures for agencies that are not among 
the most frequent contracting agencies.  
 
Further remarks by the agencies 
Asked for their own point of view on the area of procurement within the 
questionnaire (only answered by eight agencies), EU agencies criticism refers to 
three aspects.  
 
First, several agencies report that the time spent on procurement procedures 
varies greatly between single procedures depending on the task complexity of the 
procurement as well as on the number of participating tenderers and further 
complain that that time lags of procurement procedures are too long for their 
(operational) needs. Procurement is mainly be considered as a time-consuming 
and capacity-intensive administrative activity. 
 
Second, agencies claim to be automatically included in or at least informed about 
EU Commissions’ Framework Tenders. So far, agencies need to explicitly be stated 
as participants in procurement tenders for being allowed to participate in contrast 
to the Commission DG’s that can automatically use any Framework Contract 
issued by another DG. As our interviews with officials of EU Commission reveal, 
they are aware of that problem and work on a solution to better include EU 
agencies in EU Commission procurement procedures.   
 
Third, and related to the second aspect, EU agencies complain that the volume of 
their tenders tend to be so small that they are not offered services or products on 
a price (per item) comparable to one the EU Commission would get offered when 
tendering for larger quantities.  
 
3.5.1 Key findings and recommendations 

 
The area of procurement provides indication for being feasible for establishing 
shared services (in one or the other way). Economies of scale can plausibly be 
expected due to increasing specialisation (particularly through improved 
acquaintance with procedural requirements) and the cost-efficiency of (current) 
procurements might reasonably be expected to improve.  
Thus based upon the preceding analysis, we formulate the following three 
recommendations for the area of procurement of EU agencies.  
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1) Current situation: EU agencies should be informed on tenders of the EU 
Commission before they are published in the Official Journal of the European 
Union. EU agencies should be free to decide about their own participation as 
possible contracting party.  

2) Regulation: EU agencies should be allowed to jointly tender procurement 
procedures. Those joint tenders seem particularly useful for standardised 
subjects such as e.g. stationary, furniture etc.  

3) Shared Services: EU agencies should receive common support in procurement. 
This assistance should refer to conducting the respective procurement 
procedure. The final decision on choosing a contractor should, however, 
remain in the responsibility of the respective EU agency and in any questions 
requiring particular expertise (e.g. drafting of tender specifications), the 
common support should closely cooperate with the respective agency. This 
procedural assistance is supposed to be particularly helpful for procurement 
procedures related to the respective EU agencies’ core tasks.    
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3.6 Legal Advice  
 
The whole area of legal advice is not included in any EU regulation implying 
administrative burden to EU agencies. Its costs are rather to be considered as 
administrative support costs (cf. chapter 2). Our analysis, however, indicates that 
legal affairs of EU agencies could be considered feasible for shared service, as will 
be elaborated upon in the following. Generally, staff employed in legal affairs can 
be differentiated between the different types of positions inherent in the EU’s staff 
system (permanent posts, temporary agents and contract agents, and a seconded 
national expert in one case). In the following, two variables on legal affairs are 
considered, namely the staff numbers allocated to legal affairs in EU agencies and 
their respective average staff costs (staff costs per legal affairs employee). The 
most basic finding is, that the more staff is employed for legal affairs, the more 
increase legal affairs staff costs in absolute numbers. Overall, the number of 
employees in legal affairs varies between one and 15, and the staff costs per 
employee in legal affairs fluctuate between EUR 10.011,00 and 152.142,00. Even 
though, classic economies of scale cannot be seriously estimated here as the 
number of transactions cannot easily be collected, nor are they reported. 
However, it seems plausible for two reasons to assume legal advice an area 
generally feasible for a shared service organisation for EU agencies. First, the 
legal framework under which EU decentralised agencies operate is similar to all of 
them. They all are legal bodies in their own right operating under the general 
rules applying to EU institutions. Second and because of that, it seems plausible 
that the legal problems occurring to EU agencies are rather similar as well and 
refer to the same legal areas such as e.g. procurement, staff etc. Thus, if the 
subsequent analysis reveals that EU agencies use considerable staff for their legal 
advice it might be an indication for a feasibility as a shared service as EU agencies 
then would contribute to possible savings by increased specialisation that could be 
offered by a common unit. So far, common support services particular for EU 
agencies in the area of legal advice do not exist, although the EU Commission has 
a Legal Service that is, however, criticised by the EU agencies (cf. below).  
 
Economies of Scale  
Grouped according to size, we generally found that the larger an agency is, the 
more staff it employs in legal affairs, the majority of which is employed as 
temporary agents but with increasing numbers in both permanent posts and as 
contract agents as the agencies increase. The most striking observation here is 
that the small agencies only have either one or two employees in legal affairs. 
Staff costs per employee are highest in the group of small agencies with a mean 
of EUR 104.111,20 as compared to the second highest costs per legal affairs 
employee in the group of large agencies, in which the mean amounts to EUR 
81.697,33. Lowest costs per legal affairs employee occur in the group of medium-
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size agencies (mean = EUR 53.279,28). However, within the groups, the staff 
costs per legal affairs’ employee vary most within the small agencies. Even if one 
excludes the maximum value from the analysis, the mean still adds up to EUR 
92.103,5, yet the highest between the groups. Generally it is interesting to note 
that the more permanent posts are established in legal affairs, the more increase 
the staff costs per legal affairs employee.  
 
Regarding the share of administrative staff in EU agencies (of which legal staff is a 
part), most legal affairs staff is employed in those EU agencies with the smallest 
share of administrative staff probably indicating the importance of legal advice for 
any EU agency (mean = 5.33), whereas the number of legal staff is almost equal 
in the other two groups of a medium-size share of administrative staff and large 
share (mean = 3.33 and 3.0 respectively). Again, staff costs per legal employee 
are highest in the group of a small share of administrative staff (mean = EUR 
93.446,67), flowed by the group of EU agencies with a large share of 
administrative staff (mean = 84.652.13) and the group with a medium-size share 
of administrative staff (mean = EUR 63.504,11).  
 
All in all, it appears that EU agencies to a considerable extent demand legal advice 
by their legal affairs units as total legal staff increases with increasing agency 
size. Even within EU agencies with a small share of administrative staff, legal 
affairs staff appears to be functionally important.  
 
Agencies characteristics  
Looking at the legal advice of EU agencies from a perspective of age and function 
of the EU agencies reveals the following picture. Second generation EU agencies 
employ most legal staff (mean = 5.14) followed by the third generation agencies 
(mean = 3.67). Accordingly, staff costs per employee are highest in the second 
generation agencies and lowest in the EU agencies of the first generation (mean = 
EUR 10.011,00).  
From a functional perspective, EU agencies issuing binding decisions employ the 
highest number of legal staff with a mean of 7.67 (compared to the total mean of 
3.89) (probably they are the ones most brought to court). The ones with the 
lowest number of legal employees are the information gathering agencies (mean 
= 1.38): Staff costs per employee in legal affairs are highest in the group of the 
binding decisions agencies (mean = 101.250,00), whereas in the other three 
groups the means only vary between EUR 75.093,77 and 78.582,76. 
 
Further remarks by the agencies 
The area of legal advice is among the most mentioned ones the agencies refer to 
when asked for areas feasible for a shared service organisation from their point of 
view. They highlight that particularly the smaller agencies would need more 
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common support. The two subsequent quotations might help to illustrate the 
agencies` opinion: 
 

The Legal Services could and should be centralised as the Commission’s legal 
services cannot be availed of by Agencies (…) The legal cases of Agencies 
should be quite similar to a certain extent (staff questions, procurement) so 
that a centre of expertise in EU legal matters would be highly effective and 
efficient and therefore recommendable. 
 
In particular access to (…) the Legal Services under a standardised procedure 
would be very helpful and are needed because of the specific expertise 
needed in these cases. 

 
3.6.1 Key findings and recommendations 

 
Combining the quantitative results and the remarks by the EU agencies reveals 
legal advice as feasible for a shared service organisation. Beneficiary effects can 
be expected from a more specialised and expertise-based legal support unit that 
the EU agencies themselves cannot provide to a comparable extent by 
themselves.  
 
Thus based upon the preceding analysis, we formulate the following 
recommendation for the area of legal advice of EU agencies:  
A "Centre of expertise in EU legal matters" should be established pooling the 
existing legal services. This "Centre of Expertise in EU legal matter" should be a 
common service to all EU agencies asking for legal advice.  
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3.7 IT 

Economies of scale 
In general, the number of IT staff varies across EU agencies responding to the 
survey between none and 32. However, the number of IT staff or its staff costs 
are not related to expenses for IT itself. Hence, sharing services and thus sharing 
IT staff across EU agencies is expected to achieve – compared to the 
administrative requirements in all other fields noted above – rather small 
economies of scale as the staff costs are considerable small (see below), whereas 
the larger expenses are spent for IT itself. Analogous to our analysis of other 
internal administrative support services, we assessed two variables, i.e. the total 
number of IT staff and the IT staff costs per agency employee (per year). 
 
First, when analyzing the agency size, the survey reveals that larger EU agencies 
employ more IT staff, but that medium-sized agencies have the highest IT staff 
costs per agency employee. Accordingly, larger and medium-sized agencies 
should achieve more economies of scale from sharing IT staff than smaller 
agencies. 
 
Second, EU agencies with a smaller share of administrative staff employ more IT 
staff, but spend less IT staff costs per agency employee. Instead, agencies with a 
comparatively large share of administrative staff spend the most IT staff costs per 
agency employee. Hence, agencies with a smaller share of administrative staff 
should achieve more economies of scale from sharing IT staff than agencies with a 
larger share of administrative staff. 
 
Agency characteristics 
With regard to agency characteristics, EU agencies of the second generation 
employ the most IT staff and spend the most IT staff costs per agency employee 
(compared to the other two generations).The function of EU agencies is less 
relevant for the number of IT staff. Nevertheless, IT staff numbers as well as IT 
staff costs per agency employee are the lowest for EU agencies gathering 
information, compared to all other functional groups of agencies. Accordingly, 
sharing IT staff should be particularly feasible for EU agencies of the second 
generation and rather similar feasible for all functional groups. 
 
3.7.1 Key findings and recommendations 

 
In general, the IT staff is comparatively small (with regard to the staff and 
apparent staff expenses for other activities noted above). Moreover, possible 
economies of scale differ according to the number of IT staff as well as the related 
staff costs. Accordingly, EU agencies should enhance the existing network of ICT 
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commissioners rather than creating a shared service as the expected economies 
of scale differ considerably across EU agencies and the transaction costs related 
with creating and running a shared service organisation are very likely to exceed 
possible savings. However, particular software which is applied by all agencies 
might be one potential area of further closer cooperation in the future. Here, the 
physical closeness of IT software supply and service to the user should be 
carefully considered, but as EU agencies are already well experienced to apply 
centrally provided software, e.g. for the budget process, these possible limitations 
may be overcome.  
 

3.8 Concluding remarks for the feasibility of shared services 

Our analysis of the existing CSS shows that all currently provided services should 
also be provided in the future. But it is necessary to further improve the CSS 
regarding special needs of the EU agencies. Awareness on particular EU agencies' 
demands should be increased within the Commission Directorates-General and the 
Commission’s internal and external services, which could be promoted by the 
Secretariat-General. Special attention should be paid to the SLAs which should 
include quality standards and standardised procedures for dealing with 
complaints. In the field of human resource management, the existing services 
provided by EPSO and PMO should be used more intensively by the agencies. 
Establishing a special organisational unit responsible for servicing agencies within 
EPSO and PMO could help to enhance the awareness for EU agencies' needs and 
thus result in increasing quality and agencies' satisfaction. Accordingly, it is 
expected that these minor internal organisational changes increase the usage of 
the existing services as well as their quality for agencies as customers. 
 
The analysis of the administrative requirements of the procurement and 
budgetary process highlights that EU agencies are heavily loaded by the 
administrative burdens stemming from the respective EU regulation in these 
areas. Furthermore, common support services either not exist (procurement), or 
are perceived by agencies as less sufficient (budgetary process). The same is true 
for legal advice, where no common support structure exist for EU agencies but 
appears feasible according to the results of the agency survey. The area of IT 
support, however, appears adequately supported by enhancing the existing 
network among EU agencies’ ICT commissioners. Given the great differences 
between individual agencies in time needed to fulfil certain requirements, (cf. 
appendix), economies of scale can be expected for almost all support functions 
currently delivered at agencies' level. Nevertheless, the preceding analysis shows 
that a more differentiated perspective brings further important insights as to the 
feasibility of shared services.  
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Thus, we recommend the establishment of new common support services in the 
areas of budgetary process, procurement procedure, and legal advice. How these 
three areas could be organised as shared services is discussed in the next 
chapter, based upon the three scenarios described in chapter 2.3. 
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Chapter 4: 
Opportunity: Assessing scenarios for shared service centres for EU 
agencies 

In the following sections, the three scenarios for shared service centres for EU 
agencies designed and rather deductively analysed in chapter 2.3 are assessed 
from a more empirical perspective based upon the findings for the feasibility of 
shared service centres as presented in chapter 3. The following paragraphs 
discuss the three scenarios along the three aforementioned dimensions 
performance, organisation, and legitimacy and focus on the three areas which we 
recommend as new shared service areas (assistance in budgetary process, 
assistance in procurement procedure and legal advice). Whereas the Joint SSC as 
well as the CEAS-Model are somewhat built more upon existing structures than 
the TFM-Model, the latter is discussed with a comparatively stronger emphasis on 
the three assessment criteria whereas the discussion of the former two models is 
comparatively more oriented towards the functional activities which we 
recommend to organise as shared services. 
 

4.1 Joint SSC: EU-COM-Model 

As presented in chapter 2.3, the joint model of service delivery refers to the 
already existing common support services provided to the EU agencies by the EU 
Commission. The CSS-analysis in chapter 3 reveals that the EU agencies use CSS 
to differing degrees and with differing levels of quality satisfaction. A further 
expansion of the existing CSS is already formulated for the services provided by 
EPSO and PMO. Hence, the guiding question here is, which effects would occur if 
the three recommended areas for shared services would be organised in the EU-
COM-model.  
 
Performance  
From an efficiency and effectiveness perspective organising all the three functional 
areas of budgetary assistance, procurement assistance and legal advice for EU 
agencies as other already existing common support services would have 
beneficiary effects. The EU Commission already - at least formally - offers a help 
desk in budgetary assistance, some assistance in procurement and also has an 
own legal advice unit. Transferring these three functional areas into "real" 
common support services would at first sight increase standardisation and 
specialisation and thus efficiency and effectiveness. However, so far the EU 
agencies do not use them and generally complain that solutions customised for 
their particular demands are needed. This points to the quality of service to be 
expected in the three recommended areas under a EU-COM roof. Particularly in 
the area of budgetary support and legal advice, for which the EU-COM already 
offers services for their own DGs it seems plausible to assume that EU agencies’ 
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demands would be so tiny as compared to those of the DGs that there is a risk of 
unsatisfying quality and "fit" from the perspective of the EU agencies.  
 
Organisation 
Regarding the coordination between EU agencies and the respective DGs in the EU 
Commission, SLAs which also govern the relationships in the already established 
CSS, would be introduced. As both, the EU Commission and the EU agencies are 
already experienced in managing their relationships through SLAs neither 
increasing coordination costs nor a particular transition period producing higher 
transaction costs are likely to occur. This expectation would be plausible for all the 
three functional areas recommended for shared service organisation.  
 
However, when looking at the EU agencies’ autonomy and their task performance 
the picture becomes more complicated. Particularly, in the area of the budgetary 
process, autonomy problems might occur when EU agencies are commonly 
supported by DG Budget as EU agencies negotiate their budget with that 
particular DG. Being supported in procedural terms by the same actor with whom 
the budget is annually negotiated rises concern about conflicts of interest which 
might result in EU agencies’ reluctance towards using the service. As an 
organisations’ budget is central to performing its core functions, it might 
eventually also affect the EU agencies task performance. This concern is not as 
severe for the area of procurement, but also in this case, the EU agencies might 
fear interference in decision-making about final contractors at least when assisted 
by their parent-DG. Similar concerns are not applicable for the area of legal 
advice.  
 
Legitimacy 
It is not to be expected that organising the three functional areas of budgetary 
assistance, procurement procedures and legal advice would amend the 
accountability relations of EU agencies towards their stakeholders. Only in the 
cases of budgetary and procurement support the accountability relationship 
towards the EU Commission might be tightened due to the aforementioned 
reasons.   
 

4.2 Decentralised Single Purpose Model (Task Force Model, TFM) 

The decentralised single purpose model refers to the creation of several shared 
service units or "task forces", each specialised in a distinct administrative task, 
which provide a particular service for all EU agencies and are each attached to a 
single EU agency. According to those particular areas that we recommend to 
share, the following discusses the opportunities of establishing a "budgetary task 
force", a "procurement task force", and "legal task force".  
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Performance of the TFM 
First, the initial transaction costs for establishing the TFM, i.e. the costs to create 
the new structure with the three task forces, can be assumed as comparatively 
high because these structures have to be established for the first time and at 
different places. Second, the process efficiency of the TFM could be assessed as 
particularly high because these task forces are created to provide a particular 
service and are supposed to concentrate on this service delivery. Hence, they 
should accomplish very soon a decent level of process optimisation, 
automatisation, as well as standardisation. In contrast, the TFM would gain less 
cost savings with regard to the common usage of infrastructure, technical 
platforms, and support services. Instead, the three task forces are attached to 
single EU agencies and may collaborate with these "host agencies" for these 
management tools – but have small influence on their character and quality. 
Likewise, each of the three task forces requires a single leadership team, which 
may produce additional costs.  
 
The cost efficiency of the TFM could be expected to be rather similar to other 
models because the general opportunities by specialisation and division of labour 
are intended effects of any model for a shared service centre (of one 
organisational setting or another). However, the creation of three distinct task 
forces may imply less cost efficiency gains than the centralised model because no 
common infrastructure is built and used by these task forces. Instead, they use 
either infrastructures of their host agencies or may create their own infrastructure 
to provide the service delivery for the other agencies.  
 
Finally, the TFM may increase the quality of services by specialisation. 
Considerable improvements are expected because the three task forces are not 
only specialised on their particular service, but also on EU agencies only. 
Accordingly, the achievement of satisfactory service results should be possible 
within reasonable costs and the effectiveness of the TFM is considered to be 
comparatively high. In sum, the performance of TCM is assessed as rather similar 
for all three proposed task forces. 
 
Organisation of the TFM 
First, the implementation of the TFM implies organisational requirements on two 
different dimensions. On the one hand, the traditional purchaser-provider 
relationship sets similar requirements on EU agencies and the three task forces as 
in other models: EU agencies must be very aware of the costs and quality of a 
service (as well as of the general decision whether to buy support for particular 
services), in other words, they must act as customers. Likewise, task forces must 
act as providers or sellers, even when they are attached to a particular agency 
(which may also act as their client). Accordingly, the coordination requirements of 
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this "external relationship" increases for both partners. However, these 
requirements may be partly overcome by increased contacts between EU agencies 
and the three task forces and the introduction of standardised coordination 
procedures might be able to absorb major parts of any "coordination burden". 
Besides, the general idea of task forces is already tried and tested at EU level, 
e.g. by the DG Budget for the implementation of ABAC. 
 
Moreover, the particular attachment of the three task forces may affect these 
coordination burdens from the beginning: EU agencies often recognise themselves 
as part of a particular group (e.g. as one of a generation, of agency size, or of 
agency function). Hence, if for example the "budgetary task force" is attached to 
an older agency with particular experience in the budgetary process, other 
agencies of the same generation may face less problems to coordinate with that 
task force – as already strong relations are in place with its host agency. 
 
On the other hand, the TFM also refers to a second relationship that is not 
relevant for the other two models: The internal management and coordination of 
the task force with its host agency. In general, a task force should be as 
autonomous within their host organisation as possible, i.e. neither be part of the 
budget of its host agency, nor of any other strategic, operational, or 
administrative activities of the host agency. However, in practice it may be 
difficult for both partners to compromise on a suitable relationship (e.g. if the task 
force requires more office space that is not available at the host agency's site). 
Accordingly, the three task forces are particularly required to create suitable and 
effective relationships with their host agencies. 
 
Second, the TFM is expected to have only marginal effects on the autonomy of 
agencies and their task performance. Here, EU agencies as clients of task forces 
are not affected in their task performance or autonomy – although inadequate 
service quality may impinge negatively on the agencies' core tasks. In those 
cases, however, our data suggest that the agencies are well aware that they 
delegate the processing of single tasks, but without any doubt bear the final 
responsibility for the service (or product in the case of a translated document). 
What is more relevant, though, are possible effects on the autonomy of those 
three EU agencies that host the three task forces. Although the general model 
explicitly excludes connections and special relations between these two 
organisations, one may not completely preclude that the task performance of the 
particular host agency is affected by the task performance of the task forces. 
These inter-causalities are especially likely when both organisations agree to 
share infrastructures, support services etc (which is, however, not generally 
intended by the TFM). 
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Legitimacy of the TFM 
The creation of three task forces is very likely to affect the relationships of EU 
agencies towards their external stakeholders. On the one hand, it may generally 
improve the accountability of EU agencies towards the EP and its committees, the 
Commission, the ECA, as well as the member states get more detailed information 
on the core tasks of EU agencies when administrative services are mostly run by 
the three task forces. On the other hand, the current "EU agency model" does not 
foresee EU agencies with cross-cutting responsibilities (even if they are "only" 
administrative). TFM results in two different types of EU agencies (i.e. one group 
of EU agencies responsible for performing tasks according to their mandate, the 
other group offering an additional service for all other EU agencies) affecting 
accountability lines. Hence, EU agencies which simultaneously act as host 
agencies for task forces may either produce blurred accountability lines 
(particularly when they share infrastructure and support services with the task 
forces).  
 
A further crucial issue of the TFM could be the identification of suitable EU 
agencies to host the three task forces – as well as the final decision on these 
locations. It seems reasonable to attach the "budgetary task force" to an older 
agency (with experience in the budgetary process), the "procurement task force" 
to an agency that issues a variety of tenders in the past and the “legal advice task 
force” to an agency already owing a somewhat larger legal affairs unit.  
 

4.3 Centralised Multi-Purpose: Centre for European Agency Support  

As discussed in chapter 2, the centralised model of shared service organisation 
refers to the establishment of a single shared service centre providing 
administrative tasks to the EU agencies as the CdT already provides in the area of 
translation. EMEA’s initiatives in offering training courses on different 
administrative areas not only for their own staff but also to other EU agencies can 
furthermore be considered a step towards a shared solution customised to the 
particular needs of EU agencies. Generally, there are two options for establishing 
such a Centre for European Agency Support (CEAS). One could either establish a 
completely new "shared service agency" or rather tie up to existing organisational 
solutions, that is to expand the tasks of the CdT as the only existing separate 
(non-COM) entity with the core task of providing a particular common service 
(translation) to other agencies. The first option is very likely to activate political 
resistance and reluctance because it could create the public/media impression of 
EU’s further bureaucratic expansion. Thus, to realise this option is rather unlikely 
to happen as political costs can be assumed high. The second option provides 
more reasons for successful implementation. First, the vast majority of the EU 
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agencies already use the services offered by CdT (cf. chapter 3.1) on a 
comparatively high level of quality satisfaction. Second, CdT already has 
considerable experience in managing their service provided to the EU agencies by 
SLA’s. Third, there would be no need for going through the complicated 
procedures of establishing a new agency, accompanied by all the political 
objections already referred to.  
The areas we recommend for shared service organisation spelled out in 
aforementioned recommendations (budgetary process assistance, procurement 
procedure assistance and legal advice) would be centrally organised under the 
roof of the CEAS in three organisational centres that would be added to existing 
translation activities. CEAs should provide assistance to EU agencies via a "centre 
of expertise in budgetary assistance", a "centre of expertise in procurement 
assistance", a "centre of expertise in EU legal matters" and a "centre of expertise 
in translation" on a voluntary basis. The relationship between CEAS and the EU 
agencies should be regulated by a common framework document and by SLA’S for 
the respective services. The administration departments in the EU agencies would 
function as liaison offices in the particular areas and be responsible for managing 
their individual relation to CEAS. The organisational structure of CEAS could be 
arranged as in the following figure:  
 

FIGURE 13: CEAS ORGANISATIONAL STRUCTURE  

 

 
 
Performance  
From an efficiency perspective CEAS appears cost-efficient as, first, a shared 
leadership team responsible for managing the whole organisation can be installed 
that gains particular management experience in the relationship between the 
common service provider and the EU agencies. Here, existing CdT-management 
expertise can be useful. Second, CEAS could be built upon the already existing 
facilities of the CdT.  
 
Generally, increasing effectiveness can be expected within all the three 
recommended shared service areas for each of which the level of expertise will 
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enhance as part of the specialisation effect. The same development can be 
expected as to the quality of services. As both in the areas of the budgetary 
process and procurement procedure, procedural expertise based upon the existing 
regulation and familiar with the particular needs of EU agencies will be 
established, it can be expected that the level of specialisation in particular 
procedural issues on both areas will be high (and particularly higher as compared 
to the status quo) resulting in an increased quality level of running the budgetary 
process and conducting procurements. In the area of legal advice, specialisation 
effects mainly occur (as compared to the status quo) because a centralised shared 
service organisation would be able to afford employing specialised staff in 
particularly needed legal areas, e.g. specialised in EU public service law, EU 
procurement law etc.  
 
Organisation  
The dimension of organisation refers to the relationship between CEAS and the EU 
agencies purchasing their services. First, the general relationship would be 
organised in a common framework document agreed upon between CEAS and the 
EU agencies and applying to all EU agencies. The common framework document 
would contain general rules of cooperation, such as e.g. establishing a 
standardised complaining procedure or a standardised communication procedure 
about EU agencies’ service demands in the particular areas. Furthermore, the EU 
agencies and CEAS would conclude SLA’s within the particular service areas 
provided by CEAS centres according to ordinary SLA’s standards. Basically, the EU 
agencies would freely decide about purchasing particular services provided by 
CEAS. EU agencies would report about services purchased in their annual reports 
and would provide reason for any CEAS service not purchased. The liaison 
functions in the administration departments of the EU agencies would be 
responsible for running the relationship between the EU agency and CEAS. The 
responsibility for establishing their budgets as well as for making the final 
decisions on procurement contractors remain within the EU agencies. Thus, the EU 
agencies’ autonomy and their task performance would not be affected by CEAS 
services.   
 
Legitimacy 
Establishing CEAS via reforming CdT would not create a new accountability 
situation. CEAS would be a classic agency as the follow-up organisation of CdT. 
Hence, the existing architecture of EU agencies would not be amended. CEAS 
would be held accountable according to the same mechanisms and procedures as 
any other EU agency. The accountability position of the purchasing agencies would 
also not be amended as they will uphold liaison functions in the respective areas 
and will organise their purchasing relationship via SLA’s (as most of them already 
do in the area of translation).   
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4.4 Summary: Models for shared services for EU agencies 

In sum, the three different models could be assessed across the three general 
criteria as follows (see table 7):  
 
TABLE 7: CRITERIA FOR SUITABILITY OF SSC-MODELS FOR EU AGENCIES 

Dimension Criterion Joint SSC Centralised SSC Decentralised SSC 

Performance  Efficiency  Continuing  

• automatisation 

• standardisation 

• division of 
labour  

 

• Economies of 
scale 

• common usage of 
infrastructure 

• shared facilities  

• shared leadership 
team   

• Standardisation, 
specialisation 

• division of 
labour 

• no common 
usage of 
infrastructure, 
technical 
platforms, 
facilities 

• no shared 
leadership team  

 Effectiveness  • No change as 
compared to 
status quo  

• Improvement 
through 
specialisation 
(increasing 
expertise) 

• Improvement 
through 
specialisation 
(increasing 
expertise) 

 Quality of 
services 

• No (or only 
minor) changes 
as compared to 
status quo 

• Improvement 
through 
standardization 
and specialisation 
of particular 
administrative 
processes  

• Improvement  
(e.g. 
specialisation of 
task forces) 
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Dimension Criterion Joint SSC Centralised SSC Decentralised SSC 

Coordination • Low coordination 
costs as using 
CSS by COM is an 
already 
established 
organisational 
procedure   

• Initially 
increasing 
coordination 
costs but 
counter-balancing 
via introducing 
standardised 
coordination 
mechanisms (laid 
down in SLAs) 

• Further counter-
balancing by 
clear liaison 
responsibilities 
remaining in the 
agencies  

• Further 
development of 
existing networks 
across agencies 

Organisation 

Autonomy & 
task 
performance 

• No crucial issue  • No influence  • No influence 

Legitimacy Accountability • No change as 
compared to 
status quo 

• To share services 
within one 
particular 
organisation 
would not amend 
the EU agency 
architecture  

• the shared 
service 
organisation 
would be hold 
accountable 
according to the 
same standards 
as the other 
agencies  

• Previous 
experiences with 
other task forces 
(e.g. to implement 
ABAC) could be 
useful  

• Current EU agency 
architecture does 
not foresee two 
categories of EU 
agencies (with 
and without task 
forces) 

Further 
remarks 

  • Problem of likely 
political 
reluctance 
towards 
establishing a 
new agency, 
possible solution: 
extending an 
existing one 
(CdT) 

• Problem of 
indentifying 
suitable (and 
willing) EU 
agencies to attach 
task forces 
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Generally, all the three scenarios are conceivable as future solutions for new areas 
of shared services to EU agencies. Based upon that summary and the preceding 
analysis, we formulate our final recommendation.  
 
4.4.1 Recommendation: Opportunity for Shared Services for EU agencies  

The decision for a model would be dependent on which dimension (performance, 
organisation, legitimacy) the EU agencies’ stakeholders decide to emphasise most. 
If all dimensions are considered of equal importance, we recommend the CEAS-
model. Finally, we recommend that the EU agencies’ stakeholders make their final 
decision about the organisational form for new shared services in close discussion 
with the EU agencies.  
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Chapter 5: 
Summary: Recommendations for Feasibility and Opportunity of 
establishing common support services for EU agencies 

1 Existing Common Support Services  
(A) • All currently provided CSS should be continued and continuously 

reviewed in close cooperation with the EU agencies as regards 
quality and pricing policy. Eventually, the EU Commission should 
end up providing all their internal services also to EU agencies. 

(B) • EU-COMM CSS should be aware of the particular demands of EU 
agencies.  

(C) • Generally, EU agencies should use all CSS, though on a voluntary 
basis that is if EU agencies opt out of using CSS, they should 
provide justification in their annual report.  

(D) • All relationships between CSSs and EU agencies should be governed 
by Service Level Agreements (SLA), which should include 
quantitative quality standards with regards to the services 
provided and standardised dispute settlement procedures in 
addition to the provisions presently included. SLAs should activate 
an ongoing process of communication between both partners. 

2 Budgetary Process  
(A) • The framework Financial Regulation for Agencies and the 

corresponding implementation rules should be checked for 
simplification possibilities, particularly articles 27 and 76 et seq. 
of the Commission Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 2343/2002 of 23 
December 2002.  

(B) • The European Court of Auditors should take a more cost-benefit 
and risk-oriented audit approach.  

(C) • Common support services should be established for the phases of 
both establishment of the budget and presentation of the 
accounts. It should provide training in the application of the 
financial regulation; a Help desk; and support for different 
standardized requirements of the budgetary process as well as 
support for audits by the Court of Auditors.  

3 Staff Regulation 
(A) • Existing CSS (EPSO and PMO) should improve their quality and the 

"fit" of their services to the agencies’ needs and expand their 
services provided to agencies; which should preferably be done by 
creating a distinct internal unit inside EPSO and/or PMO 
specialised on EU agency matters and by introducing rotation 
mechanisms between the specialised unit and the EU agencies’ 
administrative divisions. 
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4 Procurement Procedure  
(A) • EU agencies should be informed on tenders of the EU Commission 

before they are published in the Official Journal of the European 
Union. EU agencies should be free to decide about their own 
participation as possible contracting party.  

(B) • EU agencies should be allowed to jointly tender procurement 
procedures.  

(C) • EU agencies should receive common support in conducting the 
procurement procedures. The final decision on choosing a 
contractor should remain in the responsibility of the respective EU 
agency.  

5 Legal Advice 
(A) • A "Centre of expertise in EU legal matters" should be 

established pooling part of the existing legal services.  
6 IT 
(A) • EU agencies should enhance the existing network of ICT 

commissioners rather than creating a shared service, if considered 
useful 
 

7 Model for Shared Services  
(A) The decision for a model would be dependent on which dimension 

(performance, organisation, legitimacy) the EU agencies’ stakeholders 
decide to emphasise most. If all dimensions are considered of equal 
importance, we recommend the CEAS-model. Finally, we 
recommend that the EU agencies’ stakeholders make their final decision 
about the organisational form for new shared services in close 
discussion with the EU agencies.  
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1. Questionnaire on Common services, sent to the EU agencies on 18 
December 2008 

 
Name of the Agency 
 
 
 
1. Administrative support costs 
 
1.1. Please indicate for the following working areas which are most often organised 

as separate units in the administration (or equivalent) department (for 2007): 

• the number of staff in full-time equivalents (fte) (differentiated per type, if 

applicable) 

• the commitments in the annual budget (as of 2007) for  

o staff,  

o administrative expenses and  

o external partners, if the service is (partly) provided by external actors 

 
Staff numbers Commitments 

Area Permanent 
posts 

Temporary 
agents 

Contract 
agents 

Seconded 
national experts 

Staff 
costs 

Administrative 
expenses 

External 
partners 

Human Resources 
 

       

Finance/Budget/ 
Accounts etc 

       

Legal Affairs 
 

       

Facilities/Logistic
s/Premises etc 

       

IT services  
 

       

Security 
 

       

Library/Archives/ 
Documentation 

       

 
1.2 Has the number of staff assigned to administrative support significantly 

evolved during the last years? If yes, in which areas? And for which 
reasons? 
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2. Existing Common Support Services (CSS) 
 
Several administrative support services to decentralised agencies are already provided 

either by the Commission’s services or by other decentralised agencies. In most cases, 

these services are provided on the basis of Service Level Agreements (SLAs) between 

the service provider and the respective agency / agencies. The following questions deal 

with the scope and quality of those existing services. 

 

Please indicate briefly  

(1) Which service your organisation is using from the respective service provider (if any)  

(2) Whether the service involves the processing of tasks for the agency (as opposed to 

advisory/consultative services)  

(3) Whether your organisation has signed a SLA with the service provider  

(4) The quantity of the received services (depending on the service, e.g. number of 

persons recruited, number of publications, number of trainings by agency officials)  

(5) The amount of the financial transfers of your organisation to the service provider per 

year  

(6) The frequency of interaction with the service provider  

(7) Your satisfaction with the services provided.  

 

Please follow the scheme provided (see example below) and feel free to copy/paste 

the blank scheme as often as necessary (please use a new scheme for each 
service). For questions (2), (3), (6) and (7), please underline the appropriate answer 
category. For questions (4) and (5), please provide data for 2006 and 2007, if 

possible.  
 

Example: 
 
(1) Service: e.g. calculation of salaries 
(2) Task processing: yes / no 
(3) SLA: yes / no 
(4) Quantity: e.g. number of transactions (2006/2007) 
(5) Costs: annual amount paid for this service (2006/2007) 
(6) Frequency: daily / weekly / monthly / every two months / every four months / every 
half a year / once a year / less often than yearly 
(7) Quality: very satisfied / fairly satisfied / not very satisfied / not at all satisfied  
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2.1 DG ADMIN - Directorate-General for Personnel and Administration 

(1) Service: e.g. training of agency staff 
(2) Task processing: yes / no 
(3) SLA: yes / no 
(4) Quantity: 
(5) Costs: 
(6) Frequency: daily / weekly / monthly / every two months / every four months / every 
half a year / once a year / less often than yearly 
(7) Quality: very satisfied / fairly satisfied / not very satisfied / not at all satisfied 
 
2.2 DG BUDG - Directorate-General for Budget 

(1) Service: e.g. use of ABAC 
(2) Task processing: yes / no 
(3) SLA: yes / no 
(4) Quantity: 
(5) Costs: 
(6) Frequency: daily / weekly / monthly / every two months / every four months / every 
half a year / once a year / less often than yearly 
(7) Quality: very satisfied / fairly satisfied / not very satisfied / not at all satisfied 
 

2.3 DG INTERPRETATION - Directorate General for Interpretation 

(1) Service: e.g. translation services 
(2) Task processing: yes / no 
(3) SLA: yes / no 
(4) Quantity: 
(5) Costs: 
(6) Frequency: daily / weekly / monthly / every two months / every four months / every 
half a year / once a year / less often than yearly 
(7) Quality: very satisfied / fairly satisfied / not very satisfied / not at all satisfied 
 
2.4 EAS - European Administrative School 

(1) Service: e.g. training of agency staff 
(2) Task processing: yes / no 
(3) SLA: yes / no 
(4) Quantity: 
(5) Costs: 
(6) Frequency: daily / weekly / monthly / every two months / every four months / every 
half a year / once a year / less often than yearly 
(7) Quality: very satisfied / fairly satisfied / not very satisfied / not at all satisfied 
 

2.5 EPSO - European Personnel Selection Office 

(1) Service: e.g. recruitment of staff 
(2) Task processing: yes / no 
(3) SLA: yes / no 
(4) Quantity: 
(5) Costs: 
(6) Frequency: daily / weekly / monthly / every two months / every four months / every 
half a year / once a year / less often than yearly 
(7) Quality: very satisfied / fairly satisfied / not very satisfied / not at all satisfied 
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2.6 IAS - Internal Audit Service 

(1) Service: e.g. advice regarding internal auditing 
(2) Task processing: yes / no 
(3) SLA: yes / no 
(4) Quantity: 
(5) Costs: 
(6) Frequency: daily / weekly / monthly / every two months / every four months / every 
half a year / once a year / less often than yearly 
(7) Quality: very satisfied / fairly satisfied / not very satisfied / not at all satisfied 

 

2.7 OIB - Office for Infrastructure and Logistics (Brussels) 

(1) Service: e.g. advice on logistics 
(2) Task processing: yes / no 
(3) SLA: yes / no 
(4) Quantity: 
(5) Costs: 
(6) Frequency: daily / weekly / monthly / every two months / every four months / every 
half a year / once a year / less often than yearly 
(7) Quality: very satisfied / fairly satisfied / not very satisfied / not at all satisfied 
 

2.8 PMO - Paymaster Office 

(1) Service: e.g. calculation of salaries 
(2) Task processing: yes / no 
(3) SLA: yes / no 
(4) Quantity: 
(5) Costs: 
(6) Frequency: daily / weekly / monthly / every two months / every four months / every 
half a year / once a year / less often than yearly 
(7) Quality: very satisfied / fairly satisfied / not very satisfied / not at all satisfied 
 

2.9 Office for Official Publications of the European Communities (Publications 
Office) 

(1) Service: e.g. publishing agency publications 
(2) Task processing: yes / no 
(3) SLA: yes / no 
(4) Quantity: 
(5) Costs: 
(6) Frequency: daily / weekly / monthly / every two months / every four months / every 
half a year / once a year / less often than yearly 
(7) Quality: very satisfied / fairly satisfied / not very satisfied / not at all satisfied 
 
2.10 Translation Centre for the Bodies of the European Union (CdT) 

(1) Service: e.g. translation services 
(2) Task processing: yes / no 
(3) SLA: yes / no 
(4) Quantity: 
(5) Costs: 
(6) Frequency: daily / weekly / monthly / every two months / every four months / every 
half a year / once a year / less often than yearly 
(7) Quality: very satisfied / fairly satisfied / not very satisfied / not at all satisfied 
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2.11 Inter-Agency Job Market (IAJM), run by EEA 

(1) Service: publication of vacant posts 
(2) Task processing: yes / no 
(3) SLA: yes / no 
(4) Quantity: 
(5) Costs: 
(6) Frequency: daily / weekly / monthly / every two months / every four months / every 
half a year / once a year / less often than yearly 
(7) Quality: very satisfied / fairly satisfied / not very satisfied / not at all satisfied 

 

2.12 Other service providers 

(1) Service:  
(2) Task processing: yes / no 
(3) SLA: yes / no 
(4) Quantity: 
(5) Costs: 
(6) Frequency: daily / weekly / monthly / every two months / every four months / every 
half a year / once a year / less often than yearly 
(7) Quality: very satisfied / fairly satisfied / not very satisfied / not at all satisfied 
 
 

2.13 What are your experiences with the services provided by the 
aforementioned service providers? Do you experience specific problems or 
difficulties with the service delivery? (Please indicate the respective service 
provider) 

 
 

2.14 What other services – if any – do you think could be provided by a 
common service provider (e.g. service of the Commission, decentralised 
agency)?  
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3. Administrative requirements 
 
Before identifying possible future support services for EU agencies, it is necessary to 

assess the administrative requirements and administrative burdens that apply to EU 

agencies, e.g. resulting from regulations in the fields of finances, human resources and 

procurement. Hence, we would kindly like to ask you to estimate how often these different 

requirements have to be fulfilled in your organisation on an annual basis and how much 

time and staff is required to carry out these requirements. Please be aware that we do not 

ask for exact time figures but rather average values, in case of working hours the figure 

should indicate the working hours of all staff members involved. 

 
3.1 Administrative requirements deriving from the Commission Regulation (EC, 

Euratom) No 2343/2002 of 23 December 2002 on the framework Financial 
Regulation for the bodies referred to in Article 185 of Council Regulation (EC, 
Euratom) No 1605/2002 on the Financial Regulation applicable to the general 
budget of the European Communities 

 
3.1.1 Establishment of the budget 
According to Article 27, the community body shall send the Commission an estimate of its 
revenue and expenditure. This estimate has to include: 

• an establishment plan; 
• where there is a change in the number of persons in post, a statement justifying 

the request for new posts; 
• a quarterly estimate of cash payments and receipts; 
• information on the achievement of all previously set objectives for the various 

activities as well as new objectives. 
 
How much time does your organisation need to fulfil the following tasks? 

• setting up the establishment plan (in working hours):  
• statement justifying the request for new posts (in working hours): 
• estimate of cash payments and receipts (in working hours): 
• information on the achievement of all previously set objectives for the various 

activities as well as new objectives (in working hours):  
 

3.1.2 Implementation of the budget 
Authorising officers: 
According to Article 38, authorising officers are supposed to cover the whole budgetary 
implementation process within a Community body.  

• How many authorising officers are appointed by your organisation (fte): 
• How many supporting staff members assist the authorising officers in your 

organisation (fte): 
• How many staff members are needed to fulfil the ex-ante verification (fte): 
• How many staff members are needed to fulfil the ex-post verification (fte): 
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According to Article 40, the authorising officer shall report to the management board on 
the performance of his/her duties in the form of an annual activity report: 

• How much time does it take to prepare the authorising officer’s report (in working 
hours):  

 
According to Article 40, the management board shall send an analysis and an 
assessment of the authorising officer's annual report on the previous financial year to the 
budgetary authority and the Court of Auditors. 

• How much time does it take to prepare the analysis of the authorising officer's 
annual report (in working hours): 

 
Accounting officers: 
According to Article 43, the management board shall appoint an accounting officer. 

• How many accounting officers are appointed by your organisation (fte): 
• How many supporting staff members assist the accounting officers in your 

organisation (fte): 
 

Internal Audit: 
According to Article 71, the Community body shall have an internal auditing unit: 

• How many staff members are engaged in the internal audit function of your 
organisation (fte): 

 
According to Article 71, the internal auditor should have full and unlimited access to all 
information required to perform his/her duties. 

• How much time is necessary in your organisation in order to cooperate with the 
internal auditor, e.g. coordinating meetings, sending and clarifying information 
etc (in working hours per year):  

 
According to Article 71, the internal auditor shall submit an annual internal audit report to 
the Community body. 

• How much time does it take to prepare the annual internal audit report (in 
working hours):  

 
According to Article 71, the Community body shall send a report drawn up by its director 
summarising the number and type of internal audits conducted by the internal auditor to 
the authority responsible for discharge and to the Commission? 

• How much time does it takes to prepare this report (in working hours): 
 

3.1.4 Presentation of the accounts and accounting 
According to Article 76, the annual accounts of the Community body shall comprise: 

• the financial statements of the Community body; 
• the reports on implementation of the budget. 

How much time does your organisation need to  
• establish the financial statements of the community body (in working hours): 
• establish the reports on implementation of the budget (in working hours):  
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3.1.5 External Audit 
According to Article 140, the Court of Auditors shall be entitled to consult all documents 
and information relating to the financial management of departments or bodies with 
regard to operations financed or co-financed by the Communities. It shall have the power 
to make enquiries of any official responsible for a revenue or expenditure operation and 
to use any of the auditing procedures appropriate to the aforementioned departments or 
bodies. 

• How much time is necessary in your organisation in order to cooperate with the 
Court of Auditors (in working hours per year): 

 
According to Article 95, the director shall submit information required for the smooth 
application of the discharge procedure for the year in question to the European 
Parliament. 

• How much time is necessary in your organisation in order to cooperate with the 
European Parliament (in working hours per year): 

 
Are there any other external control, audit or evaluation requirements that your 
organisation has to fulfil? 

• If yes, which: 
• Please quantify the resources needed to address those requirements: 

 
3.1.6 Explanatory notes and remarks 
If you have any explanatory notes or remarks concerning administrative requirements 
from the financial regulation, please note them here: 
 
 
 
3.2 Administrative requirements deriving from Staff Regulations of officials and the 

conditions of employment of other servants of the European Communities 
 
3.2.1 General Questions 

• Does your organisation comprise the following organisational units:  
o Human resource 

department/unit?        
 

 If yes, with how many staff members (fte):  
 

o  Recruitment department/unit:       
 

 If yes, with how many staff members (fte):  
 

Yes: No:

Yes:  No:  
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3.2.2 Recruitment competition 
• How many competitions took place at your organisation in 2007?  
• How many of them are based on  

o tests: 
 How much time is needed for preparing those tests (in working 

hours): 
o qualifications: 
o tests and qualifications: 

• How much time is needed to prepare a notice of competition (in working hours): 
• How much time does the selection board (if applicable) usually spend to draw up 

a list of candidates (in working hours): 
• How much time is needed by the appointing authority to select a final candidate 

(in working hours): 
 
3.2.3 Appointment 

• How many appointments took place at your organisation in 2007? 
• After a candidate has been selected, which are the main administrative 

requirements to be fulfilled and how much time does it take (in working hours) 
(e.g. draw employment contract; permission of installation allowance etc.)? 

o Xx 
o Xx 
o Xx 
o Xx 

 
3.2.4 Regular activities 
Travel expenses (Annex VII Article 7) 

• How many applications on compensation for travelling were processed in your 
organisation in 2007: 

• Is there a special organisational unit to process the applications on compensation 
for travelling?   

  
     

o If yes, with how many staff members (fte): 
o How much time is necessary to process a single application on 

compensation (in minutes): 
 

Payroll accountings: 
• How many payroll accountings must be processed in your organisation per 

month: 
• Is there a special organisational unit to process the payroll accountings: 

 
   

o If yes, how many staff members are working there (fte): 
• How much time is necessary to process a single payroll accounting (in minutes): 
 

Yes:  No:  

Yes:  No:  
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Other: 
Could you please estimate how much time is needed per employee to administrate other 
types of reimbursement and allowances per year (e.g. resettlement allowance, removal 
expenses etc) (in minutes)? 

• Xx 
• Xx 
• Xx 
• Xx 

 
3.2.5 Pensions, invalidity allowance, survivor's pension 

• How many applications on pensions, invalidity allowance and survivor's pension 
were processed in your organisation in 2007: 

• Is there a special organisational unit to process these applications?  
  
 

o If yes, how many staff members are working there (fte): 
• How much time is necessary to process a single application on pensions, 

invalidity allowance and survivor's pension (in minutes)? 
 
3.2.6 Explanatory notes and remarks 
If you have any explanatory notes or remarks concerning administrative requirements 
from staff regulations, please note them here: 
 
 
3.3. Administrative requirements deriving from the different regulations on public 
procurement 
 
3.3.1 General Questions 

• How much procurement procedures were conducted in your organisation in 2007: 
• How much of these procurement procedures are conducted under the  

o Open tender procedure: 
o Restricted tender procedure: 
o Negotiated tender procedure: 

• Is there a special organisational unit in your organisation to conduct the 
procurement procedures?  

 
o  

o If yes, how many staff members are working there (fte): 
 
3.3.2 Planning of the tender 

• How much working time does it take to plan a procurement procedure (decide the 
procurement procedure and plan the timeframe, publish non-mandatory prior 
information notice etc) (in working hours): 

 

Yes:  No:  

Yes:  No:  
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3.3.3 Running the procedure 
• How much time does it take to draft the tender documents (in working hours): 
• How much time does it take to evaluate the tenders according to exclusion and 

selection criteria (in working hours): 
• How much time does it take to finally choose a contractor (in working hours): 
• How much time does it take to inform successful and unsuccessful tenderers (in 

working hours): 
• How much time does it take to prepare the final contract (in working hours): 

 
3.3.4 Explanatory notes and remarks 
If you have any explanatory notes or remarks concerning administrative requirements 
deriving from procurements, please note them here:  
 
 
4. Final Questions  
 
4.1. Other administrative requirements 
Are there any other administrative requirements with a significant impact on performing 
your administrative tasks that are not mentioned in the questions above? If yes, please 
specify the requirements and regulations. 
 
 
4.2. Suitable common services 
4.2.1 According to your experiences, which task would you generally conceive suitable 

to be organised as common services? 
 
 
 
4.2.2 According to your experiences, which kind of organisational form would you 

consider suitable for providing common support services to decentralised EU 
agencies?  
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Administrative burdens of the budgetary process 

Table 1: Budgetary process regulations and agency size  

   working hours 
 Size N mean minimum maximum range 

0-99 7 1.905,07 743,00 4.165,00 3.422,00
100-199 7 878,36 200,00 1.578,00 1.378,00
>200 3 8.418,67 2.103,00 18.532,50 16.429,50

Total Time Budgetary Process 

Total 17 2.631,76 200,00 18.532,50 18.332,50
0-99 7 28,20 8,18 73,07 64,89
100-199 7 6,17 1,12 12,33 11,21
>200 3 22,30 6,78 51,19 44,41

Time Budgetary Process per 
employee  

Total 17 18,09 1,12 73,07 71,95
 
Table 2: Budgetary process regulations and share of administrative staff 

   working hours 
share of administrative staff N mean minimum maximum range 

16-23% 5 6.053,00 913,00 18.532,50 17.619,50
25-28% 6 1.061,75 547,50 2.103,00 1.555,50
32-50% 6 1.350,75 200,00 2.351,50 2.151,50

Total Time Budgetary Process 

Total 17 2.631,76 200,00 18.532,50 18.332,50
16-23% 5 32,21 6,92 73,07 66,15
25-28% 6 6,30 3,06 8,18 5,12
32-50% 6 18,11 1,12 28,93 27,81

Time Budgetary Process per 
employee  

Total 17 18,09 1,12 73,07 71,95
 
Table 3: Budgetary process regulations and founding year 

   working hours 
founding year N mean minimum maximum range 

1975 2 1806,00 1578,00 2034,00 456,00
1993-1995 6 1931,50 743,00 4620,50 3877,50
2002-2007 9 3282,11 200,00 18532,50 18332,50

Total Time Budgetary Process 

Total 17 2631,76 200,00 18532,50 18332,50
1975 2 16,65 12,33 20,97 8,64
1993-1995 6 14,95 6,40 25,59 19,19
2002-2007 9 20,51 1,12 73,07 71,95

Time Budgetary Process per 
employee  

Total 17 18,09 1,12 73,07 71,95
 
Table 4: Establishment of the budget and agency function 

   working hours 
founding year N mean minimum maximum range 

binding decisions 2 9637,75 743,00 18532,50 17789,50
assistance to COM 4 2020,25 547,50 4620,50 4073,00
operational activities 3 845,67 200,00 1424,00 1224,00
information gathering 8 1855,81 648,00 4165,00 3517,00

Total Time 
Budgetary 
Process 

Total 17 2631,76 200,00 18532,50 18332,50
binding decisions 2 33,95 16,70 51,19 34,50
assistance to COM 4 6,74 3,06 8,92 5,86
operational activities 3 5,37 1,12 8,09 6,97
information gathering 8 24,57 5,31 73,07 67,76

Time Budgetary 
Process per 
employee 

Total 17 18,09 1,12 73,07 71,95



Appendix 

XV 

 
Table 5: Establishment of the budget and agency size  

   working hours 
 Size N mean minimum maximum range 

0-99 6 339,67 8,00 900,00 892,00 
100-199 6 58,33 4,00 200,00 196,00 
>200 2 41,25 7,50 75,00 67,50 

Setting up the establishment 
plan (working hours) 

Total 14 176,46 4,00 900,00 896,00 
0-99 6 32,67 1,00 120,00 119,00 
100-199 6 51,75 7,50 120,00 112,50 
>200 2 89,00 8,00 170,00 162,00 

Statement justifying the 
request for new posts 
(working hours) 

Total 14 48,89 1,00 170,00 169,00 
0-99 7 13,36 1,00 24,00 23,00 
100-199 4 5,50 2,00 15,00 13,00 
>200 2 2,00 1,00 3,00 2,00 

Estimate of cash payments 
and receipts (working hours) 

Total 13 9,19 1,00 24,00 23,00 
0-99 7 206,64 22,50 690,00 667,50 
100-199 4 72,50 25,00 200,00 175,00 
>200 2 312,00 24,00 600,00 576,00 

Previously set and new 
objectives (working hours) 

Total 13 181,58 22,50 690,00 667,50 
 
Table 6: Establishment of the budget and share of administrative staff 

   working hours 
share of administrative staff N mean minimum maximum range 

16-23% 4 296,88 7,50 900,00 892,50 
25-28% 5 40,00 4,00 75,00 71,00 
32-50% 5 216,60 8,00 900,00 892,00 

Setting up the establishment 
plan (working hours) 

Total 14 176,46 4,00 900,00 896,00 
16-23% 4 60,00 10,00 170,00 160,00 
25-28% 5 36,20 7,50 112,00 104,50 
32-50% 5 52,70 1,00 120,00 119,00 

Statement justifying the 
request for new posts 
(working hours) 

Total 14 48,89 1,00 170,00 169,00 
16-23% 4 6,75 1,00 20,00 19,00 
25-28% 4 10,13 1,00 22,50 21,50 
32-50% 5 10,40 1,00 24,00 23,00 

Estimate of cash payments 
and receipts (working hours) 

Total 13 9,19 1,00 24,00 23,00 
16-23% 3 446,67 50,00 690,00 640,00 
25-28% 5 70,80 24,00 200,00 176,00 
32-50% 5 133,30 22,50 585,00 562,50 

Previously set and new 
objectives (working hours) 

Total 13 181,58 22,50 690,00 667,50 
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Table 7: Establishment of the budget and founding year 

   working hours 
founding year N mean minimum maximum range 

1975 2 50,00 20,00 80,00 60,00 
1993-1995 5 24,90 4,00 75,00 71,00 
2002-2007 7 320,86 16,00 900,00 884,00 

Setting up the establishment 
plan (working hours) 

Total 14 176,46 4,00 900,00 896,00 
1975 2 12,50 10,00 15,00 5,00 
1993-1995 5 59,60 1,00 170,00 169,00 
2002-2007 7 51,64 8,00 120,00 112,00 

Statement justifying the 
request for new posts 
(working hours) 

Total 14 48,89 1,00 170,00 169,00 
1975 2 1,50 1,00 2,00 1,00 
1993-1995 6 9,17 1,00 24,00 23,00 
2002-2007 5 12,30 1,00 22,50 21,50 

Estimate of cash payments 
and receipts (working hours) 

Total 13 9,19 1,00 24,00 23,00 
1975 2 42,50 35,00 50,00 15,00 
1993-1995 6 116,92 22,50 600,00 577,50 
2002-2007 5 314,80 24,00 690,00 666,00 

Previously set and new 
objectives (working hours) 

Total 13 181,58 22,50 690,00 667,50 
 
Table 8: Establishment of the budget and agency function 

   working hours 
founding year N mean minimum maximum range 

binding decisions 1 8,00 8,00 8,00 0,00 
assistance to COM 3 52,50 7,50 75,00 67,50 
operational activities 3 94,67 4,00 200,00 196,00 
information gathering 7 288,71 16,00 900,00 884,00 

Setting up the 
establishment 
plan (working 
hours) 

Total 14 176,46 4,00 900,00 896,00 
binding decisions 1 1,00 1,00 1,00 0,00 
assistance to COM 3 71,83 8,00 170,00 162,00 
operational activities 3 90,67 40,00 120,00 80,00 
information gathering 7 28,00 7,50 120,00 112,50 

Statement 
justifying the 
request for new 
posts (working 
hours) 

Total 14 48,89 1,00 170,00 169,00 
binding decisions 1 24,00 24,00 24,00 0,00 
assistance to COM 3 8,83 1,00 22,50 21,50 
operational activities 2 9,00 3,00 15,00 12,00 
information gathering 7 7,29 1,00 20,00 19,00 

Estimate of cash 
payments and 
receipts (working 
hours) 

Total 13 9,19 1,00 24,00 23,00 
binding decisions 1 22,50 22,50 22,50 0,00 
assistance to COM 3 233,00 24,00 600,00 576,00 
operational activities 1 30,00 30,00 30,00 0,00 
information gathering 8 203,94 22,50 690,00 667,50 

Previously set 
and new 
objectives 
(working hours) 

Total 13 181,58 22,50 690,00 667,50 
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Table 9: Budget implementation and agency size  

   working hours 
 Size N mean minimum maximum range 

0-99 6 274,33 88,00 690,00 602,00 
100-199 5 361,30 183,00 736,00 553,00 
>200 3 1.139,83 555,00 2.240,00 1.685,00 

Total Time Budget 
Implementation 

Total 14 490,86 88,00 2.240,00 2.152,00 
0-99 6 4,09 1,40 12,11 10,71 
100-199 5 2,74 1,04 5,75 4,71 
>200 3 2,61 1,73 4,32 2,60 

Time Budget Implementation 
per employee  

Total 14 3,29 1,04 12,11 11,07 
 
Table 10: Budget implementation and share of administrative staff 

   working hours 
share of administrative staff N mean minimum maximum range 

16-23% 5 819,50 193,00 2.240,00 2.047,00 
25-28% 5 315,10 183,00 555,00 372,00 
32-50% 4 299,75 88,00 736,00 648,00 

Total Time Budget 
Implementation 

Total 14 490,86 88,00 2.240,00 2.152,00 
16-23% 5 4,56 1,73 12,11 10,38 
25-28% 5 2,02 1,04 3,03 1,99 
32-50% 4 3,30 1,40 5,75 4,35 

Time Budget Implementation 
per employee  

Total 14 3,29 1,04 12,11 11,07 
 
Table 11: Budget implementation and founding year 

   working hours 
founding year N mean minimum maximum range 

1975 2 464,50 193,00 736,00 543,00 
1993-1995 6 530,58 88,00 2.240,00 2.152,00 
2002-2007 6 459,92 240,00 690,00 450,00 

Total Time Budget 
Implementation 

Total 14 490,86 88,00 2.240,00 2.152,00 
1975 2 3,87 1,99 5,75 3,76 
1993-1995 6 2,51 1,04 4,32 3,28 
2002-2007 6 3,88 1,73 12,11 10,38 

Time Budget Implementation 
per employee  

Total 14 3,29 1,04 12,11 11,07 
 
Table 12: Budget implementation and agency function 

   working hours 
founding year N mean minimum maximum range 

binding decisions 2 402,25 180,00 624,50 444,50 
assistance to COM 3 1.031,67 300,00 2.240,00 1.940,00 
operational activities 2 266,50 183,00 350,00 167,00 
information gathering 7 348,50 88,00 736,00 648,00 

Total Time 
Budget 
Implementation 
 

Total 14 490,86 88,00 2.240,00 2.152,00 
binding decisions 2 2,89 1,73 4,04 2,32 
assistance to COM 3 3,05 1,79 4,32 2,53 
operational activities 2 1,85 1,04 2,65 1,61 
information gathering 7 3,92 1,40 12,11 10,71 

Time Budget 
Implementation 
per employee 

Total 14 3,29 1,04 12,11 11,07 
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Table 13: Presentation of the budget and agency size  

   working hours 
 Size N mean minimum maximum range 

0-99 6 296,25 112,50 480,00 367,50 
100-199 5 297,50 97,50 720,00 622,50 
>200 3 2.211,33 540,00 5.094,00 4.554,00 

Total Time Presentation of the 
budget 

Total 14 707,07 97,50 5.094,00 4.996,50 
0-99 6 4,34 1,14 7,42 6,28 
100-199 5 1,96 0,54 4,09 3,55 
>200 3 5,91 1,74 14,07 12,33 

Time Presentation of the 
budget per employee  

Total 14 3,83 0,54 14,07 13,53 
 
Table 14: Presentation of the budget and share of administrative staff 

   working hours 
share of administrative staff N mean minimum maximum range 

16-23% 5 1.356,80 120,00 5.094,00 4.974,00 
25-28% 5 354,00 97,50 720,00 622,50 
32-50% 4 336,25 250,00 480,00 230,00 

Total Time Presentation of the 
budget 

Total 14 707,07 97,50 5.094,00 4.996,50 
16-23% 5 4,99 0,91 14,07 13,16 
25-28% 5 1,96 0,54 4,09 3,55 
32-50% 4 4,70 1,95 7,42 5,46 

Time Presentation of the 
budget per employee  

Total 14 3,83 0,54 14,07 13,53 
 
Table 15: Presentation of the budget and founding year 

   working hours 
founding year N mean minimum maximum range 

1975 2 260,00 250,00 270,00 20,00 
1993-1995 6 519,17 285,00 1.000,00 715,00 
2002-2007 6 1.044,00 97,50 5.094,00 4.996,50 

Total Time Presentation of the 
budget 

Total 14 707,07 97,50 5.094,00 4.996,50 
1975 2 2,37 1,95 2,78 0,83 
1993-1995 6 4,19 1,93 7,42 5,49 
2002-2007 6 3,94 0,54 14,07 13,53 

Time Presentation of the 
budget per employee  

Total 14 3,83 0,54 14,07 13,53 
 
Table 16: Presentation of the budget and agency function 

   working hours 
founding year N mean minimum maximum range 

binding decisions 2 2.712,00 330,00 5.094,00 4.764,00 
assistance to COM 4 437,50 97,50 1.000,00 902,50 
operational activities 2 420,00 120,00 720,00 600,00 
information gathering 6 314,17 250,00 480,00 230,00 

Total Time 
Presentation of 
the budget 
 

Total 14 707,07 97,50 5.094,00 4.996,50 
binding decisions 2 10,74 7,42 14,07 6,66 
assistance to COM 4 1,34 0,54 1,93 1,39 
operational activities 2 2,50 0,91 4,09 3,18 
information gathering 6 3,62 1,95 5,26 3,31 

Time 
Presentation of 
the budget per 
employee 

Total 14 3,83 0,54 14,07 13,53 
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Table 17: External audit and agency size  

   working hours 
 Size N mean minimum maximum range 

0-99 6 550,00 150,00 825,00 675,00 
100-199 6 236,83 16,00 450,00 434,00 
>200 3 355,00 165,00 450,00 285,00 

Time to cooperate with the 
Court of Auditors 

Total 15 385,73 16,00 825,00 809,00 
0-99 5 67,60 37,50 80,00 42,50 
100-199 4 75,25 50,00 120,00 70,00 
>200 3 73,00 19,00 150,00 131,00 

Time to cooperate with the 
European Parliament 

Total 12 71,50 19,00 150,00 131,00 
 
Table 18: External audit and share of administrative staff 

   working hours 
share of administrative staff N mean minimum maximum range 

16-23% 5 453,00 150,00 800,00 650,00 
25-28% 6 245,17 16,00 450,00 434,00 
32-50% 4 512,50 200,00 825,00 625,00 

Time to cooperate with the 
Court of Auditors 

Total 15 385,73 16,00 825,00 809,00 
16-23% 5 73,80 19,00 150,00 131,00 
25-28% 4 54,63 37,50 71,00 33,50 
32-50% 3 90,17 70,50 120,00 49,50 

Time to cooperate with the 
European Parliament 

Total 12 71,50 19,00 150,00 131,00 
 
Table 19: External audit and founding year 

   working hours 
founding year N mean minimum maximum range 

1975 2 550,00 400,00 700,00 300,00 
1993-1995 6 417,50 105,00 825,00 720,00 
2002-2007 7 311,57 16,00 800,00 784,00 

Time to cooperate with the 
Court of Auditors 

Total 15 385,73 16,00 825,00 809,00 
1975 2 100,00 80,00 120,00 40,00 
1993-1995 5 86,30 60,00 150,00 90,00 
2002-2007 5 45,30 19,00 70,00 51,00 

Time to cooperate with the 
European Parliament 

Total 12 71,50 19,00 150,00 131,00 
 
Table 20: External audit and agency function 

   working hours 
founding year N mean minimum maximum range 

binding decisions 2 182,50 165,00 200,00 35,00 
assistance to COM 4 375,00 150,00 450,00 300,00 
operational activities 2 225,00 150,00 300,00 150,00 
information gathering 7 495,86 16,00 825,00 809,00 

Time to 
cooperate with 
the Court of 
Auditors 
 

Total 15 385,73 16,00 825,00 809,00 
binding decisions 1 19,00 19,00 19,00 0,00 
assistance to COM 3 79,17 37,50 150,00 112,50 
operational activities 2 55,00 50,00 60,00 10,00 
information gathering 6 81,92 70,00 120,00 50,00 

Time to 
cooperate with 
the European 
Parliament 

Total 12 71,50 19,00 150,00 131,00 
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Administrative burdens of the staff regulation  

Table 21: Recruitment and agency size 

   working hours 
 Size N mean minimum maximum range 

0-99 5 12,04 1,00 40,00 39,00
100-199 3 6,83 1,50 15,00 13,50
>200 2 12,50 5,00 20,00 15,00

Time to prepare test for 
recruitment competitions 

Total 10 10,57 1,00 40,00 39,00
0-99 6 14,72 8,00 22,30 14,30
100-199 5 32,60 2,00 110,00 108,00
>200 3 9,17 3,50 14,00 10,50

Time to prepare a notice of 
competition for recruitment  

Total 14 19,91 2,00 110,00 108,00
0-99 6 52,76 10,30 140,00 129,70
100-199 6 141,08 1,50 735,00 733,50
>200 3 139,17 42,50 250,00 207,50

Time spent by the selection 
board to draw up a list of 
candidates  

Total 15 105,37 1,50 735,00 733,50
0-99 7 3,21 1,00 7,50 6,50
100-199 6 19,67 1,00 60,00 59,00
>200 3 7,17 0,50 18,00 17,50

Time needed to select a final 
candidate 

Total 16 10,13 0,50 60,00 59,50
 
Table 22: Recruitment and agency size per employee 

   working hours 
 Size N mean minimum maximum range 

0-99 5 0,14  0,02  0,41  0,39  
100-199 3 0,05  0,01  0,12  0,10  
>200 2 0,03  0,02  0,04  0,02  

Time to prepare test for 
recruitment competitions per 
employee 

Total 10 0,09  0,01  0,41  0,40  
0-99 6 0,20  0,13  0,35  0,22  
100-199 5 0,19  0,02  0,61  0,60  
>200 3 0,02  0,01  0,03  0,02  

Time to prepare a notice of 
competition for recruitment 
per employee 

Total 14 0,16  0,01  0,61  0,60  
0-99 6 0,68  0,10  1,44  1,34  
100-199 6 0,83  0,01  4,18  4,16  
>200 3 0,32  0,14  0,48  0,35  

Time spent by the selection 
board to draw up a list of 
candidates per employee 

Total 15 0,67  0,01  4,18  4,16  
0-99 7 0,05  0,01  0,13  0,12  
100-199 6 0,13  0,01  0,45  0,45  
>200 3 0,02  0,00  0,03  0,03  

Time needed to select a final 
candidate per employee 

Total 16 0,08  0,00  0,45  0,45  
 
Table 23: Recruitment and share of administrative staff 

   working hours 
share of administrative staff N mean minimum maximum range 

16-23% 4 16,75 3,00 40,00 37,00
25-28% 3 5,90 1,50 11,20 9,70
32-50% 3 7,00 1,00 15,00 14,00

Time to prepare test for 
recruitment competitions 

Total 10 10,57 1,00 40,00 39,00
16-23% 5 11,70 3,50 20,00 16,50Time to prepare a notice of 

competition for recruitment  25-28% 4 16,08 2,00 30,00 28,00
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32-50% 5 31,20 8,00 110,00 102,00
Total 14 19,91 2,00 110,00 108,00
16-23% 5 115,50 22,50 250,00 227,50
25-28% 5 166,86 1,50 735,00 733,50
32-50% 5 33,75 10,00 75,00 65,00

Time spent by the selection 
board to draw up a list of 
candidates  

Total 15 105,37 1,50 735,00 733,50
16-23% 5 17,40 0,50 60,00 59,50
25-28% 5 2,20 1,00 4,00 3,00
32-50% 6 10,67 2,00 50,00 48,00

Time needed to select a final 
candidate 

Total 16 10,13 0,50 60,00 59,50
 
Table 24: Recruitment and share of administrative staff per employee 

   working hours 
share of administrative staff N mean minimum maximum range 

16-23% 4 0,13 0,03 0,41 0,38
25-28% 3 0,05 0,01 0,11 0,10
32-50% 3 0,07 0,02 0,12 0,10

Time to prepare test for 
recruitment competitions per 
employee 

Total 10 0,09 0,01 0,41 0,40
16-23% 5 0,12 0,01 0,35 0,34
25-28% 4 0,11 0,02 0,23 0,21
32-50% 5 0,24 0,12 0,61 0,50

Time to prepare a notice of 
competition for recruitment 
per employee 

Total 14 0,16 0,01 0,61 0,60
16-23% 5 0,59 0,30 1,44 1,14
25-28% 5 0,95 0,01 4,18 4,16
32-50% 5 0,46 0,08 1,19 1,11

Time spent by the selection 
board to draw up a list of 
candidates per employee 

Total 15 0,67 0,01 4,18 4,16
16-23% 5 0,13 0,00 0,45 0,45
25-28% 5 0,01 0,01 0,02 0,02
32-50% 6 0,08 0,02 0,28 0,26

Time needed to select a final 
candidate per employee 

Total 16 0,08 0,00 0,45 0,45
 
Table 25: Recruitment and founding year 

   working hours 
founding year N mean minimum maximum range 

1975 2 27,50 15,00 40,00 25,00
1993-1995 2 12,50 5,00 20,00 15,00
2002-2007 6 4,28 1,00 11,20 10,20

Time to prepare test for 
recruitment competitions 

Total 10 10,57 1,00 40,00 39,00
1975 2 15,00 15,00 15,00 0,00
1993-1995 5 15,00 8,00 30,00 22,00
2002-2007 7 24,83 2,00 110,00 108,00

Time to prepare a notice of 
competition for recruitment  

Total 14 19,91 2,00 110,00 108,00
1975 2 75,00 10,00 140,00 130,00
1993-1995 6 195,63 20,00 735,00 715,00
2002-2007 7 36,69 1,50 125,00 123,50

Time spent by the selection 
board to draw up a list of 
candidates  

Total 15 105,37 1,50 735,00 733,50
1975 2 1,50 1,00 2,00 1,00
1993-1995 6 5,17 1,00 18,00 17,00
2002-2007 8 16,00 0,50 60,00 59,50

Time needed to select a final 
candidate 

Total 16 10,13 0,50 60,00 59,50
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Table 26: Recruitment and founding year per employee 

   working hours 
founding year N mean minimum maximum range 

1975 2 0,26 0,12 0,41 0,30
1993-1995 2 0,06 0,04 0,08 0,04
2002-2007 6 0,04 0,01 0,11 0,10

Time to prepare test for 
recruitment competitions per 
employee 

Total 10 0,09 0,01 0,41 0,40
1975 2 0,14 0,12 0,15 0,04
1993-1995 5 0,13 0,03 0,18 0,15
2002-2007 7 0,18 0,01 0,61 0,60

Time to prepare a notice of 
competition for recruitment 
per employee 

Total 14 0,16 0,01 0,61 0,60
1975 2 0,76 0,08 1,44 1,37
1993-1995 6 1,19 0,34 4,18 3,83
2002-2007 7 0,20 0,01 0,39 0,38

Time spent by the selection 
board to draw up a list of 
candidates per employee 

Total 15 0,67 0,01 4,18 4,16
1975 2 0,01 0,01 0,02 0,01
1993-1995 6 0,03 0,01 0,09 0,08
2002-2007 8 0,12 0,00 0,45 0,45

Time needed to select a final 
candidate per employee 

Total 16 0,08 0,00 0,45 0,45
 
Table 27: Recruitment and function 

   working hours 
founding year N mean minimum maximum range 

binding decisions 0 . . . .
assistance to COM 3 12,07 5,00 20,00 15,00
operational activities 1 4,00 4,00 4,00 0,00
information gathering 6 10,92 1,00 40,00 39,00

Time to prepare 
test for 
recruitment 
competitions 

Total 10 10,57 1,00 40,00 39,00
binding decisions 2 5,75 3,50 8,00 4,50
assistance to COM 3 15,43 10,00 22,30 12,30
operational activities 3 48,67 6,00 110,00 104,00
information gathering 6 12,50 2,00 20,00 18,00

Time to prepare a 
notice of 
competition for 
recruitment 

Total 14 19,91 2,00 110,00 108,00
binding decisions 2 72,50 20,00 125,00 105,00
assistance to COM 3 100,93 10,30 250,00 239,70
operational activities 3 263,33 15,00 735,00 720,00
information gathering 7 48,96 1,50 140,00 138,50

Time spent by the 
selection board to 
draw up a list of 
candidates 

Total 15 105,37 1,50 735,00 733,50
binding decisions 2 2,25 0,50 4,00 3,50
assistance to COM 3 7,67 2,00 18,00 16,00
operational activities 3 38,00 4,00 60,00 56,00
information gathering 8 2,56 1,00 7,50 6,50

Time needed to 
select a final 
candidate 

Total 16 10,13 0,50 60,00 59,50
 
Table 28: Recruitment and function per employee 

   working hours 
founding year N mean minimum maximum range 

binding decisions 0 . . . #WERT! 
assistance to COM 3 0,06 0,02 0,11 0,10
operational activities 1 0,03 0,03 0,03 0,00

Time to prepare 
test for 
recruitment 
competitions per information gathering 6 0,12 0,01 0,41 0,40
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employee Total 10 0,09 0,01 0,41 0,40
binding decisions 2 0,09 0,01 0,18 0,17
assistance to COM 3 0,09 0,03 0,23 0,20
operational activities 3 0,28 0,05 0,61 0,57
information gathering 6 0,15 0,02 0,35 0,33

Time to prepare a 
notice of 
competition for 
recruitment per 
employee 

Total 14 0,16 0,01 0,61 0,60
binding decisions 2 0,40 0,35 0,45 0,10
assistance to COM 3 0,24 0,10 0,48 0,38
operational activities 3 1,52 0,08 4,18 4,09
information gathering 7 0,57 0,01 1,44 1,43

Time spent by the 
selection board to 
draw up a list of 
candidates per 
employee 

Total 15 0,67 0,01 4,18 4,16
binding decisions 2 0,05 0,00 0,09 0,09
assistance to COM 3 0,02 0,01 0,03 0,03
operational activities 3 0,25 0,02 0,45 0,43
information gathering 8 0,04 0,01 0,13 0,12

Time needed to 
select a final 
candidate per 
employee 

Total 16 0,08 0,00 0,45 0,45
 
Table 29:Appointment and agency size 

   working hours 
 Size N mean minimum maximum range 

0-99 7 21,58 3,00 37,30 34,30
100-199 5 15,25 5,25 32,50 27,25
>200 3 54,80 1,40 150,00 148,60

Total time spent per 
appointment 

Total 15 26,11 1,40 150,00 148,60
0-99 7 0,31 0,07 0,64 0,58
100-199 5 0,12 0,03 0,25 0,22
>200 3 0,11 0,00 0,29 0,29

Total time spent per 
appointment per employee 

Total 15 0,20 0,00 0,64 0,64
 
Table 30:Appointment and share of administrative staff 

   working hours 
share of administrative staff N mean minimum maximum range 

16-23% 5 44,23 1,40 150,00 148,60
25-28% 4 22,95 9,00 37,30 28,30
32-50% 6 13,13 3,00 36,00 33,00

Total time spent per 
appointment 

Total 15 26,11 1,40 150,00 148,60
16-23% 5 0,24 0,00 0,59 0,59
25-28% 4 0,19 0,04 0,38 0,33
32-50% 6 0,18 0,03 0,64 0,61

Total time spent per 
appointment per employee 

Total 15 0,20 0,00 0,64 0,64
 
Table 31:Appointment and founding year 

   working hours 
founding year N mean minimum maximum range 

1975 2 16,75 13,50 20,00 6,50
1993-1995 5 41,30 3,00 150,00 147,00
2002-2007 8 18,96 1,40 37,30 35,90

Total time spent per 
appointment 

Total 15 26,11 1,40 150,00 148,60
1975 2 0,16 0,11 0,21 0,10
1993-1995 5 0,17 0,07 0,29 0,22

Total time spent per 
appointment per employee 

2002-2007 8 0,24 0,00 0,64 0,64
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Total 15 0,20 0,00 0,64 0,64
 
Table 32:Appointment and function 

   working hours 
founding year N mean minimum maximum range 

binding decisions 2 2,20 1,40 3,00 1,60
assistance to COM 3 66,77 13,00 150,00 137,00
operational activities 2 10,63 5,25 16,00 10,75
information gathering 8 20,72 7,00 36,00 29,00

Total time spent 
per appointment 

Total 15 26,11 1,40 150,00 148,60
binding decisions 2 0,04 0,00 0,07 0,06
assistance to COM 3 0,24 0,04 0,38 0,33
operational activities 2 0,08 0,03 0,12 0,09
information gathering 8 0,27 0,07 0,64 0,57

Total time spent 
per appointment 
per employee 

Total 15 0,20 0,00 0,64 0,64
 
Table 33:Travel expenses and agency size 

   minutes 
 Size N mean minimum maximum range 

0-99 5 50,80 4,00 180,00 176,00
100-199 4 37,50 30,00 60,00 30,00
>200 3 22,17 4,00 50,00 46,00

Total time spent per travel 
compensation application 

Total 12 39,21 4,00 180,00 176,00
0-99 5 0,89 0,04 3,16 3,12
100-199 4 0,25 0,17 0,34 0,16
>200 3 0,06 0,01 0,14 0,13

Total time spent per travel 
compensation application per 
employee 

Total 12 0,47 0,01 3,16 3,15
 
Table 34:Travel expenses and share of administrative staff 

   minutes 
share of administrative staff N mean minimum maximum range 

16-23% 4 61,00 4,00 180,00 176,00
25-28% 3 24,17 12,50 30,00 17,50
32-50% 5 30,80 4,00 60,00 56,00

Total time spent per travel 
compensation application 

Total 12 39,21 4,00 180,00 176,00
16-23% 4 0,85 0,01 3,16 3,15
25-28% 3 0,15 0,04 0,25 0,21
32-50% 5 0,35 0,04 0,67 0,63

Total time spent per travel 
compensation application per 
employee 

Total 12 0,47 0,01 3,16 3,15
 
Table 35:Travel expenses and founding year 

   minutes 
founding year N mean minimum maximum range 

1975 2 20,00 10,00 30,00 20,00
1993-1995 5 19,60 4,00 30,00 26,00
2002-2007 5 66,50 12,50 180,00 167,50

Total time spent per travel 
compensation application 

Total 12 39,21 4,00 180,00 176,00
1975 2 0,17 0,10 0,23 0,13
1993-1995 5 0,27 0,01 0,67 0,67
2002-2007 5 0,78 0,04 3,16 3,12

Total time spent per travel 
compensation application per 
employee 

Total 12 0,47 0,01 3,16 3,15
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Table 36:Travel expenses and function 

   minutes 
founding year N mean minimum maximum range 

binding decisions 2 40,00 30,00 50,00 20,00
assistance to COM 2 8,25 4,00 12,50 8,50
operational activities 2 45,00 30,00 60,00 30,00
information gathering 6 47,33 4,00 180,00 176,00

Total time spent 
per travel 
compensation 
application 

Total 12 39,21 4,00 180,00 176,00
binding decisions 2 0,41 0,14 0,67 0,54
assistance to COM 2 0,02 0,01 0,04 0,03
operational activities 2 0,25 0,17 0,34 0,16
information gathering 6 0,71 0,04 3,16 3,12

Total time spent 
per travel 
compensation 
application per 
employee 

Total 12 0,47 0,01 3,16 3,15
 
Administrative burdens of the procurement regulation 

Table 37: Procurement and agency size  

 Size N mean minimum maximum range 
0-99 7 63,23 7,00 246,00 239,00
100-199 5 61,40 27,00 118,00 91,00
>200 3 51,33 44,00 65,00 21,00

Number of procurement 
procedures in 2007 

Total 15 60,27 7,00 246,00 239,00
0-99 7 90,93 0,03 21,67 21,64
100-199 7 43,79 0,10 2,17 2,07
>200 4 25 0,53 1,17 0,64

Total time per procurement 

Total 18 57,95 0,03 21,67 21,64
 
Table 38: Procurement and share of administrative staff 

share of administrative staff N mean minimum maximum range 
16-23% 5 60,00 23,00 118,00 95,00 
25-28% 5 40,60 9,00 65,00 56,00 
32-50% 5 80,20 7,00 246,00 239,00 

Number of procurement 
procedures in 2007 

Total 15 60,27 7,00 246,00 239,00 
16-23% 6 42,17 12,00 180,50 168,50 
25-28% 6 72,59 23,55 195,00 171,45 
32-50% 6 59,08 7,00 130,00 123,00 

Total time per procurement 

Total 18 57,95 7,00 195,00 188,00 
 
Table 39: Procurement and founding year 

founding year N mean minimum maximum range 
1975 2 65,00 60,00 70,00 10,00
1993-1995 5 73,00 7,00 246,00 239,00
2002-2007 8 51,13 9,00 118,00 109,00

Number of procurement 
procedures in 2007 

Total 15 60,27 7,00 246,00 239,00
1975 2 155,25 130,00 180,50 50,50
1993-1995 7 26,08 7,00 69,50 62,50
2002-2007 9 61,11 12,00 195,00 183,00

Total time per procurement 

Total 18 57,95 7,00 195,00 188,00
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Table 40: Procurement and agency function 

founding year N mean minimum maximum range 
binding decisions 2 145,50 45,00 246,00 201,00
assistance to COM 4 40,50 9,00 65,00 56,00
operational activities 1 118,00 118,00 118,00 0,00
information gathering 8 41,63 7,00 70,00 63,00

Number of 
procurement 
procedures in 
2007 
 

Total 15 60,27 7,00 246,00 239,00
binding decisions 3 10,33 7,00 24,00 17,00
assistance to COM 4 67,75 76,00 195,00 119,00
operational activities 3 11,85 12,00 23,55 11,55
information gathering 8 88,19 36,50 180,50 144,00

Total time per 
procurement 

Total 18 57,95 7,00 195,00 188,00

Administrative support costs of legal advice and IT services 

Table 41: Legal advice and agency size  

 Size N mean minimum maximum range 
0-99 7 1,14 1,00 2,00 1,00
100-199 7 3,43 1,00 11,00 10,00
>200 4 9,50 6,00 15,00 9,00

Legal Affairs Total Staff 

Total 18 3,89 1,00 15,00 14,00
0-99 5 104111,20 55000,00 152142,00 97142,00
100-199 4 53279,28 10011,00 75093,77 65082,77
>200 3 81697,33 62500,00 94000,00 31500,00

Staff Costs per Employee 
(2007) 

Total 12 81563,76 10011,00 152142,00 142131,00
 
Table 42: Legal advice and share of administrative staff 

share of administrative staff N mean minimum maximum range 
16-23% 6 5,33 1,00 15,00 14,00
25-28% 6 3,33 1,00 8,00 7,00
32-50% 6 3,00 1,00 11,00 10,00

Legal Affairs Total Staff 

Total 18 3,89 1,00 15,00 14,00
16-23% 3 93446,67 88592,00 97748,00 9156,00
25-28% 3 63504,11 57333,33 70679,00 13345,67
32-50% 6 84652,13 10011,00 152142,00 142131,00

Staff Costs per Employee per 
year 

Total 12 81563,76 10011,00 152142,00 142131,00
 
Table 43: Legal advice and founding year 

founding year N mean minimum maximum range 
1975 2 1,00 1,00 1,00 0,00
1993-1995 7 5,14 1,00 15,00 14,00
2002-2007 9 3,67 1,00 11,00 10,00

Legal Affairs Total Staff 

Total 18 3,89 1,00 15,00 14,00
1975 1 10011,00 10011,00 10011,00 0,00
1993-1995 5 105415,80 70679,00 152142,00 81463,00
2002-2007 6 73612,52 55000,00 97748,00 42748,00

Staff Costs per Employee per 
year  

Total 12 81563,76 10011,00 152142,00 142131,00
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Table 44: Legal advice and agency function 

founding year N mean minimum maximum range 
binding decisions 3 7,67 2,00 15,00 13,00
assistance to COM 4 4,50 1,00 9,00 8,00
operational activities 3 6,00 1,00 11,00 10,00
information gathering 8 1,38 1,00 3,00 2,00

Legal Affairs 
Total Staff 
 

Total 18 3,89 1,00 15,00 14,00
binding decisions 2 101250,00 94000,00 108500,00 14500,00
assistance to COM 2 75546,00 62500,00 88592,00 26092,00
operational activities 1 75093,77 75093,77 75093,77 0,00
information gathering 7 78582,76 10011,00 152142,00 142131,00

Staff Costs per 
Employee per 
year 

Total 12 81563,76 10011,00 152142,00 142131,00
 

Table 45: IT services and agency size  
 

 Size N mean minimum maximum range 
0-99 7 4,00 0,00 8,00 8,00 
100-199 7 9,57 0,00 21,00 21,00 
>200 4 24,50 13,00 32,00 19,00 

IT Total Staff 

Total 18 10,72 0,00 32,00 32,00 
0-99 5 4188,75 2426,83 9752,81 7325,98 
100-199 5 5162,45 1827,87 9070,46 7242,59 
>200 3 4691,40 2748,62 6486,86 3738,24 

Staff Costs per Agency 
Employee per year 

Total 13 4679,25 1827,87 9752,81 7924,94 
 
Table 46: IT services and share of administrative staff 
 

share of administrative staff N mean minimum maximum range 
16-23% 6 14,33 0,00 32,00 32,00 
25-28% 6 9,50 0,00 21,00 21,00 
32-50% 6 8,33 3,00 20,00 17,00 

IT Total Staff 

Total 18 10,72 0,00 32,00 32,00 
16-23% 4 3874,90 2583,72 6486,86 3903,14 
25-28% 4 4981,70 1827,87 9070,46 7242,59 
32-50% 5 5080,75 2426,83 9752,81 7325,98 

Staff Costs per Agency 
Employee per year 

Total 13 4679,25 1827,87 9752,81 7924,94 
 
Table 47: IT services and founding year 
 

founding year N mean minimum maximum range 
1975 2 5,50 0,00 11,00 11,00 
1993-1995 7 15,43 4,00 32,00 28,00 
2002-2007 9 8,22 0,00 21,00 21,00 

IT Total Staff 

Total 18 10,72 0,00 32,00 32,00 
1975 2 4415,49 3680,41 5150,57 1470,16 
1993-1995 5 6385,34 2426,83 9752,81 7325,98 
2002-2007 6 3345,41 1827,87 5573,57 3745,70 

Staff Costs per Employee 

Total 13 4679,25 1827,87 9752,81 7924,94 
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Table 48: IT services and agency function 

agency function N mean minimum maximum range 
binding decisions 3 16,33 4,00 32,00 28,00 
assistance to COM 4 14,50 5,00 32,00 27,00 
operational activities 3 15,33 5,00 21,00 16,00 
information gathering 8 5,00 3,00 11,00 8,00 

IT Total Staff 
 

Total 18 10,72 3,00 32,00 29,00 
binding decisions 2 6250,71 2748,62 9752,81 7004,19 
assistance to COM 2 5662,78 4838,71 6486,86 1648,15 
operational activities 2 7322,02 5573,57 9070,46 3496,89 
information gathering 7 3194,17 1827,87 5150,57 3322,70 

Staff Costs 
per Employee 

Total 13 4679,25 1827,87 9752,81 7924,94 
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3. Overview on responding EU agencies  

1. CdT (Translation Centre for the Bodies of the European Union) 
2. CEDEFOP (European Centre for the Development of Vocational Training) 
3. CPVO (Community Plant Variety Office) 
4. EASA (European Aviation Safety Agency) 
5. ECDC (European Centre for Disease Prevention and Control) 
6. EFSA (European Food Safety Authority) 
7. EGSA (European GNSS Supervisory Authority) (GALILEO) 
8. EMCDDA (European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction) 
9. EMEA (European Medicines Agency) 
10. EMSA (European Maritime Safety Agency) 
11. ENISA (European Agency for Networks and Information Security) 
12. ERA (European Railway Agency) 
13. ETF (European Training Foundation) 
14. FRA (European Fundamental Rights Agency, formerly EUMC) 
15. EUROFOUND - EFILWC (European Foundation for the Improvement of Living 

and Working Conditions) 
16. EUROJUST (The European Union’s Judicial Cooperation Unit) 
17. FRONTEX (European Agency for the Management of Operational Cooperation 

at the External Borders) 
18. EU-OSHA (European Agency for Safety and Health at Work) 
19. OHIM (Office for Harmonization in the Internal Market) 
 



 



 






