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Abstract 

The International Thermonuclear Experimental Reactor (ITER) Project is an international scientific 
undertaking between seven cofinancing Parties intended to demonstrate the feasibility of nuclear 
fusion as a power source.  Fusion for Energy (F4E) is the Domestic Agency charged with providing 
the EU contribution to the ITER International Organisation.  
ITER, and subsequently, F4E costs have increased substantially from original estimates, because of a 
number of internal and external drivers. While the EU has continued to affirm its support for the 
project, cost overruns have attracted a large amount of political questions, culminating in the 
capping of ITER expenditure through 2020 at 6,6 billion Euros, and have accentuated early 
difficulties of the F4E organisation. 
Beginning in 2010, a number of reforms were undertaken within F4E, including a reshuffling and 
reorientation of the governance and management structures, as well as significant efforts to 
implement cost-savings. The reforms have been widely lauded as effective and positive by 
stakeholders, although the inherent cost-effectiveness of F4E remains inextricably linked with the 
ITER project as a whole.  
Despite F4E’s commendable efforts, the margin to achieve the cost-savings needed to rebuild the 
contingency is highly limited by inherent characteristics of F4E’s operating environment. However, 
the study puts forward some tracks for improvements. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Cost increases have largely emanated from the project-level and are outside of the direct control 
of F4E... 

The European Joint Undertaking for ITER and the Development of Fusion Energy, or Fusion for 
Energy (F4E), is the Domestic Agency (DA) charged with providing the European contribution to 
the ITER Project (International Thermonuclear Experimental Reactor), an international scientific 
undertaking between seven countries intended to demonstrate the feasibility of nuclear fusion as a 
power source1. 

To fulfil these obligations, F4E provides components, equipment and materials to the ITER 
International Organization (IO), along with the six other Domestic Agencies, according to 
specifications that ITER IO provides, as well as the EU's direct financial contribution to ITER. In 
addition, F4E is responsible for European Union's (EU) involvement in the Broader Approach 
Agreement activities and activities in preparation for the construction of a demonstration fusion 
reactor (DEMO) and related facilities. 

The ITER project costs increased by 67 % between the first cost estimates in 2001 and present. A 
large portion of this increase can be linked to the finalisation of the design, the extension of the 
work schedule resulting from the increased design efforts and the establishment of the ITER 
Domestic Agencies. In order to assess the EU in-kind contributions to ITER in light of this evolving 
situation, a task force was established by F4E early in the summer of 2008 to conduct an 
independent review estimate.  

Mirroring cost increases on the project level, it was concluded that there was a significant 
difference in the cost estimates for European contribution between 2001 and present, with a 
number of internal and external ‘drivers’ being identified, such as design and requirement changes, 
further advanced R&D, assessments of ‘manufacturability’, increases in global raw material prices, 
heightened French nuclear standards following Fukushima and the increase in the number of 
project participants in 2007 from three to seven.  

The 2001 estimated cost of ITER was originally set at 5,900 million Euros and the Euratom 
contribution stood at 2,700 million (945 million in cash and 1,700 million in kind). In 2010, revised 
estimates put the cost to Europe at 7,200 million Euros (6,603 million for ITER and 650 for F4E 
running costs, Broader Approach and TBM (Test Blanket Module Programme). This amounts to a 
EURATOM contribution of 5,900 million and a French contribution of 1,300 million. 

The Council reiterated its commitment to the ITER project in 2010 following revised cost estimates, 
however, expenditure through 2020 (the construction phase) has been capped at 6,600 million 
Euros, some 600 million lower than F4E's estimate of the required resources, depriving F4E of an 
adequate contingency. This has put huge strains on F4E to rebuild its contingency and puts the 
agency and Europe’s obligations in a vulnerable position. While commitment appropriations have 

                                                               
1 The technical feasibility of fusion energy has been demonstrated through experimental projects such as the 
Joint European Taurus, completed in the mid-1980s. While there is a consensus in the scientific community 
on the technology behind the ITER project, there are other competing technologies and widespread concern 
about the ultimate commercial feasibility of such a technology.  
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been covered for 2012/2013 (i.e. through the end of FP7), the exact source of funding for F4E 
during the next financial framework is the subject of heated debate.  

These contextual factors are outside the scope of the present research study and beyond the scope 
of F4E itself, however, they must be well understood when considering the source of these cost 
increases and the role that F4E can play in keeping costs within the confines of the budgetary limits 
set by the Council.  

F4E is a sui generis organisation operating in a complex environment, which constrains the 
possibilities for cost-efficiency... 

Furthermore, F4E faces structural constraints inherent to the design of the ITER project that affect 
its margins of manoeuvre on cost effectiveness. The separation and fragmentation of the 
budgetary and design authorities respectively mean that Domestic Agencies have little latitude in 
pursuing cost savings when they can be identified by industry. The Domestic Agencies and ITER 
have found ways of collaborating successfully in the past, however, the extent to which this can be 
expanded is limited and recourse to constant negotiations can lead to important delays. 
Additionally, F4E is itself a sui generis organisation, with which the EU has relatively little past 
experience. While it shares many similarities with other Joint Undertakings, such as the Joint 
Technology Initiatives (JTIs) and is subject to the same regulations as other EU institutions, such as 
Executive Agencies, the nature of its activities is drastically different. JTIs are typically limited to the 
implementation of joint research strategies through calls for proposals, while F4E is tasked with the 
procurement of cutting-edge components that entail high cost risks and imply a higher level of 
recourse to adapted procurement procedures.  

Early internal problems exacerbated these difficulties and were only incrementally addressed... 

In the context of these contextual constraints, the organisation faced a series of internal problems 
that have only been gradually addressed. As the organisation gained autonomy and reached a fully 
operational level, early difficulties within F4E, notably an organisational structure ill-adapted for 
project-oriented activities, quickly signalled the need to revisit the governance and structure of the 
organisation.  

In a sense, one can identify two different F4E organizations: one in 2008, and another that begins 
to take shape in 2010 with the appointment of a new Director. This ‘2008 agency’ was shaped 
fundamentally by the Commission. Instead of building a project oriented organisation from ‘the 
ground floor up’, F4E was set up as a ‘quasi-Commission agency’ and it was decided that the rules 
would be adapted as the agency grew. The envisioned process of adaptation has proven more 
difficult than imagined and processes, as well as the organisational and governance structure itself 
have only slowly adapted. Furthermore, the agency was not fit for operation when it gained 
autonomy in 2007. Key departments were understaffed, important steps such as a model contract 
for procurement had not been taken and internal controls and monitoring systems were 
insufficient.  

Significant reforms have given birth to a more project oriented organisation... 

The appointment of a new Director in January 2010 and a number of internal and external reports 
commissioned concerning cost-containment and management in the wake of the cost increases 
helped identify key areas for improvement and give impetus for reform. This momentum helped 
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pave the way for changes to the organisational and governance structures and an intense effort to 
bring internal control and monitoring systems up to industry standard.  

The principal changes in governance included the creation of the ‘Bureau’ to replace the Standing 
Coordination Group, and the creation of a new subsidiary body, the Administration and Finance 
Committee, as well as a reorientation of the focus of the Executive Committee to more upstream 
procurement issues.  

The basic outline of the new organisation structure was approved by the Governing Board in 
October of 20102 in response to the Conclusions of the European Competitiveness Council of July 
2010 concerning ITER. A new organizational structure was introduced beginning in January 2011 
with the general goals of making F4E more project-oriented and consolidating administrative 
services. The two former administrative departments (Contracts and Procurement and Resources) 
were merged into one Administration Department and the ITER Unit was reorganized along more 
traditional project oriented lines, with each team having clear objectives and appropriate decision 
making power and staffed by the adequate operational staff (procurement, legal, planning) (‘matrix 
management’). 

Furthermore, F4E’s new management has fully embraced industry standard practices. Monitoring 
and control systems have recently much improved and have started to contribute to F4E 
organisation and management transformation. These improvements will allow better budget 
forecasting, improved and early detection of deviations and exceptions and aid in the 
identification of preventative as well as corrective actions. The improving standards of internal 
reporting over the past 24 months can materially attest to the increased capacity of the 
organisation to generate detailed operating information and assemble a coherent picture of 
activities, identify possible risks and proactively address them. 

Stakeholder interviews confirm near unanimous approval of these changes. On the governance 
side of the equation, the Governing Board is now able to focus more attention on strategic issues 
and the constellation of subsidiary bodies, with the Bureau acting as an institutionalized liaison, 
provide for more effective and thorough examination of issues. The more project oriented 
approach pursued by changes to the organisational structure is considered to be successful and 
has opened the door to more efficient cost containment efforts. For instance, project managers 
receive caped allocations of financial and human resources and must negotiate any increase.  

Several areas have been identified as needing further attention... 

F4E has, slowly but surely, made progress in the ‘right direction’, through a process of 
professionalization, adaptation and development and refinement of proper internal controls. 
Internal documents, as well as interviewed stakeholders, attest to a comprehensive understanding 
of the weaknesses of the organisation and reforms pursued over the past 24 months have been 
applauded as effective, although it is too early to measure the more long term, or even medium 
term, effects of the changes to governance and organisation structure. The current structures 
should be given time to prove themselves before further major changes are considered, however, 
some additional areas can be identified for improvement.  

                                                               
2 Summary of Decision of the 17th meeting of the Governing Board of the European Joint Undertaking for 
ITER and the Development of Fusion Energy (Fusion for Energy) F4E (IO)-GB 17 – Summary  
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Procurement is considered to be the only real lever for cost containment on a level that can allow 
the organisation to achieve substantial levels of cost-savings. While the scope of this study does 
not include an in-depth review of the procurement procedures of F4E, some general observations 
can be made. F4E has made significant investments in industry relations and pre-procurement 
activities, however, efforts in this domain should be continually reinforced and assessed with 
constant attention focused on increasing the level of competition in the narrow markets in which 
F4E intervenes. Secondly, while F4E must employ a range of different procurement procedures, 
deviating from open competition should always be sufficiently justified and the advantages and 
disadvantages objectively weighed. Finally, F4E should look towards industry standards and expert 
external consulting in the field of industrial procurement in order to keep its internal management 
and control systems up-to-date. 

The decision-making procedures are still considered cumbersome and ill adapted to the 
management demands imposed upon F4E. Stakeholders have reported difficulties adapting to a 
quickly changing context and the substantial administrative burden imposed by the organisation’s 
governance structure. Decision-making powers may not be sufficiently devolved to ensure quick 
response on the part of management. 

Stakeholder interviews painted a picture of widespread disappointment and frustration vis-à-vis 
F4E amongst Europe’s fusion research community. A new paradigm is needed for F4E’s relationship 
with fusion labs. However, while this partnership can certainly be more fruitful, they will only play a 
secondary, although significant, role in F4E activities. There is legitimacy to wider concerns about 
the capacity of the scientific community to develop the know-how necessary to take advantage of 
the scientific and, in the long-term, economic opportunities that ITER presents. Nonetheless, 
saddling F4E with this objective would lead to higher costs and further dilute the organisations 
already disperse mandate. 

Cost-containment has been a leitmotiv of reform within the organisation over the past two years, 
with the budgetary ceiling set by the Council effectively whipping out F4E’s contingency. The cost-
containment efforts have been exhaustive, however, there is room for improvement, particularly 
by more clearly identifying specific measures and systematic follow-up on the success or failure of 
the measures. Nevertheless, it is not likely that F4E will be able to reconstruct its contingency 
through this avenue, with the amount of exogenous cost-risk the organisation faces. This situation 
leaves F4E in a constant state of limbo, with a high risk of episodes of political incertitude that 
could call the entire project into question.  

There is limited potential for a formal benchmarking system... 

The benchmarking exercise has been limited by the sui generis nature of F4E. Despite these 
limitations, some interesting insights have been identified, notably with other Joint Undertakings, 
such as Clean Sky Joint Undertaking, which has faced many similar difficulties, but has a wider array 
of options at its disposal. This juxtaposition provides valuable insight into the inherent constraints 
of the wider ITER system, which circumscribe F4E’s margin of manoeuvre. While no decisive 
conclusions can be drawn from this exercise, it underlines the importance, in general, of constant 
external benchmarking activities by management in any organisation, even on an informal level. 
Secondly, the benchmarking exercise and consultation of stakeholders allows evaluators to 
conclude that there is limited scope for the establishment of a formal peer review process due to 
the limited benefits and the lack of will among various actors consulted.  
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There is evident added-value for European management with little political will among Member 
States to finance such a long-term, risky project, although the current budgetary framework of 
the EU is ill-adapted to the challenge of the ITER project... 

There is very little political will among the national representatives and high-level officials 
interviewed for additional direct contributions to F4E and Member States have been slow to pay 
the direct annual membership fees to the organisation in addition to the indirect support provided 
through Euratom. Furthermore, the cost increases have put very high strains on particularly 
invested Member States. While it is judged that retaining ITER within the general budget would be 
the best option, there is an important contradiction which complicates the future of funding policy. 
On the one hand there is clear added-value in pooling resources through the EU for an ambitious 
and demanding project, which could not otherwise mobilise the same level of funding on an 
intergovernmental level in Europe, particularly given the present political and economic context. 
On the other hand, funding large experimental projects subject to important levels of cost 
uncertainty is not highly suitable to the rigid budgetary framework of the Union, even when 
endowed with a sufficient contingency.  
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SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

Evaluation questions Overall conclusions Recommendations 

Governance  

How well does F4E´s 
current structure as an 
EU agency, as well as its 
recent evolution, hinder 
or contribute to cost 
effective organisation 
and management? 

F4E underwent radical changes beginning in 2010 after 
initial organisational and governance weaknesses became 
apparent. In terms of governance, the principal changes 
included the creation of the ‘Bureau’ to replace the 
Standing Coordination Group, and the creation of a new 
subsidiary body, the Administration and Finance 
Committee, as well as a reorientation of the focus of the 
Executive Committee to more upstream procurement 
issues, while organisational changes included the creation 
of an Administration Department (from former Contracts 
and Procurement and Resources department) and a 
reorganisation of the ITER Unit along more traditional 
project oriented lines.  

Stakeholder consultation has confirmed a broad 
agreement that these reforms have had positive impacts, 
although it is too early to understand longer term 
ramifications. In particular, the creation of the Bureau has 
removed some of the administrative burden from the 
Governing Board, allowing them to focus their attention 
on more strategic issues. Because of its unwieldy size, the 
lack of preparedness and the limited time investment of 
many members, the Board had been ‘weighed down’ in 
the past. With the Bureau and the support of the newly 
created subsidiary bodies, Governing Board meetings are 
no more adequately prepared, allowing debate to stay on 
the Strategic level. The shift in focus of the Executive 
Committee’s to more upstream procurement issues has 
allowed for a more coherent procurement strategy 
according to some stakeholders. Finally, the 
reorganisation of the ITER Unit has permitted for clearer 
objectives and has allowed for the introduction of certain 
structural cost-containment elements.  

Despite these reforms, F4E continues to operate in a very 
complex environment, certain characteristics of which 
severely circumscribe the extent to which F4E can resort 
to classic cost-containment measures. Furthermore, 
because of inherent technological sophistication of the 
components demanded for the ITER project, F4E must 
operate in relatively narrow markets and costs are often 
continually revised as designs migrate from the realm of 
conceptual to concrete. These factors expose F4E to 
naturally high amounts of cost risk. The current 
organisation is no doubt better placed to navigate in such 
a riskier environment, but the extent to which current 
budgetary boundaries can be respected rests highly 
uncertain and largely beyond the control of F4E.  

 

The recent evolutions in the 
structure and governance of 
F4E, in the short term, can 
be judged to be successful, 
however, the current 
structures should be given 
time to ‘prove’ themselves, 
before further major 
changes are considered.  
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What further 
reorganisation or 
reforms can be 
implemented to bring 
about savings? 

Despite the natural constraints placed on F4E, a number 
of areas have been identified that could potentially 
provide margin of manoeuvre for cost-savings in the 
future.  

Procurement is the only area in which F4E has a 
substantial enough margin in theory to keep rebuild its 
contingency or keep the project within the financial 
boundaries set by the European Council.  While the scope 
of this study did not include an in-depth review of 
procurement practices and the documents made 
available to evaluators were limited in this domain, some 
general observations can be made.  

F4E has made significant investments in industry relations 
(through market surveys, information days and the liaison 
network), however, efforts in this domain should be 
continually reinforced and assessed in view of increasing 
the level of competition. Secondly, while F4E must 
employ a range of different procurement procedures, 
deviating from open competition should always be 
sufficiently justified and the advantages and 
disadvantages objectively weighed. Finally, F4E should 
look towards industry standards and expert external 
consulting in the field of industrial procurement in order 
to keep its internal management and control systems up-
to-date. The investments already made in new integrated 
project management systems should allow F4E to more 
effectively and efficiently manage contracts and take 
corrective action as soon as cost or time deviations are 
identified.  

Despite reforms, governance is still considered to be 
somewhat ‘sluggish’ and may hinder the ability of 
management to react quickly to rapidly evolving 
circumstances. Preparation of the various governance 
meetings also represents a sizable bureaucratic burden 
for the organisation.  

The implementation and monitoring of the cost-
containment plan should be more systematic, including 
precise identification of the measures, establishment of 
quantified goals when possible and regular follow up as 
to the achievement of those goals in terms of cost-
reduction or other relevant indicator. While internal 
documents have identified a wide range of cost-
containment areas, specific measures are often not clearly 
spelled out and follow-up is piecemeal.   

The cost-containment plan set out by management has 
already identified the possibility of postponing work 
streams that fall outside of the obligation of the ITER 
agreement. While agreements such as Broader Approach 
function well within the organisation and externalising 
them may create redundancies, any work falling outside 
of ITER obligations should be closely scrutinised, 
particularly with cost-effectiveness and risk factors 
considered. It may be advisable for some of these work 
streams to be postponed until after the construction 

While there is little margin of 
manoeuvre in the area of 
procurement, it is 
considered the only real 
lever for significant cost 
containment. Continued 
efforts should be made by 
F4E vis-à-vis procurement, 
notably ensuring that 
procurement activity is 
sufficiently staffed in view of 
the increasing parallelisation 
of procurement and 
constantly striving to 
increase competition.  

F4E should be exempted 
from following Staff 
Regulations, allowing the 
organisation to respond 
more flexibly to evolving 
needs and establishing a 
more adapted paradigm for 
career evolution that reflects 
the unique nature of the 
agency and increases 
attractiveness to potential 
applicants. 

Cost containment measures 
need to be more explicitly 
identified and objectives set 
and, when possible, 
quantified. Follow-up on 
cost-containment measures 
should be regular and 
systematic, including the 
amount of cost savings or 
other relevant indicators.   

F4E should take steps to 
ensure management has the 
ability to react quickly by 
devolving further decision-
making responsibilities. 

 

Clear priority should be 
given to ITER obligations, 
meaning parallel activity 
may need to be delayed or 
stopped completely if it 
represents a significant cost 
threat or an important 
potential savings. 
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phase, even though these activities represent important 
investments for the experimental exploitation of ITER. In 
particular, F4E should not be devoting resources towards 
the preparation of post-ITER projects, with the current 
financing facing such uncertainty.  

F4E relies largely on permanent officials, in contrast with 
Europe’s other Joint Undertakings and the Executive 
Agencies. The current Staff Regulations may not be 
suitable for F4E and may inhibit the recruitment of 
knowledgeable staff. F4E will need to maintain a dynamic 
focus towards staffing questions, as its mission will evolve 
sufficiently throughout its lifetime.  

Member State Contribution  

What is the impact of 
the financial, economic 
and political roles of 
Member States within 
F4E´s organisation, 
particularly on 
management and cost-
effectiveness? 

Member States contribute to F4E directly and indirectly, 
through, respectively, annual membership fees and the 
financial contribution from Euratom to F4E. Furthermore, 
some States make further voluntary financial 
contributions for parallel activities that fall outside of ITER 
obligations. Additionally, France, as the host state of ITER 
IO, makes further in kind and direct contributions to the 
ITER project (amounting to approximately 20 % of 
Europe’s overall contribution to the project).  

Politically, Member States are represented on the 
Governing Board of F4E and exercise indirect political 
influence on the ITER project level through the 
Commission, which represents Euratom at Council 
meetings.  

 

What can Member 
States contribute in 
terms of logistics, 
organisation and 
hosting/siting of 
facilities in order to 
reduce F4E´s future 
administrative costs? 

There is very little political will among the national 
representatives and high-level officials interviewed for 
additional direct contributions to F4E. While this 
judgment relies on qualitative data obtained in 
interviews, the chronic difficulties F4E experiences 
collecting annual membership fees from Member States 
and its inability to find a permanent solution for its 
housing vis-à-vis the Spanish government can serve as 
more objective indicators of the low priority of the ITER 
programme for a majority of Member States.  

Many national authorities judged that ‘additional’ 
resources could be provided through the national fusion 
labs. Relying more heavily on fusion labs to develop 
components through grant financing would in theory 
present a means of obtaining indirect financing from 
Member States, however, there is serious concern about 
the cost-effectiveness of such approach, as labs 
traditionally function in an academic framework, while 
F4E activities demand more ‘typical’ industrial contracts. 
Many labs have seen their funding cut over the past years 
with the beginning of ITER and the level of grant funding 
currently being received through the project does not 
cover the gap.  

In this context, there is a clear political ‘added-value’ to 
retaining ITER financing within the general budget as it 

ITER should be maintained 
within the general budget of 
the EU in order to avoid 
chronic uncertainty about 
the projects financing, both 
in Europe and on the 
international level.  

 

While national fusion labs 
may not be able to cost-
effectively provide ITER 
components on a large 
scale, a new paradigm 
should be sought for the 
relationship between F4E 
and the labs. In particular, 
the new financial 
regulations may provide the 
means to revisit current 
grant funding schemes in 
order to decrease the 
administrative burden.  
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would likely be politically difficult to pool additional 
resources in the current economic context and continued 
support from certain highly invested States does have 
limits. On the other hand, funding large experimental 
projects subject to important levels of cost uncertainty is 
not highly suitable to the rigid budgetary framework of 
the Union, even when endowed with a sufficient 
contingency.  

Monitoring and Control Systems  

What control, 
monitoring, or 
benchmarking systems 
could be put in place 
with a view to achieve 
long-term financial 
sustainability with 
regard to the EU 
budget?   

Due to its unique position, F4E is subject to a complex 
array of internal control systems. Implementation of 
proper monitoring and control systems has been slow 
and had hindered the efficient management of the 
system. However, particularly following the change in 
top-level management, industry-standard tools have 
been successfully implemented in the organisation. 
Although it is too soon to judge the effectiveness of these 
tools in improving cost-effectiveness, stakeholders have 
responded positively to these evolutions and a noticeable 
improvement in the quality and quantity of internal 
reporting particularly can be observed. Management has 
also responded constructively to recommendations from 
internal and external audits.   

The slow implementation of monitoring and control 
systems can be imputed to an insufficient level of 
operationality when the organisation gained autonomy, a 
inadequately structured organisation that was not 
compatible with project-oriented activities and the 
ensuing reforms in both the governance and 
organisational structure of F4E after early problems 
became apparent. Secondly, early management adopted 
an approach of ‘incremental reform’, responding in a 
piecemeal fashion to the necessity for adaptation of 
practices ‘imported’ from the Commission, instead of 
looking externally for industry standard tools and 
practices in the first place.  

F4E has made significant 
progress towards 
implementing necessary 
internal control and 
monitoring systems, despite 
the difficulties engendered 
by a reconfiguration of the 
organisation’s structure, and 
the organisation has been 
receptive of external 
recommendations. Efforts in 
this area should be 
maintained, particularly 
improving the integration of 
various systems.    

F4E should identify very 
specific points for is annual 
management review and 
select an external consultant 
competent to pronounce on 
those points, in order to 
maximise the benefit 
derived from the exercise. 
For instance, by identifying 
priority internal control 
standards to be reviewed or 
specific domains of activity, 
such as procurement.  

Benchmarking  

Can F4E adopt examples 
of best practice from 
other international 
organisations (and if so, 
which ones) and what 
scope is there for a peer 
review among such 
organisations? In 
particular, how can 
organisation resilience 
be increased to deal 
with continual change 
in the international 
context? 

The benchmarking exercise conducted for this study was 
severely constrained by the unique nature of F4E as an 
organisation, as well as the scope and resources of the 
study itself. Some potentially relevant peer groups were 
eventually abandoned because of their low feasibility, 
given lower transparency standards and limited budget 
resources available for the study, while the peer groups 
that were identified were of limited comparability with 
F4E.  

The most fruitful illustration to emerge from the 
benchmarking exercise was the comparison of F4E with 
Clean Sky Joint Undertaking (CS JU), a public-private 
partnership which aims to develop ‘breakthrough 
technologies to significantly increase the environmental 

While a formal peer review 
group between Domestic 
Agencies, Joint 
Undertakings and/or 
European Agencies may not 
be entirely justified, a 
‘benchmarking culture’ is an 
important element of good 
management principles. F4E 
management should 
partake in constant, informal 
benchmarking in order to 
continuously improve 
management and adopt 
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performances of airplanes and air transport by building a 
series of demonstrators. CS JU demonstrated some of the 
same management and governance challenges as those 
presented by F4E, while its options for addressing these 
challenges were much broader than those available to 
F4E, which operates in the highly complex environment of 
the ITER project. This juxtaposition provides perhaps the 
best illustration of the inherent difficulties F4E faces in 
pursuing cost-effectiveness. 

Secondly, this question set out to ascertain whether F4E 
could stand to gain from some sort of formal peer review 
process. From interviews with stakeholders and our own 
evaluation of the scope and benefit that exists for such a 
process, we conclude that there is little will to partake in 
such an exercise and even some hostility to what some 
stakeholders viewed as a ‘bureaucratic exercise’ of little 
practical use. Nevertheless, the importance of a 
‘benchmarking culture’ for an organisation is clear and 
F4E’s management could, as could the management of 
any organisation, benefit from partaking in constant, 
informal benchmarking activities.  

best – practices from 
industry and other 
comparable organisations.  
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ZUSAMMENFASSUNG 

Die Kostensteigerungen sind vor allem auf Projektebene entstanden und unterliegen nicht der 
direkten Kontrolle von F4E... 

Das europäische gemeinsame Unternehmen für den ITER und die Entwicklung der Fusionsenergie 
(Fusion for Energy, F4E) ist als Mitgliedsstelle dazu beauftragt, den europäischen Beitrag zum ITER-
Projekt (Internationaler Thermonuklearer Versuchsreaktor) zu leisten. Es handelt sich dabei um ein 
internationales wissenschaftliches Projekt von sieben Ländern, das die Realisierbarkeit der 
Kernfusion als Energiequelle nachweisen soll3.  

Um diesen Verpflichtungen nachzukommen, versorgt F4E zusammen mit den sechs anderen 
Mitgliedsstellen die internationale ITER-Organisation (ITER-IO) gemäß deren Spezifikationen mit 
Komponenten, Ausrüstungen und Material und leistet den direkten Finanzierungsbeitrag der EU 
zum ITER. Außerdem ist F4E für die Beteiligung der Europäischen Union (EU) an den Tätigkeiten im 
Rahmen des Abkommens über das breiter angelegte Konzept sowie den Tätigkeiten zur 
Vorbereitung des Baus eines Demonstrationsreaktors für die Kernfusion (DEMO) mit den 
zugehörigen Einrichtungen zuständig. 

Die Kosten für das ITER-Projekt stiegen von den ersten Kostenschätzungen im Jahr 2001 bis heute 
um 67 %. Ein Großteil dieses Anstiegs kann auf die Fertigstellung des Entwurfs, die durch den 
erhöhten Arbeitsaufwand beim Entwurf bedingte Verzögerung des Arbeitsprogramms und die 
Einrichtung der ITER-Mitgliedsstellen zurückgeführt werden. Um die Sacheinlagen der EU für den 
ITER vor dem Hintergrund dieser Entwicklungen zu überprüfen, richtete F4E zu Beginn des 
Sommers 2008 eine Arbeitsgruppe ein, die eine unabhängige Schätzung durchführen sollte.  

Bezüglich der Kostensteigerungen auf Projektebene wurde offensichtlich, dass es einen deutlichen 
Unterschied zwischen den Kostenvoranschlägen für den europäischen Beitrag aus dem Jahr 2001 
und den gegenwärtigen Kosten gibt, wobei mehrere interne und externe Kostentreiber festgestellt 
wurden: Änderungen beim Entwurf und bei den Anforderungen, fortgeschrittenere FuE, 
Beurteilungen der „Herstellbarkeit“, Anstieg der weltweiten Rohstoffpreise, erhöhte nukleare 
Standards in Frankreich nach Fukushima und der Anstieg der Zahl der Projektteilnehmer von drei 
auf sieben im Jahr 2007.  

Die im Jahr 2001 geschätzten Kosten für das ITER-Projekt wurden ursprünglich auf 5 900 Millionen 
Euro festgelegt, wobei der Euratom-Beitrag 2 700 Millionen Euro betrug (945 Millionen bar und 1 
700 Millionen als Sachleistungen). Im Jahr 2010 bezifferten revidierte Schätzungen die Kosten für 
Europa auf 7 200 Millionen Euro (6 603 Millionen für das ITER-Projekt und 650 Millionen für 
Betriebskosten von F4E, für die Tätigkeiten des breiter angelegten Konzepts und für die TBM (Test-
Blanket-Module)). Daraus ergibt sich ein EURATOM-Beitrag von 5 900 Millionen und ein Beitrag 
Frankreichs von 1 300 Millionen Euro. 

Im Jahr 2010 bestätigte der Rat seine Unterstützung für das ITER-Projekt nach den revidierten 
Kostenschätzungen, er begrenzte die Ausgaben bis 2020 (während der Konstruktionsphase) 

                                                               
3 Die technische Machbarkeit der Kernfusion wurde durch experimentelle Projekte wie JET (Joint European 
Taurus) bewiesen, die gegen Mitte der 80er Jahre abgeschlossen wurden. Während die Wissenschaft einen 
Konsens über die Technologie des Projekts ITER erreicht hat, gibt es andere konkurrierende Technologien 
und weitverbreitete Besorgnis über die kommerzielle Realisierbarkeit einer derartigen Technologie.  
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jedoch auf höchstens 6 600 Millionen Euro, also etwa 600 Millionen weniger als die nach 
Schätzungen von F4E notwendigen Ressourcen, und entzog F4E so die Mittel für angemessene 
Rücklagen. Dies führte zu hohen Belastungen von F4E zur Wiederherstellung der Rücklagen und 
versetzte die Agentur und damit auch Europas Verpflichtungen in eine schwierige Lage. Während 
die Verpflichtungsermächtigungen für 2012/2013 ausreichend, sind (d. h. bis zum Ende des RP7), 
gibt es eine rege Diskussion über die genauen Finanzierungsquellen für F4E im nächsten 
Finanzrahmen.  

Diese Hintergrundfaktoren liegen außerhalb des Rahmens der vorliegenden Forschungsstudie und 
außerhalb der Zuständigkeiten von F4E. Man muss sie jedoch verstehen, wenn man die Gründe für 
die Kostensteigerungen und die Rolle untersucht, die F4E bei der Beschränkung der Kosten auf die 
vom Rat festgelegten finanziellen Grenzen spielen kann.  

F4E ist eine Organisation „sui generis“, die in einem komplexen Umfeld operiert, wodurch sich 
wenig Möglichkeiten für Kosteneffizienz bieten... 

Außerdem wird F4E durch strukturelle Einschränkungen, die mit der Konzeption des ITER-Projekts 
zusammenhängen, behindert, welche sich auf den Ermessensspielraum bei Fragen der 
Wirtschaftlichkeit auswirken. Durch die Trennung und Fragmentierung der für den Haushalt bzw. 
den Entwurf zuständigen Behörden haben die Mitgliedsstellen wenig Spielraum, etwaige 
branchenübliche Kosteneinsparungen umzusetzen. Die Mitgliedsstellen und der ITER haben in der 
Vergangenheit Wege für eine erfolgreiche Zusammenarbeit gefunden, diese kann aber nur 
geringfügig erweitert werden, und der Rückgriff auf ständige Verhandlungen kann zu erheblichen 
Verspätungen führen. Außerdem ist F4E eine Organisation „sui generis“, und die EU hat relativ 
wenig Erfahrung mit derartigen Organisationen. Während es viele Ähnlichkeiten zu anderen 
gemeinsamen Unternehmen (wie beispielsweise die gemeinsamen Technologieinitiativen oder JTI) 
gibt und die Organisation denselben Vorschriften unterliegt wie andere EU-Organe, z. B. 
Exekutivagenturen, ist die Art der Tätigkeiten dieses Unternehmens doch völlig anders. JTI sind 
normalerweise auf die Durchführung von gemeinsamen Forschungsstrategien über 
Ausschreibungen begrenzt, während die Aufgabe von F4E in der Beschaffung von modernsten 
Komponenten besteht. Dies ist mit hohen Kostenrisiken verbunden und impliziert einen häufigen 
Rückgriff auf speziell angepasste Beschaffungsverfahren.     

Anfängliche interne Probleme verschärften diese Schwierigkeiten und wurden nur schrittweise 
behandelt... 

Vor dem Hintergrund dieser durch das Umfeld bedingten Hindernisse musste die Organisation 
einigen internen Problemen ins Auge sehen, die nur schrittweise behandelt wurden. Als die 
Organisation Autonomie und volle Betriebsfähigkeit erreicht hatte, signalisierten anfängliche 
interne Schwierigkeiten von F4E, insbesondere eine für projektorientierte Aktivitäten wenig 
geeignete Organisationsstruktur, bald, dass es notwendig sein würde, die Leitung und 
Organisationsstruktur zu überdenken.  

In gewisser Hinsicht kann man zwischen zwei unterschiedlichen F4E-Organisationen 
unterscheiden: eine aus dem Jahr 2008, eine andere zeichnet sich ab 2010 mit der Ernennung eines 
neuen Direktors ab. Die „Agentur von 2008“ war im Wesentlichen von der Kommission geprägt. 
Anstatt eine projektorientierte Organisation „von unten nach oben“ zu schaffen, wurde F4E 
gewissermaßen als „Agentur der Kommission“ eingerichtet, und es wurde beschlossen, die 
Vorschriften in einer späteren Phase der Agentur anzupassen. Der geplante Anpassungsprozess 
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erwies sich jedoch schwieriger als erwartet, und die Prozesse sowie die Organisations- und 
Leitungsstruktur selbst konnten nur langsam angepasst werden. Außerdem war die Agentur noch 
nicht betriebsbereit, als sie im Jahr 2007 Autonomie erlangte. Wesentliche Abteilungen waren 
unterbesetzt, wichtige Schritte wie Musterbeschaffungsverträge waren noch nicht eingeleitet 
worden, und die internen Kontroll- und Überwachungssysteme waren unzulänglich.  

Weitreichende Reformen führten zu einer zunehmend projektorientierten Organisation... 

Durch die Ernennung eines neuen Direktors im Jahre 2010 und einige in Auftrag gegebene interne 
und externe Berichte über Kosteneinschränkung und Verwaltung in Zeiten der Kostensteigerungen 
konnten einige verbesserungsbedürftige Schlüsselbereiche festgestellt und Reformen eingeleitet 
werden. Dieser Impuls ermöglichte Veränderungen an den Organisations- und Leitungsstrukturen 
und verstärkte Anstrengungen zur Anpassung der internen Kontroll- und Überwachungssysteme 
an branchenübliche Standards.  

Zu den wichtigsten Änderungen bei der Leitung gehörten die Ersetzung der Ständigen 
Koordinierungsgruppe durch das „Büro“ und die Einrichtung eines neuen Nebenorgans, nämlich 
des Verwaltungs- und Finanzausschusses, sowie die Neuausrichtung des Schwerpunkts des 
Exekutivausschusses auf Tätigkeiten im Vorfeld  der Beschaffung.  

Die Grundzüge der neuen Organisationsstruktur wurden vom Vorstand im Oktober 20104 als 
Reaktion auf die Schlussfolgerungen des EU-Wettbewerbsrates vom Juli 2010 über den ITER 
genehmigt. Im Januar 2011 wurde eine neue Organisationsstruktur mit dem allgemeinen Ziel 
eingeführt, F4E zunehmend projektorientiert zu gestalten und die Verwaltungsleistungen zu 
konsolidieren. Die beiden früheren Verwaltungsabteilungen (Verträge & Beschaffung und 
Ressourcen) wurden in eine Verwaltungsabteilung zusammengelegt, und die ITER-Einheit wurde 
nach eher traditionellen,  projektorientierten Kriterien umorganisiert, wobei jedem Team klare 
Ziele und die nötigen Entscheidungsbefugnisse sowie geeignetes operatives Personal 
(Beschaffung, Recht, Planung) zugeteilt wurden („Matrix-Management“). 

Außerdem übernahm die neue Verwaltung von F4E die branchenüblichen Verfahren. Die 
Überwachungs- und Kontrollsysteme wurden in letzter Zeit deutlich verbessert und tragen 
allmählich zur Umgestaltung der Organisation und der Verwaltung von F4E bei. Diese 
Verbesserungen ermöglichen eine bessere Haushaltsplanung sowie eine verbesserte und 
frühzeitige Erkennung von Abweichungen und Ausnahmefällen und helfen bei der Ermittlung von 
Vorbeuge- und Abhilfemaßnahmen. Die Verbesserung der Standards der internen 
Berichterstattung in den vergangenen 24 Monaten ist ein konkreter Beweis für die verbesserte 
Fähigkeit der Organisation, umfassende Betriebsinformationen zu erstellen und ein 
zusammenhängendes Bild der Tätigkeiten zu übermitteln, mögliche Risiken zu erkennen und aktiv 
dagegen vorzugehen. 

Befragungen von Interessenträgern bestätigen beinahe einstimmig die Zustimmung zu diesen 
Änderungen. Im Hinblick auf die Leitung ist der Vorstand jetzt in der Lage, sich besser auf 
strategische Fragen zu konzentrieren und die Einrichtung von Nebenorganen, mit dem Büro als 
institutionalisierte Verbindungsstelle, ermöglicht es, Fragen wirksamer und eingehender zu prüfen. 
Durch die Änderungen an der Organisationsstruktur konnte ein eher projektorientierter Ansatz 

                                                               
4 Zusammenfassung der Entscheidung der 17. Vorstandssitzung des europäischen gemeinsamen Unternehmens für den 
ITER und die Entwicklung der Fusionsenergie (Fusion for Energie) F4E (IO)-GB 17 - Zusammenfassung  
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eingeführt werden, der als erfolgreich angesehen wird und die Tür zu effizienteren Bemühungen 
um Kostensenkungen geöffnet hat. Beispielsweise erhalten die Projektmanager begrenzte 
Zuteilungen an Finanz- und Personalressourcen und müssen über jede Erhöhung Verhandlungen 
führen.  

Einigen Bereichen muss mehr Aufmerksamkeit gewidmet werden... 

Durch die fortschreitende Professionalisierung, Anpassung, Entwicklung und Verbesserung 
angemessener interner Kontrollen konnte F4E langsam aber sicher Fortschritte in die „richtige 
Richtung“ machen. Interne Unterlagen sowie Befragungen von Interessenträgern bestätigen ein 
umfassendes Verständnis der Schwächen der Organisation. Die in den vergangenen 24 Monaten 
umgesetzten Reformen wurden als wirksam begrüßt, obgleich es noch zu früh ist, die lang- oder 
auch mittelfristigen Auswirkungen der Änderungen auf die Leitungs- und Organisationsstruktur zu 
messen. Die derzeitigen Strukturen müssen sich erst beweisen, bevor weitere wesentliche 
Veränderungen in Betracht gezogen werden, trotzdem können zusätzliche, 
verbesserungsbedürftige Bereiche ermittelt werden.  

Die Beschaffung gilt als einzig wirkliche Möglichkeit, die Kosten so einzuschränken, dass die 
Organisation erhebliche Einsparungen erzielt. Diese Studie umfasst keine gründliche Überprüfung 
der Beschaffungsverfahren von F4E, trotzdem können jedoch einige allgemeine Beobachtungen 
gemacht werden. F4E investierte erheblich in Industriebeziehungen und Tätigkeiten in der 
Vorbeschaffungsphase, dennoch sollten die Bemühungen in diesem Bereich aber weiter 
ausgebaut und vor allem in Bezug auf den wachsenden Wettbewerb in den engen Märkten, in 
denen F4E tätig ist, kontinuierlich überprüft werden. Zweitens muss F4E zwar eine Reihe an 
verschiedenen Beschaffungsverfahren anwenden, eine Abweichung vom offenen Wettbewerb 
sollte jedoch immer hinreichend begründet und die Vor- und Nachteile objektiv abgewogen 
werden. Schließlich sollte F4E branchenübliche Standards und externe Beratung durch 
Sachverständige im Bereich der industriellen Beschaffung berücksichtigen, damit die internen 
Verwaltungs- und Kontrollsysteme auf dem neuesten Stand bleiben. 

Die Entscheidungsverfahren wirken für die Anforderungen der Verwaltung von F4E noch immer 
schwerfällig und ungeeignet. Interessenträger berichteten über Schwierigkeiten bei der 
Anpassung an die sich schnell ändernden Rahmenbedingungen und über den erheblichen 
Verwaltungsaufwand, der durch die Leitungsstruktur der Organisation entsteht. Die erteilten 
Entscheidungsbefugnisse reichen oft nicht aus, um eine schnelle Reaktionsfähigkeit der 
Verwaltung sicherzustellen.     

Befragungen von Interessenträgern zeigen eine weitverbreitete Enttäuschung und Frustration 
gegenüber F4E bei den europäischen Fusionsforschern. Die Beziehungen von F4E zu 
Fusionslaboratorien benötigen ein neues Paradigma. Diese Partnerschaften könnten zwar 
sicherlich erfolgreicher sein, sie werden jedoch immer nur eine zweitrangige, wenn auch wichtige 
Rolle bei den Tätigkeiten von F4E spielen. Es gibt berechtigte allgemeine Besorgnis darüber, ob die 
Wissenschaftler das nötige Know-how entwickeln können, um die wissenschaftlichen und 
langfristig gesehen auch die wirtschaftlichen Möglichkeiten des ITER auszuschöpfen. Eine 
Übertragung dieser Aufgabe an F4E würde jedoch zu höheren Kosten und zu einer weiteren 
Schwächung der bereits zersplitterten Kompetenzen der Organisation führen. 
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Die Kostensenkung stellte bei der Reform der Organisation in den vergangenen zwei Jahren ein 
Leitmotiv dar, wobei die vom Rat festgelegten finanziellen Obergrenzen die Rücklagen von F4E 
vollständig ausgelöscht haben. Es erfolgten umfassende Bemühungen um Kostensenkungen, es 
gibt aber noch immer Raum für Verbesserungen, insbesondere durch eine klarere Ermittlung 
spezifischer Maßnahmen und durch die systematische Überwachung des Erfolgs oder Misserfolgs 
dieser Maßnahmen. Dennoch ist es aufgrund der hohen exogenen Kostenrisiken der Organisation 
unwahrscheinlich, dass F4E in der Lage sein wird, auf diesem Weg seine Rücklagen wieder 
aufzubauen. Diese Situation führt dazu, dass F4E in einem konstanten Schwebezustand verbleibt 
und einem hohen Risiko politischer Ungewissheiten ausgesetzt ist, die das gesamte Projekt infrage 
stellen könnten.  

Es gibt wenig Raum für ein formales Benchmarking-System 

Durch den Charakter „sui generis“ von F4E gibt es wenig Raum für einen Leistungsvergleich 
(Benchmarking). Trotz dieser Einschränkungen wurden einige interessante Einblicke ermittelt, vor 
allem mit anderen Gemeinsamen Unternehmen wie das Gemeinsame Unternehmen Clean Sky, das 
ähnlichen Schwierigkeiten gegenüberstand, dem jedoch eine größere Auswahl an Optionen zur 
Verfügung steht. Diese Gegenüberstellung gibt nützliche Aufschlüsse über die inhärenten 
Schwierigkeiten des breiteren ITER-Systems, welche den Handlungsspielraum von F4E begrenzen. 
Aus diesem Vergleich können zwar keine entscheidenden Schlussfolgerungen gezogen werden, er 
betont jedoch die allgemeine Wichtigkeit von kontinuierlichen externen Benchmarking-
Tätigkeiten vonseiten der Verwaltung jeder Organisation, und zwar auch auf informeller Ebene. 
Zweitens können die Evaluatoren aus dem Leistungsvergleich und der Befragung der 
Interessenträger schließen, dass die Durchführung von formalen Peer-Review-Prozessen nur 
begrenzt möglich ist, was auf den begrenzten Nutzen und die mangelnde Bereitschaft der 
verschiedenen, hinzugezogenen Akteure zurückgeführt werden kann.  

Das europäische Management ist ein eindeutiger Mehrwert, auch wenn der politische Wille der 
Mitgliedstaaten gering ist, ein derart langfristiges und riskantes Projekt finanziell zu 
unterstützen und der geltende EU-Haushaltsrahmen nicht für die Herausforderungen des ITER-
Projekts geeignet ist... 

Es gibt nur eine sehr geringe politische Bereitschaft der befragten nationalen Vertreter und 
hochrangigen Beamten, zusätzliche direkte Beiträge zu F4E zu leisten, und die Mitgliedstaaten 
bezahlten die direkten jährlichen Mitgliedsbeiträge für die Organisation, die zusätzlich zur 
indirekten Unterstützung über Euratom geleistet werden müssen, mit einiger Verspätung. 
Außerdem verursachten die Kostensteigerungen eine hohe Belastung für die Mitgliedstaaten mit 
einer besonders hohen Beteiligung. Es gilt zwar die Auffassung, dass der ITER möglichst im 
Rahmen des allgemeinen Haushaltsplanes wirtschaften soll, es besteht jedoch ein wichtiger 
Widerspruch, der die Zukunft der Förderpolitik gefährdet. Einerseits ergeben sich aus der 
Bündelung der Ressourcen über die EU klare Vorteile für dieses ehrgeizige und anspruchsvolle 
Projekt, das andernfalls nicht das bestehende Finanzierungsniveau auf zwischenstaatlicher Ebene 
in Europa erreichen könnte, besonders angesichts der derzeitigen politischen und wirtschaftlichen 
Rahmenbedingungen. Andererseits passt die Finanzierung von experimentellen Großprojekten, 
deren Kosten höchst ungewiss sind, nicht zum strengen Haushaltsrahmen der Union, auch wenn 
sie mit ausreichenden Rücklagen ausgestattet sind.  
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ZUSAMMENFASSUNG DER SCHLUSSFOLGERUNGEN UND 
EMPFEHLUNGEN  

 

Evaluierungsfragen Gesamtschlussfolgerungen Empfehlungen 

Leitung 

Inwieweit behindern oder 
begünstigen die derzeitige 
F4E-Struktur als EU-Agentur 
und die diesbezüglichen 
Entwicklungen in der letzten 
Zeit eine kosteneffiziente 
Organisation und Verwaltung? 

Nachdem die anfänglichen Defizite der 
Organisation und der Leitung offenkundig 
wurden, musste sich F4E seit 2010 
grundlegenden Veränderungen unterziehen. 
Zu den wichtigsten Veränderungen bei der 
Leitung gehörten die Ersetzung der Ständigen 
Koordinierungsgruppe durch das „Büro“ und 
die Einrichtung eines neuen Nebenorgans, 
nämlich des Verwaltungs- und 
Finanzausschusses, sowie die Neuausrichtung 
des Schwerpunkts des Exekutivausschusses 
auf Tätigkeiten im Vorfeld der Beschaffung, 
während die organisatorischen Änderungen 
die Einrichtung einer Verwaltungsabteilung 
(durch Zusammenlegung der früheren 
Abteilungen Verträge & Beschaffung sowie 
Ressourcen) und eine Reorganisation der 
ITER-Einheit nach eher traditionellen, 
projektorientierten Kriterien betrafen.  

Die Befragungen der Interessenträger 
bestätigten übereinstimmend, dass diese 
Reformen positive Auswirkungen zeigten, 
obwohl es noch zu früh ist, die längerfristigen 
Konsequenzen abschätzen zu können. 
Insbesondere konnte ein Teil des 
Verwaltungsaufwands vom Vorstand auf das 
neu eingerichtete Büro verlegt werden, 
sodass der Vorstand sich jetzt auf strategische 
Fragen konzentrieren kann. In der 
Vergangenheit war der Vorstand durch seine 
schwerfällige Größe, die mangelnde 
Vorbereitung und den beschränkten 
Zeitaufwand vieler Mitglieder belastet. Durch 
das Büro und die neu eingerichteten 
Nebenorgane werden die Vorstandssitzungen 
jetzt besser vorbereitet, sodass die Debatten 
nun auf strategischer Ebene geführt werden 
können. Die Verlegung des Schwerpunkts des 
Exekutivausschusses auf Tätigkeiten im 
Vorfeld der Beschaffung ermöglichte nach 
Ansicht einiger Interessenträger eine 
kohärentere Beschaffungsstrategie. 
Schließlich konnten durch die Reorganisation 
der ITER-Einheit klarere Ziele gesetzt und 
einige strukturelle Elemente zur 
Kosteneinschränkung eingeführt werden.  

Die jüngsten Entwicklungen der 
Struktur und der Leitung von F4E 
können kurzfristig gesehen als 
erfolgreich bewertet werden, die 
derzeitigen Strukturen müssen sich 
jedoch erst „bewähren“, bevor 
weitere wesentliche 
Veränderungen in Betracht 
gezogen werden. 
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Trotz dieser Reformen ist F4E weiterhin in 
einem äußerst komplizierten Umfeld tätig, das 
durch einige seiner Faktoren die 
Anwendbarkeit klassischer Maßnahmen zur 
Kosteneinschränkung erheblich erschwert. 
Aufgrund der hochentwickelten Technologie 
der Komponenten, die für das ITER-Projekt 
erforderlich sind, ist F4E außerdem oft in 
relativ engen Märkten tätig, und Kosten 
werden zwischen der Planungs- und der 
Herstellungsphase eines Entwurfs regelmäßig 
überarbeitet. Durch diese Faktoren ist F4E 
naturgemäß hohen Kostenrisiken ausgesetzt. 
Die derzeitige Organisation ist zweifellos 
besser geeignet, um in einem derart riskanten 
Umfeld zu arbeiten. Inwieweit die 
bestehenden Budgetbegrenzungen 
eingehalten werden können, ist aber 
weiterhin äußerst fraglich und liegt zum 
Großteil außerhalb der Einflussmöglichkeiten 
von F4E. 

Welche weiteren 
Umgestaltungen und 
Reformen können eingeführt 
werden, um Einsparungen zu 
bewirken? 

Obwohl F4E natürliche Grenzen gesetzt sind, 
wurden einige Bereiche ermittelt, in denen in 
Zukunft möglicherweise Spielraum für 
Kosteneinschränkungen entstehen könnte.  

Die Beschaffung ist der einzige Bereich, in 
dem F4E einen ausreichenden Spielraum hat, 
um zumindest theoretisch die Rücklagen 
wiederaufzubauen oder dafür zu sorgen, dass 
das Projekt im finanziellen Rahmen bleibt, der 
vom Europäischen Rat festgelegt wurde. Die 
vorliegende Studie enthält zwar keine 
gründliche Überprüfung der 
Beschaffungsverfahren von F4E, und die 
Evaluatoren haben zu diesem Bereich nur 
begrenzt Unterlagen erhalten, dennoch 
können einige allgemeine Beobachtungen 
gemacht werden.  

F4E hat erheblich in Industriebeziehungen 
investiert (z. B. durch Marktstudien, 
Informationstage und das Verbindungsnetz), 
dennoch sollten die Bemühungen in diesem 
Bereich weiter ausgebaut und kontinuierlich 
in Bezug auf den wachsenden Wettbewerb 
überprüft werden. Zweitens muss F4E zwar 
eine Reihe an verschiedenen 
Beschaffungsverfahren anwenden, eine 
Abweichung vom offenen Wettbewerb sollte 
jedoch immer hinreichend begründet und die 
Vor- und Nachteile objektiv abgewogen 
werden. Schließlich sollte F4E 
branchenübliche Standards und externe 
Beratung durch Sachverständige im Bereich 
der industriellen Beschaffung 
berücksichtigen, damit die internen 

Obwohl im Bereich der Beschaffung 
wenig Handlungsspielraum 
besteht, gilt er als einzige 
Möglichkeit für wesentliche 
Kosteneinschränkung. F4E sollte 
die Bemühungen im Hinblick auf 
die Beschaffung fortsetzen, 
insbesondere sicherstellen, dass die 
Beschaffungstätigkeit angesichts 
der zunehmenden Parallelisierung 
der Beschaffung über genügend 
Personal verfügt, und sich stets für 
mehr Wettbewerb einsetzen.  

F4E sollte von der Einhaltung der 
Dienstvorschriften befreit werden, 
damit sich die Organisation 
flexibler an die sich verändernden 
Anforderungen anpassen kann. Es 
sollte ein passendes Muster für 
Laufbahnen eingeführt werden, das 
die einzigartige Natur der Agentur 
berücksichtigt und die Attraktivität 
für potenzielle Bewerber steigert. 

Die Maßnahmen zur 
Kosteneinschränkung müssen 
expliziter definiert werden, und es 
müssen möglichst quantifizierte 
Ziele gesetzt werden. Die 
Folgeaktivitäten zu den 
Kosteneinschränkungsmaßnahmen 
sollten regelmäßig und 
systematisch erfolgen und eine 
Erfassung der Höhe der 
Kosteneinsparungen oder anderer 
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Verwaltungs- und Kontrollsysteme auf dem 
neuesten Stand bleiben. Durch die bereits 
getätigten Investitionen in neue integrierte 
Projektverwaltungssysteme sollte F4E in der 
Lage sein, Verträge effektiv und effizient zu 
verwalten und sofort Abhilfemaßnahmen zu 
ergreifen, wenn Abweichungen gegenüber 
der Zeit- und Kostenplanung festgestellt 
werden.  

Trotz der Reformen gilt die Leitung noch 
immer als ziemlich schwerfällig und könnte 
die Fähigkeit der Verwaltung einschränken, 
schnell auf die ständigen Entwicklungen des 
Umfelds zu reagieren. Die Vorbereitung der 
verschiedenen Sitzungen der Leitung stellt für 
die Organisation ebenfalls eine beträchtliche 
bürokratische Belastung dar.  

Umsetzung und Überwachung des 
Kosteneinschränkungsplans sollten 
systematischer erfolgen, indem unter 
anderem präzise Maßnahmen ermittelt und 
möglichst quantifizierte Ziele festgelegt 
werden. Außerdem sollte regelmäßig 
überprüft werden, ob diese Ziele im Hinblick 
auf die Kosteneinschränkung oder andere 
einschlägige Indikatoren erreicht wurden. In 
internen Unterlagen wurden zwar zahlreiche 
Bereiche für mögliche 
Kosteneinschränkungen genannt, spezifische 
Maßnahmen werden aber oft nicht klar 
festgelegt, und die Folgeaktivitäten sind 
bruchstückhaft.   

Die Verwaltung hat im 
Kosteneinschränkungsplan bereits die 
Möglichkeit vorgesehen, Arbeitsabläufe, die 
nicht unter die Verpflichtungen des ITER-
Übereinkommens fallen, aufzuschieben. 
Während Abkommen wie jenes über das 
breiter angelegte Konzept innerhalb der 
Organisation gut funktionieren und ihre 
Auslagerung Entlassungen zur Folge haben 
könnte, sollten alle Arbeiten, die nicht unter 
die Verpflichtungen gegenüber dem ITER 
fallen, besonders unter Berücksichtigung der 
Kosteneffizienz und der Risikofaktoren 
eingehend geprüft werden. Für einige dieser 
Arbeitsabläufe wäre es unter Umständen 
ratsam, sie bis Abschluss der 
Konstruktionsphase aufzuschieben, auch 
wenn diese Tätigkeiten wesentliche 
Investitionen der experimentellen Nutzung 
des ITER darstellen. Vor allem sollte F4E 
angesichts der derzeitigen Unsicherheit der 
Finanzierung keine Mittel für die Vorbereitung 
von Projekten nach Abschluss des ITER 

einschlägiger Indikatoren 
beinhalten.   

 

F4E sollte geeignete Schritte 
unternehmen, um sicherzustellen, 
dass die Verwaltung in der Lage ist, 
durch Übertragung weiterer 
Entscheidungsbefugnisse schnell 
zu reagieren. 

Den Verpflichtungen gegenüber 
dem ITER sollte klare Priorität 
eingeräumt werden, was dazu 
führen könnte, dass parallele 
Aktivitäten aufgeschoben oder 
vollständig eingestellt werden 
müssen, wenn sie einen 
wesentlichen Kostendruck oder 
erhebliche potentielle 
Kosteneinsparungen darstellen. 

 

 

26 



Potential for reorganization within the ITER project to improve cost-effectiveness 

aufwenden.  

F4E ist im Gegensatz zu Europas anderen 
Gemeinsamen Unternehmen und 
Exekutivagenturen in hohem Maße auf 
Beamte angewiesen. Das geltende Statut der 
Beamten ist möglicherweise für F4E nicht 
geeignet und könnte bei der Anwerbung von 
kompetenten Mitarbeitern ein Hindernis 
darstellen. F4E wird weiterhin einen 
dynamischen Schwerpunkt auf 
Personalfragen richten müssen, da sich die 
Aufgaben des Unternehmens während seiner 
Existenzdauer beträchtlich ändern werden 

Beitrag der Mitgliedstaaten 

Welche Auswirkungen hat die 
finanzielle, wirtschaftliche und 
politische Rolle der 
Mitgliedstaaten in der F4E-
Organisation, vor allem in 
Hinblick auf die Verwaltung 
und die Wirtschaftlichkeit? 

F4E wird von den Mitgliedstaaten direkt durch 
die jährlichen Mitgliedsbeiträge und indirekt 
durch die finanziellen Beiträge von Euratom 
an F4E unterstützt. Einige Staaten leisten 
außerdem zusätzlich freiwillige finanzielle 
Beiträge für parallele Aktivitäten, die über die 
Verpflichtungen gegenüber dem ITER 
hinausgehen. Frankreich leistet als Gastland 
der ITER-IO zusätzliche Sachbeiträge und 
Direktbeiträge zum ITER-Projekt (was etwa 
20 % des europäischen Gesamtbeitrags zum 
Projekt ausmacht). 

Die Mitgliedstaaten sind im Vorstand von F4E 
politisch vertreten und üben indirekten 
politischen Einfluss auf das ITER-Projekt über 
die Kommission aus, die bei den Tagungen 
des Rates Euratom vertritt. 

 

Welchen Beitrag können die 
Mitgliedstaaten in Bezug auf 
die Logistik, Organisation und 
die Aufnahme/Festlegung von 
Standorten leisten, damit die 
zukünftigen 
Verwaltungskosten von F4E 
reduziert werden können? 

Es gibt nur eine sehr begrenzte politische 
Bereitschaft der befragten nationalen 
Vertreter und hochrangigen Beamten, 
zusätzliche direkte Beiträge zu F4E zu leisten. 
Während diese Beurteilung auf qualitativen 
Daten aus Befragungen beruht, können die 
chronischen Schwierigkeiten von F4E bei der 
Einziehung der jährlichen Mitgliedsbeiträge 
der Mitgliedstaaten und sein Unvermögen, 
eine dauerhafte Lösung für die Unterbringung 
mit der spanischen Regierung zu vereinbaren, 
als objektive Indikatoren der niedrigen 
Priorität dienen, mit der das ITER-Programm 
bei den meisten Mitgliedstaaten eingestuft 
wird.  

Viele nationale Behörden waren der Ansicht, 
die zusätzlichen Ressourcen könnten über die 
nationalen Fusionslaboratorien bereitgestellt 
werden. Die stärkere Abhängigkeit von 
Fusionslaboratorien zur Entwicklung von 
Komponenten durch Zuschussfinanzierungen 

Der ITER sollte im allgemeinen 
Haushaltsplan der EU bleiben, um 
eine chronische Unsicherheit in 
Bezug auf die Projektfinanzierung 
auf europäischer und auf 
internationaler Ebene zu 
vermeiden. 

 

Da die nationalen 
Fusionslaboratorien 
möglicherweise nicht in der Lage 
sind, die ITER-Komponenten 
kosteneffizient bereitzustellen, 
sollte ein neues Modell für die 
Beziehungen zwischen F4E und 
den Laboratorien erarbeitet 
werden. Insbesondere könnte die 
neue Haushaltsordnung eine 
Überarbeitung der derzeitigen 
Fördermechanismen ermöglichen, 
um den Verwaltungsaufwand zu 

27 
 



Policy Department D: Budgetary Affairs 

stellt theoretisch ein Mittel dar, indirekte 
Finanzierungen der Mitgliedstaaten zu 
erhalten. Es bestehen jedoch erhebliche 
Bedenken über die Wirtschaftlichkeit eines 
solchen Ansatzes, da die Laboratorien 
normalerweise in einem akademischen 
Rahmen tätig sind, während für die 
Tätigkeiten von F4E eher die in der Industrie 
üblichen Verträge erforderlich sind. Vielen 
Laboratorien wurden mit Beginn des ITER in 
den vergangenen Jahren die Finanzierungen 
gekürzt, und die derzeit erhaltenen 
Zuschussförderungen für das Projekt 
schließen diese Lücke nicht. 

In diesem Zusammenhang wäre die 
Einhaltung des allgemeinen Haushalts der 
ITER-Finanzierung ein deutlicher politischer 
„Mehrwert“, da eine Bündelung zusätzlicher 
Mittel angesichts der derzeitigen 
Wirtschaftslage politisch schwer 
durchzusetzen ist und eine dauerhafte 
Unterstützung bestimmter Mitgliedstaaten 
mit einer besonders hohen Beteiligung 
begrenzt ist. Andererseits passt die 
Finanzierung von experimentellen 
Großprojekten mit derart ungewissen Kosten 
nicht zum strengen Haushaltsrahmen der 
Union, auch wenn sie mit angemessenen 
Rücklagen ausgestattet sind. 

reduzieren.  

 

Überwachungs- und Kontrollsysteme 

Welche Kontroll-, 
Überwachungs- oder 
Benchmarkingsysteme 
könnten eingeführt werden, 
um im Hinblick auf den EU-
Haushaltsplan langfristig 
finanzielle Nachhaltigkeit zu 
erreichen? 

Aufgrund seiner einzigartigen Stellung 
unterliegt das Unternehmen F4E einem 
komplexen Spektrum an internen 
Kontrollsystemen. Die Umsetzung von 
angemessenen Überwachungs- und 
Kontrollsystemen erfolgte zögernd und 
behinderte die effiziente Verwaltung des 
Systems. Dennoch konnten, insbesondere 
infolge der Änderungen in der obersten 
Führungsebene etablierte 
Standardmechanismen erfolgreich in der 
Organisation umgesetzt werden. Es ist zwar 
noch zu früh, um die Wirksamkeit dieser 
Mechanismen bezüglich der Verbesserung 
der Wirtschaftlichkeit zu beurteilen, die 
Interessenträger haben diese Entwicklungen 
jedoch positiv bewertet, und es konnte eine 
deutliche Verbesserung der Qualität und der 
Quantität bei der internen Berichterstattung 
beobachtet werden. Die Verwaltung hat auch 
auf die Empfehlungen aus internen und 
externen Überprüfungen konstruktiv reagiert.  

Die langsame Umsetzung der Überwachungs- 
und Kontrollsysteme kann darauf 

F4E hat trotz der bei der 
Umgestaltung der 
Organisationsstruktur 
eingetretenen Schwierigkeiten 
erhebliche Fortschritte bei der 
Umsetzung der notwendigen 
internen Kontroll- und 
Überwachungssysteme gemacht 
und hat externe Empfehlungen 
aufgegriffen. Die Bemühungen in 
diesem Bereich sollten fortgesetzt 
werden, vor allem bezüglich einer 
verbesserten Integration der 
verschiedenen Systeme. 

 

F4E sollte konkrete Punkte für die 
jährliche Überprüfung des 
Managements ermitteln und einen 
externen Berater ernennen, der 
über diese Punkte entscheiden 
kann, damit aus dieser Maßnahme 
der größtmögliche Nutzen gezogen 
werden kann, zum Beispiel durch 
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zurückgeführt werden, dass die Organisation 
zu dem Zeitpunkt, an dem sie ihre Autonomie 
erlangte, nicht ausreichend funktionsfähig 
war. Sie liegt außerdem an der unpassenden, 
nicht mit den projektorientierten Tätigkeiten 
zu vereinbarenden Struktur der Organisation 
und an den mit dem Auftreten der ersten 
Probleme erforderlichen Reformen der 
Leitungs- und Organisationsstruktur von F4E. 
Die Verwaltung wählte anfangs zudem einen 
Ansatz schrittweiser Reformen und ging so 
nur fragmentarisch auf die Notwendigkeit ein, 
die von der Kommission eingeführten 
Verfahren anzupassen, anstatt zuerst nach 
etablierte Standardmechanismen und –
verfahren außerhalb der Organisation  zu 
suchen.. 

die Festlegung der wichtigsten 
internen Kontrollstandards, die 
überprüft werden sollen, oder 
spezieller Tätigkeitsbereiche, wie 
z. B. Beschaffung. 

Benchmarking 

Kann F4E bewährte Verfahren 
von anderen internationalen 
Organisationen übernehmen 
(und wenn ja, welche) und 
welchen Spielraum für Peer 
Reviews unter solchen 
Organisationen gibt es? Wie 
kann vor allem die Dynamik 
der Organisation optimiert 
werden, um den 
kontinuierlichen 
Veränderungen der 
internationalen 
Rahmenbedingungen 
Rechnung zu tragen? 

Der im Rahmen der vorliegenden Studie 
durchgeführte Leistungsvergleich 
(Benchmarking) erwies sich ebenso wie der 
Umfang und die Ressourcen der Studie selbst 
aufgrund der einzigartigen Natur von F4E als 
Organisation als besonders schwierig. Einige 
möglicherweise relevante Vergleichsgruppen 
wurden aufgrund der niedrigeren 
Transparenzanforderungen sowie der 
begrenzten verfügbaren Haushaltsmittel für 
die Studie wegen geringer Erfolgsaussichten 
letztendlich nicht berücksichtigt, während der 
Vergleich einiger der untersuchten 
Vergleichsgruppen mit F4E nur begrenzte 
Aussagekraft hatte.  

Die ergiebigste Veranschaulichung des 
Leistungsvergleichs war der Vergleich 
zwischen F4E mit dem Gemeinsamen 
Unternehmen Clean Sky (CS JU), einer 
öffentlich-privaten Partnerschaft, die durch 
den Bau einiger Vorführmodelle 
bahnbrechende Technologien für eine 
wesentliche Verbesserung der 
Umweltverträglichkeit von Flugzeugen und 
des Luftverkehrs entwickeln soll. Beim 
Gemeinsamen Unternehmen Clear Sky 
wurden einige Probleme des Managements 
und der Leitung festgestellt, die jenen von 
F4E ähnlich waren, es verfügte aber über 
mehr Möglichkeiten, diese 
Herausforderungen zu bewältigen als F4E, 
welches im sehr komplexen Umfeld des ITER-
Projekts tätig ist. Diese Gegenüberstellung 
stellt die Schwierigkeiten, denen F4E bei 
seinen Bemühungen um Kosteneffizienz 
ausgesetzt ist, am besten dar. 

Eine formale Peer-Review-Gruppe 
der Mitgliedsstellen, der 
Gemeinsamen Unternehmen 
und/oder der Europäischen 
Agenturen wäre zwar nicht ganz 
gerechtfertigt, eine 
„Benchmarking-Kultur‘“ stellt aber 
einen wichtigen Bestandteil der 
Grundsätze einer guten 
Unternehmensführung dar. Das 
Management von F4E sollte an 
einem konstanten, informalen 
Leistungsvergleich teilnehmen, um 
die Verwaltung ständig zu 
verbessern und bewährte 
Verfahren aus der Industrie und 
anderen vergleichbaren 
Organisationen zu übernehmen. 
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Zweitens wird gefragt, ob F4E von 
irgendwelchen formalen Peer-Review-
Prozessen profitieren könnte. Aus 
Befragungen der Interessenträger und 
unserer eigenen Auswertung des 
Anwendungsbereichs und der Vorteile eines 
solchen Verfahrens können wir schließen, 
dass es wenig Bereitschaft zur Teilnahme an 
einer solchen Maßnahme gibt, dass einige 
Interessenträger einen solchen 
„bürokratischen Vergleich“ sogar ablehnen, 
da er ihrer Ansicht nach wenig praktischen 
Nutzen hat. Trotzdem ist eine „Benchmarking-
Kultur“ sicher wichtig, und das Management 
von F4E könnte wie das Management jeder 
anderen Organisation auch von der 
Teilnahme an regelmäßigen, informalen 
Benchmarking-Tätigkeiten profitieren. 

30 



Potential for reorganization within the ITER project to improve cost-effectiveness 

RESUME 

Les augmentations des coûts proviennent en grande partie des projets et échappent au contrôle 
direct de la F4E… 

L'entreprise commune pour ITER et le développement de l'énergie de fusion, ou Fusion for Energy 
(F4E), est l'agence nationale (AN) chargée de fournir la contribution européenne au projet ITER 
(International Thermonuclear Experimental Reactor), un programme scientifique commun à sept 
pays destiné à étudier la possibilité d'utiliser la fusion nucléaire comme source d'énergie5.  

Afin de remplir ses obligations, F4E fournit des composants, du matériel et des matériaux à 
l'organisation internationale (OI) ITER, tout comme les six autres agences nationales, suivant le 
cahier des charges élaboré par l'OI ITER, ainsi que la contribution financière directe de l'UE à ITER. 
De plus, F4E est responsable de la participation de l'Union européenne (UE) aux activités de 
l'accord sur l'approche élargie, et aux activités de préparation à la construction d'un réacteur à 
fusion de démonstration (DEMO) et des installations associées. 

Les coûts du projet ITER ont augmenté de 67 % entre les premières estimations de 2001 et 
aujourd'hui. Une grande partie de cette augmentation est liée à la finalisation de la conception, à 
l'allongement des délais résultant de l'intensification du travail de conception et à la création des 
agences domestiques ITER. Afin d'évaluer les contributions en nature de l'UE au projet ITER à la 
lumière de cette situation en constante évolution, F4E a mis en place, au début de l'été 2008, un 
pôle spécifique dont la mission est de réaliser une estimation indépendante.  

Au vu des augmentations des coûts au niveau du projet, il a été conclu que les estimations du coût 
des contributions européennes présentaient d'importantes différences entre 2001 et aujourd'hui. 
Un certain nombre de pistes internes et externes ont été identifiées, comme les modifications en 
matière de conception et d'exigences, les progrès de la recherche et développement, les 
évaluations des possibilités de production, l'augmentation générale des prix des matériaux, le 
renforcement des normes nucléaires françaises en réponse à la catastrophe de Fukushima et 
l'augmentation du nombre de participants au projet, passé de trois à sept en 2007.  

Le coût d'ITER avait initialement été estimé à 5 900 millions d'euros en 2001, avec une contribution 
d'Euratom fixée à 2 700 millions (dont 945 millions en liquidités et 1 700 millions en nature). En 
2010, des estimations révisées prévoyaient un coût pour l'Europe de 7 200 millions d'euros 
(6 603 millions pour ITER et 650 millions pour les coûts de fonctionnement de F4E, pour l'approche 
élargie et pour le programme TBM (Test Blanket Module)). La contribution EURATOM s'élève ainsi à 
5 900 millions, et la contribution française à 1 300 millions. 

En 2010, le Conseil a renouvelé son engagement vis-à-vis du projet ITER à la suite des nouvelles 
estimations de coût. Toutefois, les dépenses prévues jusqu'en 2020 (début de la phase de 
construction) ont été plafonnées à 6 600 millions d'euros, soit 600 millions de moins que les 
ressources jugées nécessaires par F4E, privant ainsi F4E des moyens adéquats. Cette décision a 
fortement incité F4E à redéfinir son intervention et a placé l'agence et les obligations de l'Europe 

                                                               
5 La faisabilité technique de la fusion a déjà été démontrée par des projets expérimentaux comme le Joint 
European Torus, construit dans les années 1980. Alors que le fondement technologique du projet ITER fait 
consensus au sein de la communauté scientifique, il existe d'autres technologies concurrentes, et une 
inquiétude généralisée quant à la faisabilité commerciale finale d'une telle technologie.  
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dans une position vulnérable. Alors que les crédits d'engagement pour 2012-2013 (c'est-à-dire 
jusqu'à la fin du 7e programme-cadre) étaient assurés, la source de financement de F4E pour le 
cadre financier suivant fait l'objet d'un vif débat.  

Ces éléments contextuels sont extérieurs au champ de la présente étude ainsi qu'au champ de F4E, 
ils doivent néanmoins être bien compris pour pouvoir étudier la source de ces augmentations de 
coût et le rôle que peut jouer F4E pour maintenir ces coûts dans les limites fixées par le Conseil.  

F4E est une organisation unique en son genre intervenant dans un environnement complexe, ce 
qui limite les possibilités de maîtrise des coûts… 

F4E doit également faire face à des contraintes structurelles inhérentes à la conception même du 
projet ITER. Ces contraintes réduisent ses marges de manœuvre en matière de maîtrise des coûts. 
La séparation et la fragmentation des autorités budgétaires et des autorités conceptrices signifient 
que les agences domestiques ont très peu de latitude pour mettre en œuvre les économies 
pouvant être identifiées par l'industrie. Les agences domestiques et ITER ont collaboré avec succès 
par le passé, mais les possibilités de développer cette collaboration sont réduites, et le recours 
systématique à la négociation peut entraîner des retards importants. En outre, F4E est une 
organisation unique en son genre, avec laquelle l'UE ne possède que peu d'expérience. Bien 
qu'ayant de nombreux points communs avec les autres entreprises communes, comme les 
initiatives technologiques conjointes (ITC) et étant soumise à la même réglementation que les 
autres institutions européennes, comme les agences exécutives, la nature de ses activités est 
totalement différente. Les ITC se limitent généralement à la mise en œuvre de stratégies de 
recherche conjointes par l'intermédiaire d'appels à propositions, tandis que F4E est chargée de 
l'approvisionnement en composants de pointe, une activité qui comporte un risque élevé lié aux 
coûts et une utilisation plus fréquente des procédures de marché adaptées.  

Des problèmes internes initiaux n'ont fait qu'exacerber ces difficultés et n'ont pu être traités que 
de manière progressive… 

Dans le contexte de ces contraintes contextuelles, l'organisation a rencontré une série de 
problèmes internes qui n'ont pu être traités que progressivement lorsque l'organisation a gagné en 
autonomie et est devenue pleinement opérationnelle. Les difficultés initiales au sein de F4E, 
notamment une structure organisationnelle peu adaptée aux activités menées par projet, ont 
rapidement révélé la nécessité de revoir la gouvernance et la structure de l'organisation.  

À certains égards, on peut distinguer deux organisations F4E: la première en 2008, et l'autre à partir 
de 2010 avec l'arrivée d'un nouveau directeur. Cette agence "version 2008" est un pur produit de la 
Commission. Au lieu de créer de toutes pièces une organisation basée sur des projets, il a été 
décidé de donner à F4E la forme d'une agence proche de la Commission, et d'adapter les règles au 
fil du développement de ladite agence. Le processus d'adaptation imaginé initialement s'est révélé 
plus difficile que prévu à appliquer, et les processus ainsi que les structures organisationnelle et de 
gouvernance n'ont évolué que très lentement. De plus, l'agence est devenue autonome en 2007 
alors qu'elle n'était pas prête pour un fonctionnement de ce type. Des services essentiels étaient en 
sous-effectif, il manquait des éléments importants, comme un modèle de contrat pour les 
passations de marché, et les contrôles internes et systèmes de surveillance étaient insuffisants.  
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Des réformes importantes ont donné naissance à une organisation plus axée sur les projets… 

La nomination d'un nouveau directeur en janvier 2010 et un certain nombre de rapports internes 
et externes portant sur la maîtrise des coûts et la gestion à la suite des augmentations de coûts ont 
permis d'identifier les principales sources d'amélioration et de lancer une dynamique de réforme. 
Cette impulsion a permis d'ouvrir la voie aux changements dans les structures organisationnelles et 
de gouvernance et à de gros efforts visant à amener les systèmes de contrôle et de surveillance au 
niveau standard constaté dans le secteur.  

Les principaux changements en matière de gouvernance consistaient en la création du "bureau" en 
lieu et place du groupe permanent de coordination, et d'un nouvel organe subsidiaire, le comité 
administratif et financier, ainsi qu'en une réorientation du champ d'intervention du comité exécutif 
plus en amont de la passation des marchés.  

L'esquisse de la nouvelle structure organisationnelle a été approuvée par le comité directeur en 
octobre 20106 en réaction aux conclusions du Conseil "Compétitivité" de juillet 2010 au sujet 
d'ITER. Une nouvelle structure a été mise en place à partir de janvier 2011 avec l'objectif de faire de 
F4E un organisme axé sur les projets et de renforcer les services administratifs. Les deux anciens 
services administratifs (Contrats et achats et Ressources) ont fusionné, et l'unité ITER a été 
réorganisée de façon plus traditionnelle pour fonctionner à partir de projets, chaque équipe 
disposant d'objectifs clairs, du pouvoir de décision adéquat et du personnel nécessaire (achats, 
juridique, planification) (gestion matricielle). 

De plus, la nouvelle direction de F4E a pleinement adopté les pratiques standards du secteur. Les 
systèmes de surveillance et de contrôle ont fait de gros progrès ces derniers mois et contribuent 
désormais à la transformation de l'organisation et de la gestion de F4E. Ces améliorations 
faciliteront les prévisions budgétaires, la détection anticipée des écarts et des exceptions, et 
contribueront à définir des actions préventives et correctives. L'amélioration des normes en 
matière de rapports internes au cours des 24 derniers mois constitue une preuve tangible du 
développement de la capacité de l'organisation à générer des données opérationnelles détaillées 
avec un tableau cohérent de ses activités ainsi qu'à déterminer les risques potentiels et à les 
anticiper. 

Des entretiens avec les parties concernées confirment le soutien quasi unanime à ces 
changements. Pour ce qui est de la gouvernance, le comité directeur est désormais en mesure 
d'accorder plus d'attention aux questions stratégiques, et la kyrielle d'organes subsidiaires assure 
un examen plus efficace et plus poussé des problèmes, le bureau faisant office de liaison 
institutionnalisée. L'approche plus orientée vers les projets portée par ces changements est 
considérée comme une réussite et permet une plus grande efficacité dans les efforts de maîtrise 
des coûts. Ainsi, les chefs de projet reçoivent une affectation plafonnée de ressources financières et 
humaines et doivent négocier toute augmentation.  

Plusieurs secteurs semblent nécessiter plus d'attention.. 

Lentement mais sûrement, F4E a avancé dans la bonne direction, grâce à un processus de 
professionnalisation, d'adaptation, de développement et de perfectionnement des contrôles 

                                                               
6 Résumé de la décision de la 17e réunion du comité directeur de l'entreprise commune pour ITER et le 
développement de l'énergie de fusion (Fusion for Energy) F4E (OI) – GB 17 - Résumé  
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internes. Les documents internes et les entretiens avec les personnes concernées montrent une 
bonne compréhension des faiblesses de l'organisation, et les réformes menées au cours des 
24 derniers mois sont considérées comme efficaces, bien qu'il soit trop tôt pour pouvoir en juger 
les effets à long terme, voire à moyen terme, sur la gouvernance et la structure de l'organisation. Il 
convient de laisser aux structures actuelles le temps de faire leurs preuves avant d'y apporter des 
changements importants, mais d'autres domaines peuvent également être améliorés.  

On considère que les achats représentent le seul véritable levier de maîtrise des coûts offrant une 
amplitude suffisante pour permettre à l'organisation de réaliser des économies importantes. Bien 
que la présente étude ne comporte aucun examen approfondi des procédures d'achat de F4E, 
quelques observations générales peuvent être faites. F4E a beaucoup investi dans les relations avec 
l'industrie et dans les activités en amont des achats. Les efforts dans ce domaine doivent 
néanmoins être constamment renforcés et soigneusement évalués en vue d'augmenter le niveau 
de concurrence sur les marchés étroits sur lesquels intervient F4E. Deuxièmement, bien que F4E 
doive utiliser un grand nombre de procédures d'achat différentes, le refus de la libre concurrence 
devrait toujours être suffisamment justifié, et les avantages et inconvénients de ce refus examinés 
objectivement. Enfin, F4E devrait se tourner vers les normes de l'industrie et l'expertise externe en 
matière d'achats industriels afin de maintenir à niveau son encadrement et ses systèmes de 
contrôle internes. 

Les procédures de prise de décision sont toujours jugées lourdes et mal adaptées aux contraintes 
de gestion auxquelles F4E est soumise. Les parties prenantes ont fait part de difficultés à s'adapter 
à un environnement évoluant rapidement, et d'une charge administrative particulièrement lourde 
imposée par la structure de gouvernance de l'organisation. Le pouvoir de décision n'est 
probablement pas assez délégué pour assurer une réaction suffisamment rapide de l'encadrement.  

Les entretiens menés avec les parties prenantes reflètent une déception et une frustration 
largement partagées parmi la communauté de la recherche sur la fusion en Europe vis-à-vis de F4E. 
Il semble nécessaire de revoir entièrement les relations entre F4E et les laboratoires travaillant sur 
la fusion. Mais même si ce partenariat pourrait certainement être plus fructueux, le rôle des 
laboratoires restera secondaire, bien que non négligeable, dans les activités de F4E. Les 
préoccupations concernant la capacité de la communauté scientifique à développer le savoir-faire 
nécessaire pour tirer profit des opportunités scientifiques et, à plus long terme, économiques 
offertes par ITER sont légitimes. Mais confier cet objectif à F4E ne ferait qu'augmenter les coûts et 
diluer la mission déjà disparate de l'organisation. 

La maîtrise des coûts a été le moteur de la réforme de l'organisation au cours des deux dernières 
années, le plafond budgétaire fixé par le Conseil permettant de chasser efficacement l'incertitude 
pour F4E. Les efforts de maîtrise des coûts ont été exhaustifs, mais des améliorations sont toujours 
possibles, notamment en signalant plus clairement les mesures spécifiques et en suivant de façon 
systématique la réussite ou l'échec de ces mesures. Quoi qu'il en soit, il est peu probable que F4E 
puisse reconstituer sa réserve par cette voie vu le montant des coûts-risques exogènes auxquels 
l'organisation doit faire face. Cette situation laisse F4E dans une instabilité permanente, avec un 
risque élevé d'épisodes d'incertitude politique pouvant remettre en question l'existence du projet.  
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Un véritable système d'analyse comparée n'offrirait qu'un potentiel limité… 

L'exercice de l'analyse comparée est limité par la nature de F4E, unique en son genre. Malgré ces 
limitations, des perspectives intéressantes ont été relevées, notamment avec d'autres entreprises 
communes, comme l'entreprise commune Clean Sky, qui a rencontré des difficultés similaires, mais 
qui dispose d'un plus grand choix d'options. Cette comparaison donne un aperçu crédible des 
contraintes liées au système ITER, qui limitent la marge de manœuvre de F4E. Bien qu'aucune 
conclusion décisive ne puisse être tirée de cet exercice, celui-ci souligne l'importance, en règle 
générale, des analyses comparatives externes permanentes menées par l'encadrement de toute 
organisation, même d'une manière informelle. Deuxièmement, au vu de l'analyse comparative et 
de la consultation des personnes concernées, les évaluateurs peuvent conclure qu'un processus 
d'examen par les pairs ne présenterait que peu d'intérêt en raison des avantages négligeables et 
du manque de volonté parmi les différents acteurs consultés.  

Si la valeur ajoutée est évidente pour l'encadrement européen même si le cadre budgétaire 
actuel de l'Union est peu adapté aux défis du projet ITER, il y a la preuve d'un manque de volonté 
politique parmi les États membres pour financer un projet aussi long et risqué … 

Parmi les représentants nationaux et les hauts fonctionnaires interrogés, la volonté politique pour 
augmenter les contributions directes est très faible, et les États membres ont fait preuve de 
mauvaise volonté pour payer leurs frais annuels d'adhésion à l'organisation en plus de l'aide 
indirecte fournie par l'intermédiaire d'Euratom. De plus, les hausses des coûts ont mis sous pression 
les États membres les plus impliqués. Bien que le maintien d'ITER dans le budget général est 
considéré comme la meilleure option, cette situation est très paradoxale et compliquerait l'avenir 
de la politique de financement. D'un côté, il est évidemment avantageux de regrouper les 
ressources au sein de l'Union pour un projet ambitieux et exigeant qui ne pourrait pas autrement 
mobiliser le même niveau de financement à l'échelle intergouvernementale en Europe, en 
particulier dans le contexte politique et économique actuel. D'un autre côté, le financement de 
projets expérimentaux de grande ampleur présentant une forte incertitude au niveau des coûts 
n'est pas très compatible avec le cadre budgétaire rigide de l'Union, même en prévoyant un plan 
de secours.  
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RESUME DES CONCLUSIONS ET RECOMMANDATIONS  

Questions de l'évaluation Conclusions générales Recommandations 

Gouvernance  

Dans quelle mesure la 
structure actuelle de F4E 
en tant qu'agence 
communautaire, ainsi 
que son évolution 
récente, entrave-t-elle 
ou contribue-t-elle à 
une organisation et une 
gestion performantes 
en matière de coûts? 

F4E a subi de profonds changements à partir de 
2010, une fois les faiblesses initiales en matière 
d'organisation et de gouvernance mises à jour. 
Pour ce qui est de la gouvernance, les principaux 
changements portaient sur la création du "bureau" 
pour remplacer le groupe permanent de 
coordination, sur la création d'un nouvel organe 
subsidiaire, le comité administratif et financier, 
ainsi que sur la réorientation du champ 
d'intervention du comité exécutif plus en amont 
des les procédures d'achat. Les changements 
d'ordre organisationnel comportaient la création 
d'un service administratif (à partir des anciens 
services "Contrats et Achats" et "Ressources") et la 
réorganisation de l'unité ITER de manière plus 
traditionnelle sur la base de projets.  

La consultation des parties prenantes a confirmé 
le sentiment largement partagé que ces réformes 
ont eu des effets positifs, bien qu'il soit trop tôt 
pour en comprendre les conséquences à long 
terme. La création du bureau, notamment, a réduit 
la charge administrative du comité directeur et lui 
a permis de se consacrer aux questions plus 
stratégiques. Dans le passé, le comité était 
"plombé" par sa taille démesurée, par le manque 
de préparation, et par le manque d'investissement 
en temps de nombreux membres. Avec le bureau 
et l'aide des nouveaux organes subsidiaires, les 
réunions ne sont pas mieux préparées, mais les 
discussions portent uniquement sur les questions 
d'ordre stratégique. D'après certaines parties 
prenantes, le déplacement du champ 
d'intervention du comité exécutif en amont des 
procédures d'achat a permis d'améliorer la 
cohérence de la stratégie d'achat. Enfin, la 
réorganisation de l'unité ITER a permis de travailler 
avec des objectifs plus clairs et de mettre en place 
certains éléments structurels de maîtrise des 
coûts.  

Malgré ces réformes, F4E travaille toujours dans 
un environnement complexe, dont certaines 
caractéristiques limitent les possibilités de recours 
à des mesures traditionnelles de maîtrise des 
coûts. De plus, en raison de la complexité 
technologique intrinsèque des composants 
nécessaires au projet ITER, F4E doit intervenir sur 
des marchés relativement étroits, et, souvent, les 
coûts sont revus en permanence lors du passage 
de la conception à la réalisation. Ces différents 

On peut considérer les évolutions 
récentes de la structure et de la 
gouvernance de F4E comme une 
réussite à court terme, mais les 
structures actuelles ont besoin de 
temps pour faire leurs preuves 
avant d'envisager des 
changements plus importants.  
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éléments exposent naturellement F4E à des 
niveaux élevés de risque sur les coûts. Il ne fait 
aucun doute que l'organisation actuelle est mieux 
à même de naviguer dans un environnement aussi 
risqué, mais le respect des limites budgétaires 
actuelles reste très incertain et échappe largement 
au contrôle de F4E.  

Quelles réorganisation 
ou réformes 
supplémentaires 
pourraient être mises en 
œuvre pour réaliser des 
économies? 

Malgré les pressions naturelles dont F4E fait 
l'objet, un certain nombre de secteurs ont été 
repérés comme sources potentielles d'économies 
à l'avenir.  

Les achats sont le seul domaine où, en théorie, F4E 
dispose de suffisamment de marge de manœuvre 
pour reconstituer sa réserve ou maintenir le projet 
dans les limites budgétaires fixées par le Conseil 
européen. Bien que le champ de la présente étude 
ne comporte pas d'examen approfondi des 
procédures d'achat et que les documents mis à 
disposition n'aient été que superficiels à ce sujet, il 
est possible de faire quelques observations 
d'ordre général.  

F4E a beaucoup investi dans les relations avec 
l'industrie (sous forme d'études de marché, de 
journées d'information et du réseau de liaison), 
mais les efforts dans ce domaine devraient être 
constamment renforcés et évalués en vue 
d'augmenter le niveau de concurrence. 
Deuxièmement, bien que F4E doive utiliser un 
grand nombre de procédures d'achat différentes, 
le refus de la libre concurrence devrait toujours 
être suffisamment justifié, et les avantages et 
inconvénients de ce refus examinés 
objectivement. Enfin, F4E devrait se tourner vers 
les normes de l'industrie et l'expertise externe en 
matière d'achats industriels afin de maintenir à 
niveau son encadrement et ses systèmes de 
contrôle internes. Les investissements déjà réalisés 
dans les nouveaux systèmes de gestion intégrés 
devraient permettre à F4E de gérer de façon plus 
efficace les contrats et de prendre des mesures 
correctives dès que des dépassements de coûts ou 
de délais sont détectés.  

Malgré les réformes entreprises, la gouvernance 
est toujours jugée trop lente et susceptible 
d'empêcher l'encadrement de réagir suffisamment 
rapidement face à une situation évoluant 
rapidement. La préparation des différentes 
réunions de direction représente également une 
charge administrative importante pour 
l'organisation.  

La mise en œuvre et le suivi du plan de maîtrise 
des coûts devraient être plus systématiques, avec 
une définition précise des mesures, la mise en 
place d'objectifs quantifiés lorsque c'est possible 

Bien que le domaine des achats 
n'offre qu'une faible marge de 
manœuvre, il est considéré 
comme étant le seul véritable 
levier pour une maîtrise des coûts 
significative. F4E devrait 
poursuivre ses efforts dans le 
domaine des achats, notamment 
en veillant à affecter 
suffisamment de personnel aux 
achats en raison de la 
parallélisation croissante des 
achats et de la volonté 
d'augmenter la concurrence.  

La réglementation relative au 
personnel ne devrait pas 
s'appliquer à F4E pour permettre 
à l'organisation de répondre avec 
plus de flexibilité à l'évolution 
des besoins et de mettre en place 
un schéma plus adapté pour 
l'évolution des carrières en 
tenant compte de la nature 
unique de l'agence et en étant 
plus attractif pour les candidats 
potentiels. 

Les mesures de maîtrise des 
coûts doivent être mieux 
définies, avec des objectifs 
chiffrés dans la mesure du 
possible. Le suivi des mesures de 
maîtrise des coûts devrait être 
régulier et systématique, avec 
notamment le montant des 
économies réalisées ou tout 
autre indicateur pertinent.  

F4E devrait prendre des mesures 
afin de donner à la direction la 
capacité de réagir rapidement en 
déléguant la prise de décision. 

Les obligations ITER devraient 
être largement prioritaires, ce qui 
signifie que les activités menées 
en parallèle peuvent être 
retardées, voire stoppées, si elles 
représentent un risque significatif 
en matière de coût ou une source 
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et un suivi régulier de la réalisation de ces 
objectifs en matière de réduction des coûts ou à 
l'aide de tout autre indicateur pertinent. Bien que 
des documents internes aient défini un grand 
nombre de domaines de maîtrise des coûts, les 
explications concernant les mesures spécifiques 
font souvent défaut et le suivi est parcellaire.  

Le plan de maîtrise des coûts élaboré par la 
direction a déjà pris en compte la possibilité de 
reporter les travaux se trouvant hors du champ 
des obligations de l'accord ITER. Alors que des 
accords comme l'approche élargie fonctionnent 
bien au sein de l'organisation et que leur 
externalisation pourrait créer des redondances, 
toute action tombant hors du champ des 
obligations d'ITER devrait être soigneusement 
examinée, en particulier en s'intéressant au 
rapport coût-efficacité et aux facteurs de risque. Il 
peut être préférable de reporter certains de ces 
travaux après la phase de construction, même si 
ces activités représentent des investissements 
importants pour l'exploitation expérimentale 
d'ITER. Ainsi, F4E ne devrait pas consacrer de 
ressources à la préparation de projets post-ITER vu 
l'incertitude entourant le financement actuel.  

À la différence des autres entreprises communes 
et agences exécutives, F4E est composée en 
grande partie de fonctionnaires permanents. La 
réglementation relative au personnel n'est sans 
doute pas adaptée pour F4E et peut gêner le 
recrutement de personnel compétent. F4E devra 
maintenir une position dynamique fasse aux 
questions du personnel et du recrutement, car sa 
mission va évoluer significativement au cours de 
sa durée de vie.  

importante d'économie. 

 

Contributions des États membres  

Quelles sont les 
conséquences des rôles 
politique, économique 
et financier des États 
membres au sein de 
F4E, en particulier en ce 
qui concerne la gestion 
et le rapport coût-
efficacité? 

Les États membres contribuent directement et 
indirectement à F4E par leur cotisation annuelle et 
la contribution financière d'Euratom à F4E. 
Certains États contribuent également 
financièrement à des activités hors du champ des 
obligations ITER sur la base du volontariat. La 
France, qui accueille l'OI ITER, apporte des 
contributions directes et en nature au projet ITER 
(qui représentent environ 20 % de la contribution 
totale de l'Europe au projet).  

Sur le plan politique, les États membres sont 
représentés au comité directeur de F4E et 
exercent une influence politique indirecte sur le 
projet ITER par l'intermédiaire de la Commission, 
qui représente Euratom aux réunions du Conseil.  
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Comment les États 
membres peuvent-ils 
apporter leur 
contribution en matière 
de logistique, 
d'organisation et 
d'hébergement des 
installations afin de 
réduire les futurs coûts 
administratifs de F4E? 

La volonté politique pour augmenter les 
contributions directes à F4E est quasiment 
inexistante parmi les représentants nationaux et 
hauts fonctionnaires interrogés. Bien que ce 
jugement repose sur des données qualitatives 
obtenues lors d'entretiens, les difficultés 
chroniques rencontrées par F4E pour obtenir le 
versement de la cotisation annuelle des États 
membres et son incapacité à trouver une solution 
permanente d'hébergement auprès du 
gouvernement espagnol peuvent constituer des 
indicateurs plus objectifs du peu d'intérêt pour le 
programme ITER dont font preuve une majorité 
d'États membres.  

De nombreuses autorités nationales estiment que 
les laboratoires nationaux travaillant sur la fusion 
pourraient fournir des ressources 
"supplémentaires". Compter sur les laboratoires 
travaillant sur la fusion pour développer des 
composants grâce à des subventions serait, en 
théorie, un moyen d'obtenir un financement 
indirect de la part des États membres. On peut 
néanmoins s'interroger sur le rapport coût-
efficacité d'une telle approche, car ces laboratoires 
fonctionnent généralement dans un cadre 
universitaire, alors que les activités de F4E 
nécessitent des contrats de type industriel. De 
nombreux laboratoires ont vu leurs financements 
réduits depuis le lancement du projet ITER, et le 
montant des subventions obtenues dans le cadre 
de ce projet n'est pas suffisant pour compenser la 
différence.  

Dans ce contexte, il est évident que le maintien du 
financement d'ITER dans le budget général serait 
avantageux sur le plan politique, car il serait 
certainement difficile politiquement de mobiliser 
des ressources supplémentaires au vu de la 
conjoncture économique, et le soutien permanent 
de certains États très impliqués a tout de même 
des limites. Mais le financement de projets 
expérimentaux de grande ampleur présentant 
une forte incertitude au niveau des coûts n'est pas 
très compatible avec le cadre budgétaire rigide de 
l'Union, même en prévoyant un plan de secours.  

ITER devrait être maintenu dans 
le budget général de l'UE afin 
d'éviter l'incertitude chronique 
autour du financement des 
projets, aussi bien en Europe que 
dans le reste du monde.  

 

Les laboratoires nationaux 
travaillant sur la fusion ne seront 
peut-être pas en mesure de 
fournir des composants ITER en 
grande quantité de façon 
rentable, il convient donc de 
rechercher un nouveau modèle 
de relation entre F4E et les 
laboratoires. La nouvelle 
réglementation financière, 
notamment, peut offrir le moyen 
de revoir les programmes de 
subvention actuels afin de 
réduire la charge administrative.  

 

Systèmes de surveillance et de contrôle  

Quels systèmes de 
contrôle, de surveillance 
ou d'analyse 
comparative pourraient 
être mis en place en vue 
d'assurer une pérennité 
financière vis-à-vis du 
budget de l'UE?  

En raison de sa position unique, F4E fait l'objet 
d'un ensemble complexe de systèmes de contrôle 
interne. La mise en œuvre de systèmes de contrôle 
et de surveillance dignes de ce nom a été lente et 
a nui à la gestion efficace du système. Des outils 
correspondant aux standards de l'industrie ont 
néanmoins été mis en place avec succès dans 
l'organisation à la suite des changements au sein 
de la direction. Bien qu'il soit trop tôt pour juger 

F4E a fait de gros progrès dans la 
mise en œuvre des systèmes 
nécessaires de contrôle interne et 
de surveillance, malgré les 
difficultés occasionnées par la 
restructuration de l'organisation. 
Celle-ci a été attentive aux 
recommandations externes. Il 
convient de poursuivre les efforts 
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l'efficacité de ces outils en matière de maîtrise des 
coûts, les parties prenantes sont favorables à ces 
évolutions, et on constate une amélioration 
sensible de la qualité et de la quantité des 
rapports internes. La direction a également réagi 
de façon constructive aux recommandations des 
audits internes et externes.  

La lenteur de la mise en œuvre des systèmes de 
contrôle et de surveillance peut être imputée à 
une capacité opérationnelle insuffisante lors de la 
prise d'autonomie de l'organisation, à une 
structure inadaptée, non compatible avec le 
fonctionnement par projet, et aux réformes de la 
gouvernance et de la structure de F4E qui ont suivi 
l'apparition des premiers problèmes. De plus, la 
direction initiale a adopté une approche 
progressive pour ses réformes, en faisant le choix 
d'une réponse fragmentée à la nécessité d'adapter 
les pratiques "importées" de la Commission au lieu 
de rechercher dès le départ les outils et pratiques 
de l'industrie à l'extérieur de l'organisation.  

dans ce domaine, notamment en 
améliorant l'intégration des 
différents systèmes.  

 

F4E devrait définir différents 
points à contrôler lors de son 
contrôle de gestion annuel et 
sélectionner un consultant 
externe capable de juger ces 
différents points afin de pouvoir 
profiter au maximum des 
bénéfices de cet exercice. Par 
exemple en définissant les 
normes de contrôle interne à 
examiner en priorité, ou des 
domaines ou activités 
spécifiques, comme les achats.  

Analyse comparative  

F4E peut-elle adopter 
des exemples de 
bonnes pratiques issues 
d'autres organisations 
internationales (et si oui, 
lesquelles), et les 
comités d'experts ont-ils 
leur place dans ces 
organisations? En 
particulier, comment 
augmenter la résilience 
de l'organisation face à 
une situation 
internationale en 
constante évolution? 

L'exercice d'analyse comparative mené pour cette 
étude a été fortement limité par la nature unique 
de F4E en tant qu'organisation, ainsi que par le 
champ et les ressources de l'étude elle-même. 
Certains groupes de pairs pouvant être 
intéressants ont finalement été abandonnés en 
raison de problèmes de faisabilité, étant donné la 
faiblesse des normes de transparence et les 
ressources budgétaires limitées disponibles pour 
la présente étude. Enfin, les groupes de pairs 
identifiés ne pouvaient pas réellement être 
comparés avec F4E.  

L'illustration la plus parlante découlant de 
l'analyse comparative est la comparaison entre 
F4E et l'entreprise commune Clean Sky, un 
partenariat public-privé visant à développer des 
technologies innovantes permettant d'augmenter 
les performances environnementales des avions et 
du transport aérien en construisant une série de 
démonstrateurs. Clean Sky a rencontré des défis 
de gestion et de gouvernance similaires à ceux de 
F4E, mais les options à sa disposition étaient bien 
plus variées que dans le cas de F4E, qui intervient 
dans l'environnement extrêmement complexe du 
projet ITER. Cette mise en parallèle est 
certainement celle qui illustre le mieux les 
difficultés rencontrées par F4E dans sa recherche 
de maîtrise des coûts. 

Deuxièmement, cette question était destinée à 
vérifier si F4E pouvait tirer profit d'un système 
d'examen par un groupe de pairs. D'après la série 

Bien qu'un système d'examen par 
un groupe de pairs à part entière 
entre agences nationales, 
entreprises communes et/ou 
agences européennes ne soit pas 
vraiment justifié, une "culture de 
l'analyse comparative" constitue 
un élément important des 
principes de bonne gestion. La 
direction de F4E devrait 
participer à une analyse 
comparative permanente et 
informelle de façon à améliorer 
constamment la gestion et à 
adopter les bonnes pratiques de 
l'industrie et d'autres 
organisations comparables.  
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d'entretiens avec les parties prenantes et notre 
propre évaluation du champ d'application et des 
bénéfices existants pour ce type de procédure, 
nous pouvons conclure à un manque de volonté 
pour participer à un dispositif de ce genre, voire à 
de l'hostilité envers ce que certaines parties 
prenantes considèrent comme un "exercice 
purement bureaucratique" et sans grand intérêt. 
Quoi qu'il en soit, l'importance d'une "culture de 
l'analyse comparative" dans une organisation 
donnée est manifeste, et des activités d'analyse 
comparative permanentes et informelles seraient 
profitables à la direction de F4E, ou de toute autre 
organisation.  
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1. METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH 

1.1 OBJECTIVE AND SCOPE OF THE STUDY  

Given the recent changes in the structure of F4E as well as the extra needs for its budget, the 
objective of this external research study for the European Parliament (Budgetary Control 
Committee) according to the Terms of Reference is to identify potential areas for cost reduction 
through a functional review of F4E. 

The study will therefore undertake a review of the recently established structure of F4E 
encompassing public procurement, human resources, logistics, operational costs, management 
related costs, science related costs etc. 

1.2 EVALUATION TIMELINE  

Table 1: Summary of overall approach, timetable and deliverables 

Phase Tasks Deliverables Submission date 

Inception Kick off meeting 

Methodological framework 

Identification of relevant stakeholders  

Definition of data collection plan 

Inception note 20 July 2012 

Data collection  Desk research 

Documentary review 

Stakeholder interviews 

Preliminary observations 

Interim report 20 November 2012  

Reporting Response to evaluation questions 

Drafting and assessing recommendations 

Presentation to the European Parliament 

Final report (Quality 
control review) 

15 February 2013  
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1.3 EVALUATION APPROACH  

1.3.1 Four Evaluation Themes  

There are 4 main themes within the 6 evaluation questions defined in the Terms of Reference : 

• Governance: Understanding the state of play, and the impact of recent governance and 
organization changes on cost effectiveness, to identify whether further improvements can be 
made. 

• Member States contribution: Contribution that Member States could potentially make to 
shoulder the burden of costs, in light of the Cadarache field visit where they stated they were 
not in a position to contribute more. 

• Monitoring and control systems: Monitoring and control systems to put in place to ensure 
long term effective cost control. 

• Benchmarking: Benchmarking exercise with other similar organizations/ projects/executing 
agencies to reveal good practices; Looking at executing agencies of other ITER members (e.g. 
US, Japan) whilst recognizing the specific nature of the EU, with 27 Member States. 

1.3.2 Evaluation Questions  

Table 2: Evaluation Questions by Theme  

Evaluation questions  

Governance 

• How well does F4E´s current structure as an EU agency, as well as its recent evolution, hinder or contribute 
to cost effective organisation and management? 

• What further reorganisation or reforms can be implemented to bring about savings? 

Member States contribution 

• What is the impact of the financial, economic and political roles of Member States within F4E´s organisation, 
particularly on management and cost-effectiveness? 

• What can Member States contribute in terms of logistics, organisation and hosting/siting of facilities in 
order to reduce F4E´s future administrative costs? 

Monitoring and control systems 

• What control, monitoring, or benchmarking systems could be put in place with a view to achieve long-term 
financial sustainability with regard to the EU budget?  

Benchmarking 

• Can F4E adopt examples of best practice from other international organisations (and if so, which ones) and 
what scope is there for a peer review among such organisations? In particular, how can organisation 
resilience be increased to deal with continual change in the international context? 
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1.3.3 Approach and Tools  

Inception Phase  

The inception phase gave us the opportunity to;  

• Assure a mutual comprehension of the assignment with the client during the kick-off 
meeting;  

• Finalise the elaboration of the methodological framework (details evaluation grids can be 
found in annex 3.2);  

• Prepare the data collection tools and the data collection strategy.  

Data Collection  

For the field phase, data has been gathered through three main means: 

• Data request to F4E Secretariat, 
• Interviews with a range of stakeholders, including F4E staff, Governing Board Members, 

European Commission officials and other institutions that closely cooperate with the 
activities of F4E,  

• Benchmark interviews with staff from other Domestic Agencies or other EU bodies.  

Documentary Review  

An in-depth documentary review was conducted, relying principally on the rules and regulations of 
F4E, internal and external documents from F4E (internal progress reports and annual reports), as 
well as an array of secondary documents (Reports of the European Court of Auditors, mid-term 
evaluations, progress reports etc) for the benchmarking study. An exhaustive list of documents 
consulted is provided in annex 3.3. 

Interviews  

To date, 41 face-to-face and telephone interviews have been completed by the evaluation team, 
seven of which were carried out for the benchmark exercise. The tables below present the 
interviews conducted within the framework of the assignment. The interview guide can be found 
in annex 3.1.  
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Table 3: Stakeholder Interviews  

Institution Name Position Date  Type of 
interview 

F4E Staff    

Hans Jahreiss Acting Director at time of 
interview  

10.10.2012 Face-to-face 

Frank Briscoe Former Director  10.10.2012 Face-to-face 

Jean-Marc. Filhol Head of Department, ITER  10.10.2012 Face-to-face 

Pietro Barabaschi Head of Department, Broader 
Fusion Development  

23.10.2012 Telephone 

F4E 

Javier Roc Martinez Head of Unit, Budget and 
Finance  

09.10.2012 Face-to-face 

 Paloma Alvarez Hidalgo  Head of Unit, Human 
Resources  

22.10.2012 Telephone 

 Régis Durand Internal auditor 16.10.2012 Telephone  

 Leonardo Biagioni,   Head of Unit, Contracts and 
Procurement 

10.10.2012 Face-to-face 

F4E Governing Board members   

Governing Board  Stuart Ward  Chair of the Governing Board  19.12.2012 Telephone 

 Steve Cowley British Representative  04.10.2012 Telephone 

 Paulina Styczen Polish Representative  16.11.2012 Telephone 

 Florent Staley  French Representative  18.12.2012 Telephone 

Executive 
Committee  

Lisbeth Skovsgaard 
Grønberg 

Chair of the Executive 
Committee 

05.11.2012 Telephone 

Administration 
and Finance 
Committee 

Cor Katerberg 

 

Chair of the Administration 
and Finance Committee 

30.10.2010 Telephone 
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Technical 
Advisory Panel 

Joaquin Sanchez Chair of the Technical 
Advisory Panel 

15.10.2012 Telephone 

Audit Committee Beatrix 
Vierkorn Rudolph 

Chair of the Audit Committee 01.10.2012 Telephone 

 Jean-Marie Haensel Member of the Audit 
Committee 

15.01.2013 Telephone 

 Thomas O’Hanlon Member of the Audit 
Committee 

15.01.2013 Telephone 

EU Institutions   

Robert-Jan Smits Director General RTD 08.10.2012 Face-to-face European 
Commission 

Andrea Carignani di 
Novoli 

Head of Unit ITER - 
Directorate Energy - DG RTD 

08.10.2012 Face-to-face 

 Carles Dedeu  Deputy Head of Unit  08.10.2012 Face-to-face 

 John How Planning and Programming 
Officer - ITER Unit 

08.10.2012 Face-to-face 

 Paul Tuinder  Research Infrastructure  09.10.2012 Telephone  

European 
Parliament  

Anne Jensen  MEP 03.10.2012 Telephone  

 Monika Hohlmeier MEP 14.10.2012 Telephone 

Daniel Costa de 
Magalhaes 

Private Office of Mr Tomé 
Muguruza, Member of the 
Court Head of Private Office 

10.10.2012 Face-to-face 

Bertrand Albugues Head of the Administrative 
Expenditure 

10.10.2012 Face-to-face 

Ignacio Garcia de Parada Attaché 10.10.2012 Face-to-face 

European Court 
of Auditors 

Alvaro Garrido-Lestache ex-Auditor - IV chamber of 
the Court  

 

10.10.2012 Face-to-face 
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ITER Organisation   

Osamu Motojima Director General  15.10.2012 Telephone ITER IO 

Rich Hawryluk Head of Department of 
Administration 

01.10.2012 Telephone 

Sandy Holt Internal auditor 02.10.2012 Telephone  

Dr. Carlos Alejaldre Department Head of Safety, 
Quality and Security 

04.10.2012 Telephone 

ITER France Jérôme Paméla Director of Agence ITER 
France 

01.10.2012 Telephone  

Suppliers and Laboratories   

CEA Alain Bécoulet  Director of Cadarache 
Research Institute  

04.10.2012 Telephone 
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Table 4: Benchmark Interviews  

Institution Name Position Date  Type of 
interview 

ITER Domestic Agencies     

US ITER John Glowienka  Federal Program Director  2/10 Telephone 

ITER Korea Kijung Jung  Head of ITER Korea 23/10 Telephone 

Other EU Bodies    

ERC EA Pablo Amor Executive Agency Director  1/10 Telephone 

EACI Bernard Lheritier Head of Resources Unit  2/10 Telephone 

TEN-T EA Dirk Beckers Executive Director  1/10 Telephone 

Clean Sky JTI Yan Lehuchec Budget Director  4/10 Telephone 

SESAR Patrick Ky Executive Director 28/9 Telephone 
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2. FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Box 1: Timeline of Key Events 

 

November 1985 Geneva Superpower Summit  

2001 Initial estimate for ITER construction  

2006 Establishment by the Commission of a preparatory group in view of the establishment of 
F4E 

November 2006 ITER Agreement signed between seven current signatories  

February 2007 Japan and Euratom sign the Broader Approach Agreement  

March 2007 Council Decision (2007/198/Euratom) establishing the European Joint Undertaking for ITER 
and the Development of Fusion Energy  

June 2007 Members of the Executive Committee (ExCo) appointed by the Governing Board (GB) 

July 2007 Didier Gambier appointed Director  

December 2007 Organisational structure adopted by the GB 

March 2008 Industrial Liaison Officer Network established  

July 2008 Appointment of ad hoc group to review internal cost assessment  

December 2008 Report from the ad hoc group on the Cost of the EU in-kind contribution to ITER 

November 2009 Adoption of an Internal Audit Charter  

December 2009 Report on the independent assessment of ITER buildings cost estimates 

January 2010 GB accepted the resignation of Didier Gambier, appoint Frank Briscoe as interim Director  

April 2010 ITER status and the way forward  

June 2010 Management Improvement Plan  

July 2010 Competitiveness Council Report  

July 2010 Osamu Motojima appointed new Director of ITER IO 

October 2010 New organisational structure for F4E and proposal for new project management system 
approved  

October 2010 Cost containment plan submitted by the Director  

October 2010 Audit Committee created  

November 2010  Commission Working Paper ‘Towards a robust management and governance of the ITER 
project’ 

December 2010 Frank Briscoe contracted for 18 months  

March 2011 Report on F4E Improvement  

March 2011 European Parliament delegation visit to Cadarache  

June 2011 Involvement of IAS (European Commission Internal Audit Service) endorsed by the GB 

June 2011 Creation of the Bureau and Administration and Finance Committee 

June 2011 Amendments adopted to ExCo raising ex ante thresholds  

November 2011  First external annual assessment started by external contractor Deloitte  

November 2011 Audit Committee re-mandated for a period of two years 

November 2011 Charter approved for F4E’s Internal Audit Capability and IAS 

June 2012 Hans Jahreiss appointed interim Director of F4E  

October 2012 Henrik Bendslev appointed Director of F4E  
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The ‘cost-effectiveness’ of F4E must be considered in a complex environment, with a number of 
variables driving costs on different levels...  

European Joint Undertaking for ITER and the Development of Fusion Energy or Fusion for Energy 
(F4E) is the Domestic Agency charged with providing the European contribution to the ITER Project 
(International Thermonuclear Experimental Reactor), an international scientific project designed to 
show the feasibility of nuclear fusion as a power source, established in April 2007 for a duration of 
35 years7.  

The approach to the ITER project was heavily influenced by politico-industrial concerns. Instead of 
providing financial support directly to the international project, the seven parties to the ITER 
agreement provide in-kind contributions (as well as a small percentage of direct financing to the 
International Organisation (IO)). To achieve this mission, F4E provides components, equipment, 
materials and R&D/design support to the ITER IO in accordance with the specifications they 
provide, manages the procurement of the different components, delivers these components, 
assures the necessary project control and provides Europe's direct financial contribution to ITER. In 
addition, F4E is responsible for Europe's involvement in the Broader Approach Agreement8 
activities and a programme of activities in preparation for the construction of a demonstration 
fusion reactor – DEMO, the first electricity producing experimental fusion power plant to be built 
after ITER. Additionally, France, as the ‘host state’ makes additional in kind and direct contributions 
through the agency ‘ITER France’.  

Figure 1: ITER in Europe 

ITER International 
Organisation

Fusion 4 EnergyITER France

European Industry & Fusion Labs

direct ITER 
procurement

in kind & cash 
contr ibut ion

in kind & cash 
contr ibut ion

 

Source: Ernst & Young 

 

                                                               
7 2007/198/Euratom 
8 In February 2007, Euratom and Japan signed the Broader Approach agreement. This aims to complement 
the ITER Project and to accelerate the realisation of fusion energy by carrying out R&D and developing some 
advanced technologies for future demonstration fusion power reactors (DEMO). 
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Box 2: Lifecycle of an In-Kind Contribution for the ITER Project 

The seven Domestic Agencies provide in-kind contributions to the ITER IO based in southern 
France. 90 % of the ITER project is built by in-kind contributions, divided up into 85 procurement 
packages. The ‘maturity’ of the packages to be handed over to Domestic Agencies can vary and 
has been divided into three classifications;  

Functional specifications;  

Detailed design; and  

Build-to- blueprint.  

Each classification implies a different level of preparation work for the Domestic Agencies. In some 
cases, the necessary technology for components is well established and no further development is 
demanded, however, in other cases, further R&D and design activities are needed before a legal 
document, known as a Procurement Agreement (PA), can be established. For activities prior to 
procurement, F4E and other Domestic Agencies provide support to ITER IO through Task 
Agreements (ITA). These R&D needs are generally fulfilled by collaborating with European fusion 
laboratories under a cost-sharing arrangement provided for by grant agreements. If the work is 
completed in accordance with the ITA and to the satisfaction of the ITER IO, F4E will be awarded a 
certain amount of ‘ITER Credit’ for the contribution that has been provided. Once the design of a 
component is sufficiently mature, a PA is concluded between F4E and the ITER IO. This agreement 
sets out exactly what has to be provided and by when. On the basis of the specifications set out in 
the PA, F4E starts a procurement procedure with industries in Europe (and sometimes also 
outside) using the procurement procedure best adapted to the component (competitive, 
negotiated et cetera). F4E contracts with the tenderer that provides the best offer in terms of an 
optimal balance between quality and price. When the final component is delivered to ITER IO, 
assuming the component is fabricated in accordance with the PA and to the satisfaction of the 
ITER IO, F4E will be awarded a certain amount of ‘ITER Credit’ in recognition of the contribution 
that has been provided. 

Source: ITER IO 

 

Following the signature of the ITER agreement and the establishment of the ITER Organisation 
(ITER IO), a design review was initiated at the end of 2006 by ITER IO to address the large number of 
design issues still unresolved and to update the baseline for the construction project in line with 
the evolution of the project and R&D. It soon became evident that the 2001 cost estimates would 
be revised quite substantially upwards and design review activities would engender delays. 

As F4E was establishing itself over the course of 2007 and 2008, design work was not yet complete 
and design in some areas was even at an early stage, with certain requirements still under 
definition. Many of the technical solutions that have a direct impact on the viability of the concept 
still needed considerable engineering analysis effort, and their lead time loomed over the F4E 
schedule.  

In addition to posing considerable constraints and expensive delays for F4E, the ITER project costs, 
revised from 2001 estimates, increased by 67 % between the launching of the project in 2001 and 
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present. A large proportion of this increase, as discussed, can be linked to the finalisation of the 
design (29 %) and due to the extension of the work schedule resulting from the increased design 
efforts and establishment of the ITER Domestic Agencies (DAs) (24 %).  

In order to assess the EU in-kind contributions to ITER in light of this evolving situation, a task force 
was established by F4E early in the summer of 2008 to conduct an independent review estimate, 
judge the overall credibility of the new cost-estimates and assess the principal ‘drivers’ of 
significant cost growth relative to previous cost estimates, as well as identify future uncertainties, 
high-risk budget areas and potential risk mitigation strategies.  

The Task Force study was conducted over the course of three months by a group of experts that 
were selected on the basis of their technical expertise and knowledge of large-scale project 
management. For each of the 16 procurement packages that had been assigned to the EU, the 
design, requirements and cost were revisited and updated by F4E from the original 2001 estimates, 
through a rigorous cost assessment and internal analysis in collaboration with experts from 
Europe’s leading national fusion laboratories.  

Several conclusions were drawn from this exercise, in particular that there was a significant 
difference in the cost estimates for European contribution between 2001 and present. The 2001 
estimated cost of ITER was originally set at 5,900 million Euros and the Euratom contribution stood 
at 2,700 million (945 million in cash and 1,700 million in kind). In 2010, revised estimates put the 
cost to Europe at 7,200 million Euros (6,603 million for ITER and 650 for F4E running costs, Broader 
Approach and TBM (Test Blanket Module Programme). This amounts to a EURATOM contribution of 
5,900 million and a French contribution of 1,300 million. 

While the Council reiterated its commitment to the ITER project in 2010 following revised cost 
estimates, however, expenditure through 2020 has been capped at 6,600 million Euros. In order to 
commit the procurements needed early in the construction process, new commitment 
appropriations from the Euratom budget would be needed for 2012-2013. Thus, Euratom faced an 
estimated deficit on commitment appropriations of about 1,400 million Euros for the years 2012-
2013 (550 million in 2012 and EUR 850 million in 2013). While these commitments have been 
covered for 2012/2013, the exact source of funding for F4E during the next financial framework is 
the subject of heated debate. ITER cost increases are putting significant strain on other alternative 
energy research budgets; energies that may provide new options for European energy needs long 
before fusion energy, which is not expected to provide a commercially exploitable source of 
energy before 2050. 

Previous cost estimates were based on an insufficient ‘Project Definition Level’ (PDL) due to an 
incomplete assessment and understanding of the fabrication processes involved at the time. In 
addition, a number of external and internal ‘drivers’ were identified. On average, more than 50 % of 
the differences between the 2001 estimate and the present revised estimates can be attributed to 
‘internal’ ITER factors (but ‘external’ to F4E). These are factors, which are associated with project 
evolution and are under the project’s control, such as design and requirement changes, further 
advanced R&D and assessments of ‘manufacturability’.  

The remainder of the cost increases can be linked to external factors that are entirely outside of the 
control of F4E, such as the cost of raw materials and labour price increases. These external drivers 
also included important structural variables, such as the increase in the number of project 
participants in 2007 from three to seven, which considerably increased the complexity of the 
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project and created important redundancies. Disaggregating the cost increase by component, the 
major impact comes from five drivers: Buildings account for about 28 % of overall cost growth, 
magnets (17 %), vacuum vessel (9 %), in-vessel components (blanket and diverter) (13 %), 
diagnostics (15 %) and H&CD-FP Systems9 (9 %). 

It must be noted that the present estimates have some limitations. The total cost of EU in-kind 
contribution corresponds to a certainty level of 50 % according to Commission documents. These 
limitations include important caveats, such as ‘the absence of contingencies for the “pricing” of 
contractual conditions by potential tenderers for liabilities beyond usual practice, warranties, 
insurance; absence of contingencies for unforeseen events during assembly or commissioning that 
could require a partial or complete re-fabrication of components; absence of contingencies for 
maintaining the time schedule in the face of delays in R&D or procurement, and in some cases, 
profit margins of companies’10.   

Based on the estimation formulated during this exercise, an F4E paper was presented to the 
Governing Board in March 2010. In July 2010 the Council of the European Union adopted a 
Communication on the ‘Status of ITER and the possible way forward’, while mandating the 
Commission to approve the new ITER project baseline at the meeting of the ITER Council on 27-28 
July 2010. This baseline capped spending during the construction phase at 4 700 kIUA11. According 
to ITER, based on the European evaluation of costs, total project costs for all members could be 
estimated at over 13 000 million Euros12. Negotiations following cost overruns for the ITER project 
have capped the European contribution to the construction phase of ITER (including construction 
costs, the running costs of F4E and contingencies) to an amount of 6,600 million Euros, some 600 
million lower than F4E's estimate of the required resources, depriving F4E of an adequate 
contingency. This has put huge strains on F4E to rebuild its contingency and puts the agency 
in a very vulnerable position over the next few years.  

The factors enumerated in the preceding paragraphs, which can account for the overwhelming 
majority of the cost increase since the launch of the ITER project and some of the most important 
difficulties for F4E, are largely outside of F4E’s direct control and beyond the scope of this study. 
The cost-overruns have attracted intense political pressure and close scrutiny of F4E activities. Yet, 
despite the very evident early difficulties experienced by the agency, with the initial external 
factors (vis-à-vis F4E), such as design refinements, addressed on the international project 
level, procurement expenditure has been more or less in line with the financial provisions of 
each contract.  

 

                                                               
9 Heating & Current Drive and Fuelling and Pumping systems 
10 F4E 2008 Annual Report  
11 ITER Unit of Account (in thousands) 
12 If all manufacturing were done in Europe  
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2.1 GOVERNANCE  

How well does F4E´s current structure as an EU agency, as well as its recent evolution, hinder 
or contribute to cost effective organisation and management? 

F4E faces structural constraints inherent to the design of the ITER project that affect its 
margins of manoeuvre on cost effectiveness. The agency’s objectives are made more difficult to 
reach by structural flaws inherent to the entire undertaking, which arise from industrio-political 
considerations at the time of the ITER agreement’s conception and are outside the focus of this 
study. Yet, ITER IO may receive an unjust share of the blame in certain areas according to 
some stakeholder interviews.  

It is the separation and fragmentation, respectively, of the design and budgetary authorities that 
lies at the heart of the aforementioned structural flaws. While many procurement packages are 
issued at an intermediate stage between ‘build-to-blueprint’ and ‘functional specifications’ and 
Domestic Agencies have some latitude to negotiate on specifications, ITER has ultimate design 
authority. An opposition of fundamental interests thus pits the two sides against each other, with 
ITER IO principally concerned with quality and overall success of the project and the Domestic 
Agencies more driven by cost effectiveness.   

The interdependent nature of the components making up each procurement package prevents 
moving to a paradigm of ‘functional specifications’, which would create the margin of manoeuvre 
necessary for more effective cost containment. Inconsequential changes in one component can 
impact the construction of other components by partner agencies. Nevertheless, some margin of 
manoeuvre may exist in certain cases, yet a satisfactory equilibrium between technical demands 
and ‘actual needs’ has been elusive. For example, stakeholders have expressed the view that ITER 
IO should be more open to compromise if industrial suppliers suggest a cost saving that could be 
achieved through relaxing some specification or the use of a different fabrication method or 
technology. 

Cooperation between agencies in this area is complex and underdeveloped and ‘negotiations’ 
between ITER IO and the Domestic Agencies concerning specifications can be drawn out and 
unproductive, creating delays for all parties involved. A broad consensus has crystallized around 
the idea that better relations need to be established between F4E and ITER IO, although no 
stakeholders reported that F4E’s relations with ITER IO were inherently more problematic than 
those with any other Domestic Agency. It is only by virtue of the size of F4E’s contribution and the 
critical nature of initial F4E contributions during the first phases of the project that interactions take 
on a more complicated nature (approximately 40 % of all business between F4E and ITER IO is 
subject to delay according to some accounts). However, the link that has been drawn by many 
stakeholders between improved relations with ITER IO and increased cost-efficiency may not prove 
as robust as assumed or wished. Collaboration has produced some success in the past, although, as 
already developed, there are important structural limitations.  

F4E has already participated in ITER-wide cost-containment exercises and these activities have 
resulted in some simplification of often complex procurement sharing. In one instance, 
collaboration resulted in an initiative to apply ‘value engineering’ to the buildings, which resulted 
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in a reduction of 100 million Euros13. There are limits to this sort of exercise. As mentioned above, 
some Domestic Agencies have proven reluctant to reopen discussions for procurement packages 
where significant R&D has already been conducted, facilities put in place, or industrial fabrication 
already started. Thus, recourse to this type of exercise is limited to items that are less advanced in 
the procurement process.  

Early difficulties keeping pace with the work programme can be linked to poor planning and 
delays emanating from the ITER IO (refer to previous section). The Work Programme did not 
properly anticipate the time needed to bring the organisation to a fully operational level. F4E did 
not become fully operational until the end of 200814 and delays were further exacerbated by the 
late preparation of procurement packages by ITER. The low levels of staffing persisted until the last 
quarter of 2008 because of the time needed for the recruitment process for some important areas, 
such as the Contracts and Procurement. While a major increase in recruitments was made by F4E 
during the latter half of 2008, important time investment was needed to allow new staff to fully 
integrate into the organisation.  

The European Court of Auditor’s report on the 2008 accounts, observed notably that underlying 
business processes had not yet been formalised, no internal auditing service had been set up and 
the annual activity report was sent to the ECA with three months delay without a detailed 
evaluation of the results with respect to the objectives and timetable set or an assessment of the 
efficiency and effectiveness of the internal control system. However, as the agency has become 
fully operational, activity has increased at a healthier pace, despite continued slow 
implementation of key internal control and management systems.  

Figure 2: Evolution of Administrative and Operational Commitment Appropriations 
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Source: Ernst & Young/F4E 

 
 

                                                               
13 Value engineering is a method used to maximise the "value" of a service, process etc. through a structured 
thought process that is based exclusively on "function", meaning what something does not what it is. The 
method seeks to ultimately identify the various alternative ways of meeting requirements or performing a 
desired function that are more cost effective.  
14 F4E began to work autonomously on the 18th of March 2008 
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As the organisation gained autonomy and reached a fully operational level, early difficulties within 
F4E, notably an organisational structure ill-adapted for project oriented activities and a lack 
of technical leadership, quickly signalled the need to revisit the governance and structure of the 
organisation. In a sense, one can identify two different F4E organizations: one in 2008, and another 
that begins to take shape in 2010 with the appointment of a new Director. These changes sought 
to better align the organisation with its missions and duties, namely procurement of in-kind 
components for ITER and the further tasks that Europe has assumed in the ITER agreement, 
supervision of the contracts for ITER and coordination of Europe’s involvement in the Broader 
Approach. 

Difficulties within F4E, such as ill-suited regulations are deeply rooted and go back to the 
agency’s founding in 2007. Whereas F4E is a very specific kind of structure at EU level, all the 
processes originated from the European Commission (EC) and were not necessarily adapted to F4E 
procurement requirements. F4E was set up as a quasi-Commission agency and it was decided that 
the rules would be adapted as the agency grew. However, this process turned out to be ‘more 
difficult than imagined’ and many of the organization’s original flaws remain deeply rooted and 
management has been constrained in its capacity to change them. Particularly, F4E’s organisational 
and governance structure, ambiguous definition of mission and duties, as well as Financial and 
Staff Regulations, have proven burdensome for F4E’s project oriented activities. The original 
difficulties of the structure have proven costly and change has come slow.  

However, the general consensus is that F4E, slowly but surely, has made progress in the ‘right 
direction’, through a process of professionalization, adaptation and development and 
refinement of proper internal controls. Internal documents, as well as interviewed stakeholders, 
attest to a comprehensive understanding of the weaknesses of the organisation, and reforms 
pursued over the past 24 months have been applauded as effective, although it is too early to 
measure the more long term, or even medium term, effects of the changes to governance and 
organisation structure.  
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Figure 3: F4E Governance Diagrams 
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On the governance side of the equation, the two principal changes included the creation of the 
‘Bureau’ to replace the Standing Coordination Group, and the creation of a new subsidiary body, 
the Administration and Finance Committee. Secondly, a reorientation of the focus of the Executive 
Committee to more upstream procurement issues was achieved by raising the threshold for ex 
ante approval of grants and procurement contracts and the delegation of new responsibilities, 
such as prior approval of individual procurement strategies. These changes arose from a perceived 
need to refocus the attention of the Governing Board, which had become bogged down by 
insufficient preparation and an abundance of detail. From early on, the Governing Board seemed to 
experience chronic difficulties considering and addressing issues fundamental to the efficient 
operation of the organisation. For instance, an industrial policy was not adopted until late in 2012, 
nor was a risk management exercise adopted until June of 2012.  

Box 3: The Governing Board 

The Governing Board, which typically convenes four times per year, is responsible for the overall 
supervision of F4E and the implementation of its activities. In this respect, it makes 
recommendations and takes decisions on a wide range of matters. Each member of F4E is 
represented in the Governing Board by two representatives (one of which has scientific and/or 
technical expertise in the areas related to its activities). The Board appoints a Chair and two Vice-
Chairs (Vice-Chairs are also Chairs of the Administration and Finance Committee and the Technical 
Advisory Panel) from among its own members, upon a proposal from Euratom, for a period of two 
years. Voting rights are specified in the statutes of the Joint Undertaking, with most decisions 
being taken by a two-thirds or simple majority.  

Source: F4E 

Pre-2011 

Post-2011 
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The second report from the Working Group on F4E improvement stressed ‘that there should be a 
stronger emphasis in the GB on its oversight of F4E's strategic direction, its organisational purpose 
and its corporate accountability, including finance, risk, audit, procurement, staffing and resources’. 
Stakeholders considered that the board was somewhat ‘unwieldy’ because of its size and attention 
should be maintained on strategic issues, in order to avoid being bogged down in details. 
However, a proposal to reduce the size of the Board (to one member per Member State) was not 
retained, because it would deprive the Board of important resources, notably time investment and 
specialized knowledge. Given this consideration, a strategy of creating a more effective apparatus 
of subsidiary committees was pursued.  

The Bureau acts as a more institutionalized and efficient liaison between advisory committees and 
the Governing Board, in order to help the latter maintain a strategic outlook by providing well 
prepared, succinct documents for GB meetings. To support the Bureau, F4E management provides 
a member of F4E staff to serve in a support capacity. The Bureau is considered to be fairly 
successful, allowing the members of the Governing Board to invest their very limited time in 
more strategic matters. However, this preparation also requires considerable effort on the part of 
F4E. 

Box 4: The Bureau 

The Bureau is a subsidiary body of the Governing Board established in June 2011 to replace the 
‘Standing Coordination Group’ that was established in 2009 in order to improve communication 
with the management. As outlined in the rules of procedures established by the Governing Board, 
the mandate of the Bureau is to ‘provide support for communication and co-ordination between 
the Governing Board, F4E committees and F4E management’. In this capacity, the Bureau 
proposes recommendations on each proposed GB decision prior to each meeting of the GB, 
drawing on the opinions of F4E committees. Furthermore, the Bureau ensures that material for the 
Governing Board meetings are succinct and presented in an easily accessible format.  

Source: F4E 

 

This body is considered a substantial improvement over the Standing Coordination Group. It allows 
for more institutionalized and effective cooperation between the subsidiary committees and 
for a much higher level of preparation. Stakeholders affirmed that the preparation of decisions 
assured by the Bureau had considerably sped up decision making in the Governing Board and 
helped enrich debate, by providing well structured information that fed strategic discussion. It was 
even reported that, in some cases, the Governing Board could ‘rubber stamp’ a majority of the 
decisions that needed to be taken during meetings.  
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Box 5: The Administration and Finance Committee 

The Administration and Finance Committee (AFC), created in June 2011 for an initial period of two 
years, is mandated with assisting the Governing Board in ‘administrative and financial matters 
related to ITER, the Broader Approach and preparations for demonstration fusion reactors 
(DEMO)’. Specifically, the committee prepares opinions and recommendations to the Governing 
Board on Financial Planning and Budget proposals, financial aspects of the work programme and 
project plans, resource estimates and staff plans, as well as providing advice or recommendations 
on an ad hoc basis on the request of the Director or the Governing Board. 

Source: F4E 

The creation of the Administration and Finance Committee aimed to address a perceived lack of 
discussion on administrative and finance matters. Stakeholders consider that this committee has 
allowed for more in depth debate and improved preparation of decisions for the Governing Board, 
allowing Board members to focus energies on more strategic aspects of administrative and finance 
decisions.  

In order to reinforce the capabilities of the Executive Committee in procurement matters, the 
Committee has adopted a more global focus of the procurement process, notably weighing in 
earlier on ‘upstream’ procurement issues and restricting its attention to award of contracts 
exceeding EUR 10 million and grants exceeding EUR 4 million. The committee now has several 
opportunities to comment on and/or approve procurement strategy prior to the awarding of 
individual contracts, beginning at the stage of draft ITER Procurement Arrangements and overall 
strategies for delivering ITER procurement packages, after which the committee approves 
individual procurement strategies and individual calls for tender in advance of major contracts and 
grants. In addition, the committee comments and makes recommendations on the individual 
project plans, work programmes, resource estimate plans, annual budget and accounts.  

Box 6: The Executive Committee 

The Executive Committee (ExCo) is comprised of thirteen external experts (i.e. not appointed from 
members of the Governing Board) at least, as defined in the statutes of the organisation, six times 
per year to pass decisions on the award of contracts and grants on behalf of F4E, as well as to 
approve and/or comment on high level documents concerning procurement strategy. In reality, 
the number of meetings has tended to reflect the rhythm of activity within the organisation. Due to 
the high volume of procurement packages with which they must deal, the committee has been 
meeting at an almost monthly pace.  

Source: F4E 

The shifts in the orientation of the committee’s focus have been judged successful in so far as it 
allows the committee members to weigh in on procurement strategy while it is in its infancy 
(i.e. draft ITER procurement package and F4E overall procurement package strategy), in contrast 
with the more retrospective role it previously played in the procurement process. This allows for 
input at earlier stages in the formulation of the procurement strategy. It is judged premature 
to pass judgment on the reforms from a perspective of cost-effectiveness, as trends in future 
procurement costs will only materialize in the medium term.  
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The Audit Committee, established by the Governing Board in June 2010 for an initial period of two 
years, serves as an advisory committee to the Board, tasked with providing an oversight of financial 
reporting and accounting, governance, internal controls and risk management matters, as well as 
External Audit and Internal Audit. More specifically, tasks of the committee include; the 
examination of financial reports, review of the system of financial accounting and controls in place 
within the organisation, the oversight of Internal Control and Risk Management arrangements 
currently in place, the analysis of audit results from external audits (European Court of Auditors) as 
well as the analysis of results emanating from internal audits and general oversight (e.g. 
examination of the annual internal audit plans) of the internal audit activity. 

Source: F4E 

Subsidiary Committees such as the Technical Advisory Panel and Audit Committee are judged to 
provide essential forums for effectively and efficiently scrutinizing and preparing decisions for the 
Governing Board. 

Boxes 7 & 8: The Technical Advisory Panel and the Audit Committee 

The Technical Advisory Panel assists the Governing Board and Director of F4E in matters related to 
engineering, science and technology (for both ITER and Broader Approach activities). Concretely, 
the panel is tasked with preparing opinions and recommendations on the objectives and content 
of the Work Programme and individual project plans, monitoring of the technical implementation 
of the work programme and individual projects and providing reports to the Governing Board and 
providing advice on specific engineering, scientific and technological issues upon request of the 
Director or the Governing Board. In general there is a relatively high level supervision, thus day-to-
day management details are left to F4E management. If a specific problem arises that needs 
continued attention, the Committee will typically form a smaller working group to deal with the 
issue. 

Source: F4E 

F4E is currently the only European Joint Undertaking to have set up an audit committee. This has 
facilitated the clarification of the role of the Internal Audit Service of the EC (there was no reference 
to the role of the IAS in the Implementing Rules) and the efficient coordination of internal and 
external audit activities. It is now considered that there is a shared understanding of how the ECA 
will work with the internal audit capability within F4E. Moreover, the Audit Committee is seen as a 
good instrument to push the GB and F4E management to deal with the implementation of 
audit recommendations. 

The basic outline of the new organisation structure was approved by the Governing Board in 
October of 201015 in response to the Conclusions of the European Competitiveness Council of July 
2010 concerning ITER. A new organizational structure was introduced beginning in January 2011 
with the general goals of making F4E more project-oriented, consolidating administrative services 
and introducing a new middle level of management16:  

                                                               
15 Summary of Decisions of the 17th meeting of the Governing Board of the European Joint Undertaking for 
ITER and the development of fusion energy  
16 2011 F4E Annual Report pg. 16 
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• The two former administrative departments (Contracts and Procurement and Resources) 
were merged into one Administration Department; 

• The ITER Department was reorganized along more traditional project oriented lines, with 
ten project teams (one for each of the main ITER deliverables) and two support services (a 
project office in charge of planning, scheduling, quality assurance and cost control; and a 
technical support office with capacity in drawings, metrology and other technical areas). 
The teams have clear objectives and appropriate decision making power and are staffed by 
the adequate operational staff (procurement, legal, planning), rather on a ‘matrix 
management’ model. 

Figure 4: Unit ITER Organisational Diagrams 
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There is broad agreement that the transition from ‘discipline teams’ to ‘project teams’ (see figure 
above) has had a positive impact. Procurement efforts have also been divided along these lines 
allowing for better integration. F4E staff is now deployed in matrix arrangements with staff 
working in projects / managed by the project managers, but reporting to the Contracts and 
Procurement Unit. This is considered to work better than the previous staff deployment by 
discipline. A 'knowledge management cell' ensures transversal coordination between different 
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projects and supports with the identification of problems and transfer of best practices between 
procurement staff working on different projects.  

Project teams, with procurement tasks now divided in logical groupings surrounding different 
procurement components, have allowed project team managers to take ‘charge’ of the job, 
not referring to the top management on every issue. Important cost containment incentives 
(discussed later) have also been introduced for this mid-level management. Procurement and 
technical experts now cooperate more closely, and issues can be resolved within the teams. 
The re-structuring also aimed to identify new staff with practical skills (as opposed to people with a 
research profile). This has been largely successful (e.g. the manager of the building team in 
Cadarache has previous building experience in France).  

There were few adequate processes in place when F4E was set up as this was not considered the 
top priority to address at this time, with jumpstarting procurement activities being the main 
priority. Currently, most main procedures are in place and well documented (manuals of 
procedure have now been issued and will require continuous updating). However, some 
processes, having originated in the EC, remain poorly adapted to F4E, notably with regards to 
procurement and staff requirements.  

Box 9: Establishment of F4E 

In May 2006, the CCE-FU (Consultative Committee for the Euratom Specific Research and Training 
Programme in the Field of Nuclear Fusion Energy) agreed to a proposal of the European 
Commission to establish a preparatory group in view of the establishment of F4E (known as the 
European Legal Entity, or ELE at the time). Following several meetings during 2006, the ELE 
preparatory group reported to the CCE-FU regarding the rules of procedure for the ELE 
committees, the Financial Regulation, procurement rules and staffing needs. 

Source: F4E 2008 Annual Report 

Stakeholders familiar with the embryonic phases of the agency have noted that it was set up ‘in the 
image’ of the Commission and that this was a handicap in dealing with the very specific challenges 
the organisation faces. For instance, reserve lists were established by the European Personnel 
Selection Office (EPSO) under the coordination of the European Commission on behalf of F4E 
leading to what many stakeholders have cited as a lack of internal competencies in large industrial 
projects in the initial phases of F4E’s existence.  

Restrictions in the area of procurement include limitations on the use of the negotiated procedure 
that is considered particularly useful in the F4E context. For example, it is necessary to have a 
dialogue with contractors on technical and contractual issues in cases where an item passes from 
one contractor to the next (e.g. the first contractor is in charge of preparing a cable, the second 
puts it in a tube etc.) as this implies liability issues. However, the EC does not favour extensive use 
of this procedure, requiring specific justifications when used. F4E would like to ‘remove’ the 
exceptional status of this procedure. F4E also experienced a strong need for enhancing project 
management as multiple systems were in use that were not compatible between each other. This 
made assembling a coherent picture of activities from the various data sources impossible.  
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Momentum of the changes introduced by former F4E Director Franck Briscoe should be 
exploited by the new director. Despite what have been widely regarded as successful reforms to 
governance and organisational structure of the agency, stakeholders have cited numerous areas in 
which further steps can be taken to improve cost-effectiveness. 

The decision-making procedures are cumbersome and ill adapted to the management 
demands imposed upon F4E. Executive Committee (ExCo) meetings require a substantial prior 
effort in terms of the project office preparing documentation (1 staff month per year). The 
preparation of amendments to the work programme (to add a new activity) are very time 
consuming, however, an activity can not start prior to its approval in the work programme. This has 
led F4E to prepare more extensive work programmes just in case the schedule (i.e transmission of 
ITER specifications / procurement agreement) allows for an activity (i.e. a procurement) to start (this 
in turn leads to criticism if all programmed activities are not delivered).  

The Executive Committee is considered to perform well (approval of procurement strategy), 
however, there is a risk that the Committee cannot take a decision over failing to achieve the 
quorum of 9 out of the 16 members due to the fact that there are monthly meetings. ExCo 
members cannot always attend because of parallel duties leading to situations where 9 positive 
votes from of 9 attending members are required (according to stakeholder interviews, there has 
been one meeting where the quorum was not obtained because of one abstention, thus leading to 
a postponement of the decision).  

Some of the interviewed stakeholders have pointed out that a number of Governing Board 
members tend to be drawn from national fusion laboratories and are more concerned with their 
own budgets and ‘finding their place’, than with the project itself. Rigid and drawn out time 
requirements for submitting decisions for approval mean substantial administrative resources 
need to be mobilized to prepare committee documents and the system is not well adapted for 
the chronic uncertainty inherent to this sort of complex, multifaceted endeavour. This lack of 
flexibility in decision-making procedures does not allow management to efficiently or effectively 
manage risks inherent to such a project. The Governing Board has also habitually relied on ad hoc 
working groups, raising the question of the extent to which its subsidiary bodies or even F4E 
management should be addressing these issues. 

Furthermore, the complex political system in which the Governing Board operates circumscribes its 
latitude for action to a certain extent. In effect, while the GB has some margin of manoeuvre, 
notably through its power to set implementing rules for Financial Regulation, any changes in its 
statutes would require a decision from the Council. The second report of the Working Group on 
F4E Improvement recognizes this limited flexibility, stating it was ‘sought to make proposals that 
can be implemented within the bounds of the current statutes’.  

Finally, the relationship between the European Commission and the Governing Board has been 
somewhat problematic according to stakeholder interviews. On at least one crucial occasion, the 
appointment of the most recent Director, members of the Governing Board reported that tensions 
with the Commission had slowed the process down. Furthermore, the current extent to which F4E 
should be required to consult with the Commission on the adoption and amendment of the 
implementing rules for Staff and Financial regulations is questionable. Additionally, the Governing 
Board is also required to adopt rules on industrial policy, intellectual property and information 
dissemination in agreement with the Commission.  
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Table 5: Review of Recommendation(s) 

Recommendation 1 The recent evolutions in the structure and governance of F4E, in the 
short term, can be judged to be successful, however, the current 
structures should be given time to ‘prove’ themselves, before further 
major changes are considered.  

 

What further reorganisation or reforms can be implemented to bring about savings? 

As discussed in the previous section, from initial qualitative feedback, it is considered that the 
reforms that have been put in place since 2010 have been successful, although, measuring their 
precise impact, particularly in terms of cost-effectiveness, is not yet possible. While the new 
organisation needs sufficient time to ‘prove’ itself before further major changes can be considered, 
a number of both general areas and specific measure can be mentioned that could be 
implemented in the short term.  

The table below maps out the areas identified for further improvement, as well as the feasibility of 
enacting measures in these areas and the potential cost-savings that could be achieved in each of 
these domains relative to the resources needed to rebuild F4E’s contingency. In general, the most 
feasible measures are also the lowest in terms of cost-savings returns, while procurement, which 
has the highest potential for returns, poses the lowest levels of feasibility.  

Table 6: Areas identified for further improvement 

 Feasibility  Cost-saving potential  Recommendation 

Procurement 
  

2 

Staffing 
  

3 

Cost Containment 
  

4 

Decision making 
  

5 

Mission & Duties 
  

6 

Source: Ernst & Young  

High  Medium Low 
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Procurement is key to cost-effectiveness 

Given the nature of F4E activities and external constraints (i.e. lack of control over the overall 
design), the only real ‘lever’ for further cost-effectiveness on the scale needed to rebuild the 
contingency is procurement. Aside from the challenge of constantly evolving specifications and 
poorly adapted regulations, the cutting-edge nature of the components means that the 
market is often very narrow. EU Financial Regulation, from which F4E implementing rules stems, 
is designed for dealing with administrative costs and is not well adapted to the challenges faced by 
F4E. Management has worked to adapt to this situation by using competitive dialogue procedure 
for procurement, developing a business intelligence capacity to better understand markets and 
employing successful strategies, such as developing parallel prototypes between multiple 
suppliers at early stages of development.  

Additionally, knowledge and contract management tools have been recently introduced in the 
procurement process, beginning in September 2010. These tools will help manage complex 
projects and provide a ‘long-term repository’ for useful knowledge gained through procurement 
experiences. These improvements should help F4E improve the quality and coherence of internal 
and external reporting mechanisms and control costs through spotting potential delays and 
refining strategies. Internal audits of the procurement process have also played a proactive role in 
identifying possible changes according to stakeholders and internal documentation.  

Box 10: F4E Procurement Procedures 

Procurement procedures represent the end point of a hierarchy of strategic procurement plans 
that begins with the overall ITER procurement package strategy.     

Open procedure: ‘All economic operators are invited to submit a tender. Tenders are evaluated 
on the basis of the criteria published in the contract notice.’ 

Restricted procedure in two stages: 

‘Stage one: Call for expression of interest. Companies are shortlisted based upon technical and 
financial capabilities following the market survey. 

Stage two: Only pre-selected candidates are invited to submit their tender. Tenders are evaluated 
on the basis of the criteria published in the contract notice.’ 

Negotiated procedure: 

‘Can be used for the award of the contracts having a value of less than or equal to 250.000 Euro 
and in the exceptional cases defined in Article 100 of F4E Implementing rules. It is a procurement 
procedure without a prior publication of a contract notice in which F4E shall invite economic 
operators of its choice to submit tenders and, subject to the condition that they satisfy the 
exclusion and selection criteria, negotiate the terms of the contract with one of more of them.’  

Competitive dialogue: 

‘F4E can launch such procedure in collaboration with industry, when it is not possible to define 
the appropriate technical means or solutions to meet the F4E requirements.’ 

Source: F4E industry portal  
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Stakeholder interviews reveal that management is well aware of the challenges posed by the 
unique nature of the ITER project and the measures already taken within F4E have led to positive 
results. The organisation has recruited highly competent managers familiar with this area, adopted 
monitoring and control systems that will allow managers to more quickly detect and better 
manage dangers and has built of wealth of knowledge concerning and contacts within key markets 
through pre-procurement activities.  

Technical specifications of future adaptation of the procurement process are outside the scope of 
the study. Nevertheless, the evaluation exercise has highlighted some potential areas for 
improvement.  

One area of improvement that has been cited is the subject of liability. F4E contracts oblige 
suppliers to take on high levels of liability that are then passed onto the F4E. Furthermore, it is not 
clear, from a legal point of view, if this liability could ever be enforced should there be a failure of a 
component once it reaches the ITER level.   

Secondly processes for the award of grants and contracts have been described by some 
stakeholders and the Working Group on F4E improvement as bureaucratic and inefficient, with 
very demanding requirements on quality assurance, liabilities and intellectual property rights. 
These conditions may further degrade levels of competitiveness in already narrow markets, 
by dissuading some entities from submitting bids or leading to bidders being excluded on 
administrative grounds. The figure below shows that F4E has experienced difficulties in 
streamlining the procurement process.  

Figure 5: Delay for Award of Contracts and Grants (days) 
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Source: Ernst & Young/F4E 2011 Annual Report  

New EU Financial Regulations are not expected to have a major effect on the functioning of F4E, 
although they may provide some scope for simplification of procedures.  
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Box 11: New Financial Regulation and potential impact on F4E 

The EU Financial Regulation (FR) is the principal document of reference for the principles and 
procedures that govern the establishment and implementation of the EU budget and the control 
of the EU’s finances. The present version of the FR replaces the one adopted in 2002 and 
amended most recently in 2010. The legislative procedure for this (more substantial) revision was 
commenced in 2010 with a proposal from the Commission following a public consultation 
process with EU beneficiaries. Additionally, in October 2012, the European Commission adopted 
the new Rules of Application, which establish more detailed and technical rules essential for the 
day to day implementation of the FR.  

The EU sought to modernise its financial procedures in light of the objectives of Europe 2020. 
Generally speaking, the changes will focus on three areas: 

► Simplification of administrative requirements and streamlining procedures; 

► Accountability of financial management; 

► Innovation of new financial mechanisms.  

Notable changes include;  

► Shorter payment deadlines 

► Time-to-grant target and indicative deadline 

► Possibility of Multi-annual work programs 

► Abolishing the obligation to generate interests on 'pre-financing' and to return the 
interest 

► Shifting the emphasis of the grant system from reimbursing cost claims to payments for 
the delivery of results: lump sums, flat rates, unit costs 

► Lighter administrative requirements for a larger group of low-value grants 

► Further simplification and flexibility in the grant rules 

In general, the new regulations should not significantly impact F4E, although it may present 
some opportunities to streamline relations with its partners, particularly through grant 
agreements with European Fusion Labs. The administrative burden of grants can be very 
demanding for F4E’s fusion research partners and has been a common theme raised by 
stakeholders. For example, the tendency has been for EU grants to be reimbursed as a share of 
the actual costs incurred by the beneficiary, which requires time consuming paperwork both for 
the beneficiary and the Commission, which then checks the project not only against the delivery 
of the results, but also against the eligibility of all the costs claimed. The simplification concerns 
the addition of alternatives to actual costs, such as ‘lump sums’ (payments against delivery), ‘flat 
rates’ (percentages to cover certain categories of costs) and ‘unit costs’ (rates per unit, such as per 
person per day).  

The procurement rules are generally based on the EU Procurement Directives so the scope for 
changes is limited and shall not significantly impact F4E’s procurement procedures.  

Source: European Commission – DG RTD  
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Furthermore, procurement is constrained by the fact that procurement procedures need to 
be launched before the related detailed designs are completed (by ITER). This forces F4E to 
make use of framework contracts in situations not intended for the use of this type of contract. A 
good example to illustrate this is the recent procurement of remote handling activity, which was 
be organised through a framework contract: a first contract for a first set of activities, and then 
subsequent contracts depending on the inputs by ITER. The use of the framework contract implies 
no operational advantage apart from ensuring the continuity of the contractor. Nonetheless, there 
appears to be no solution to this issue (procurement conditioned by delays on design) as the 
compressed overall ITER schedule and the intention to make up for initial delays leads to an 
'extreme parallelization' of procurement assignments, further exacerbated by any delay. However, 
the parallelisation implies an increase in interfaces during procurement preparation. In this 
context, the governance problems related to the non-proportional influence of the EU within ITER 
IO compared to its budget contribution come into play again (see section dedicated to MS 
contribution). 

Along with narrow markets, over which F4E has little capacity to fundamentally impact, a 
limitation on procurement cited by many stakeholders is EU Financial Regulation. There is 
general agreement that the regulations imposed on F4E are not well adapted to their very 
particular objectives and constrain their capacity to innovatively approach cost-effectiveness. 
However, there has also been concern that F4E management has not sufficiently exploited the 
flexibility that is possible within the framework of the existing rules. The Working Group on 
F4E improvement is unsure as to the extent to which F4E is constrained by the rules and whether 
or not all measures have been taken to optimise their implementation and the procedures. 

The Financial Regulation of F4E is based on the principles of EURATOM’s Financial Regulation. Rules 
applied internally, however, may depart from them where the specific operating needs of the Joint 
Undertaking so require (subject to prior consultation with the Commission). The Governing Board 
approves the way in which the Financial Rules are to be applied in F4E’s Implementing Rules. 
However, the complex system of ‘layers’ mean that the Governing Board can itself make some 
changes, but more significant changes are complex and time-consuming.  

Thus, while procurement represents the only real lever for significant cost-savings, it is constrained 
by narrow markets and the latitude of action is limited by EU Financial Regulation. Beyond 
ensuring the legal minimum in terms of publicity and continuing efforts to inform industry, F4E can 
exercise little effect on the low levels of competition in the markets in which it intervenes. On the 
other hand, the organisation does have some room to potentially translate Financial Regulation 
into more adapted Implementing Rules. Nevertheless, there is a danger of overreliance on adapted 
procurement measures as they are the only variable over which F4E has control. Departing from 
the principle of open competition should always be clearly and transparently explained, with a 
precise discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of the various procedures for each 
contract.  

Staffing has improved considerably 

The staff number is considered adequate, but some chronic problems persist in human 
resources. The staff regulations remain largely unchanged and might sometimes appear as an 
impediment that inhibits necessary organizational change. They are considered by many to be ill-
adapted to the human resources needs of F4E. Moreover, the issue of staff turnover has been 
brought up by several F4E stakeholders. EU expatriate allowance is considered insufficient for the 
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cost of living in Barcelona and F4E must compete with the ‘attractive’ employment conditions 
offered by other international organizations and the internal advancement prospects are not in line 
with industry standards for managers. Finally, the transformation the organisation has undergone 
has posed some problems for human resources, such as cultural dissidence between employees as 
the orientation of the organisation changed and unclear definition of duties and objectives.  

Figure 6: Evolution of Staff Levels at F4E and Key HR Indicators 
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Source: Ernst & Young/F4E 2011 Annual Report  

Staffing levels were a persistent problem during initial phases of F4E’s creation. Sufficient time was 
not budgeted by the work programme in 2008 for basic capacity building activities, such as 
recruitment and training. While Commission Staff Regulations may circumscribe management’s 
ability to enact change in the organisation, staffing itself is not currently considered to be an issue. 
F4E has effectively identified and addressed a number of issues since 2008.  

Moreover, F4E has no freedom in its personnel structure, being obliged to adhere to the EC Staff 
Regulations, which are rather designed and adapted to an agency running an administrative 
structure or an executive agency, but not for F4E with high level technical dimension and project 
management objective. F4E needs people with strong technical knowledge and project 
management skills and experiences, rather than people that will spend only a few years in the 
agency as part of their longer lifetime EU career. Concretely, the lack of flexibility for the grading of 
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F4E staff mean that F4E management cannot adapt career trajectories to retain highly skilled 
Temporary Agents and there are the disparities between the grading of Officials and Temporary 
Agents in positions of similar responsibility.  

Confusion about the mission of F4E and the roles and responsibilities of staff manifested itself early 
on. Slow application of internal control standards meant that a clear mission for F4E, detailed job 
descriptions and a system of clear annual objectives for all staff were only slowly put in place. Other 
basic human resources elements such as a system for annual staff evaluation were also only slowly 
implemented.  

Some chronic difficulties that persist at F4E include low-motivation of staff and, as described by a 
2010 management improvement plan and interviewed stakeholders, a ‘clash’ of different 
cultures (administrative, technical and industrial) that may limit the ability of staff to work 
together effectively and creates high levels of friction between individuals and units. On a more 
general level, a culture of reporting and cost-containment remains underdeveloped in the 
organisation. The management and GB have shown a willingness to address these problems, many 
of which were a by-product of insufficient internal controls. With more rigorous implementation of 
generic management principles, such as well defined responsibilities and expectations, clear 
objectives and internal processes, these issues should improve considerably.    

The agency has formulated a coherent multi-annual policy plan for staffing. Staff numbers are set 
to remain at current level through 2015. In the long-term, F4E will have to demonstrate 
considerable flexibility in ‘re-gearing’ itself for the operating phase of the ITER project and, much 
further down the road, the dismantling of the site.  

With regard to employees’ compensation, the EC expatriate allowance / salary calculation implies 
the application of a coefficient of 0,9 for Spain, and this has been argued to fail to consider the 
substantially higher costs of living in Barcelona (compared to Brussels for example, and other 
Spanish cities). Moreover, F4E can only make limited use of interim staff to cover staff on leave 
or address vacancies, since the use of ABAC17 is limited to permanent staff18. Whilst on the whole 
the staff number is considered adequate, resource utilisation would benefit substantially from a 
reduction in audit work - the latter consumes about 20 % of staff time.  

While many staffing problems can be identified early on, these have been largely remedied by the 
implementation of basic internal controls and procedures. The objectives and orientations of the 
organisation were decisively reaffirmed with its restructuring over the past two years, although 
cultural differences may still linger and inhibit, to a limited extent, the sound functioning of the 
organisation. More leverage over internal resources policy could help indirectly improve cost-
effectiveness by attracting and retaining highly qualified and motivated staff, although this 
possibility is judged unlikely by the rigidity of EU rules.  

 

                                                               
17 The Accrual Based Accounting is a transactional information system allowing for the execution and 
monitoring of all budgetary and accounting operations by an institution or a Community body. It has been 
developed by the Commission and includes a comprehensive set of features to ensure compliance with the 
General Financial Regulation and its Implementing Rules 
18 The Budget and Finance and HR sections experience a limitation with regard to the use of interim staff as 
only statutory staff is allowed access to ABAC or can deal with HR core tasks (this is in line with Internal Audit 
Capability recommendations). 
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Internal cost-containment measures need to be improved 

Cost-containment has been a leitmotiv of reform within the organisation over the past two years. 
Negotiations following cost overruns for the ITER project have capped the European contribution 
to the construction phase of ITER (including construction costs, the running costs and 
contingencies) to an amount of 6,000 million Euros, some 600 million lower than F4E's estimate of 
the required resources. In light of the reduction in the F4E resource estimates imposed by the EU 
Council, the only immediate option was to reduce the contingency for ITER construction by 600 
million Euros. However, an adequate contingency will be needed to help deal with adverse 
developments that may arise over the course of the ITER construction phase.   

F4E was subsequently invited to draw up a plan detailing how the reduced budget will be achieved 
while ensuring that sufficient funds are reserved for contingencies. This paper was presented to the 
Competitiveness Council in November 2010 and F4E has continued to develop its cost-
containment strategy since this report. In the original report seven areas (detailed below) of cost-
containment measures were identified on the F4E level, while additional measures were also 
proposed that could be pursued in conjunction with ITER IO.  

A review of planned activities was scheduled in order to reassess some of the cost estimates that 
were established in 2008. Since that time, the scope of F4E’s obligations to the ITER project had 
been more clearly defined and the improvement in the level of design maturity of other packages 
allowed for a more accurate estimation of costs. Simplifications in procurement sharing were also 
sought out wherever possible in order to decrease risk.  

The report also identified procurement as a key area of cost reduction. Actions included the 
increased use of competitive or negotiated procurement procedures in order to allow for increased 
interactions with possible suppliers before finalizing the tender requests for highly complex 
components, the implementation of industry standard terms and conditions for F4E tenders, earlier 
and increased participation of industry through information seminars and the Industrial Liaison 
Officer Network, invitation for tenders outside of Europe, where possible, and peer review of 
procurement strategies between different governing and subsidiary bodies.   

The project managers that head each of the project teams within the reorganized ITER department 
have also been placed at the centre of this strategy. Each manager is assigned an individually 
negotiated amount of capped financial and human resources in order to establish a culture of cost 
containment among the newly created level of managers. Secondly, a new ‘unit’ for project 
management has been created within the ITER Department. This unit, which reports directly to the 
F4E Director, is responsible for gathering reports from the project managers in order to monitor the 
overall implementation of tasks and cost containment.  

It was also proposed that joint work with other Domestic Agencies could be carried out in relation 
to particular procurement agreements that could be mutually beneficial for all parties. While F4E 
was actively exploring these possibilities, it would be the industrial suppliers that would actually 
implement any collaboration. Furthermore, the possibility was of reassessing parallel European 
programmes in support of ITER and adopting a less ambitious approach was also raised. These 
parallel activities have been somewhat curtailed since 2010, although F4E is reluctant to 
completely cease some activities which may represent important investments for Europe during 
the operational phase of the ITER project.  
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Finally, a series of measures have been implemented in order to reduce F4E running costs, 
although this accounts of only a trivial part of the cost savings needed (the administrative 
budget was roughly 6 % of the operational budget in 2011) due to the relatively small size of 
the F4E administrative budget. These measures include;  

• Reducing the number of conferences every staff member is permitted to attend on an 
annual basis;  

• Reduction in travel costs through demanding justification for each case in which more than 
two members of staff request to attend the same meeting outside Europe;  

• Increasing the number of video meetings used; 
• Identifying more economic travel arrangements for the route Barcelona-Cadarache; 
• Limit the use of business class travel outside of Europe; 
• Reviewing internal policies for language training, mobile phone usage, and other 

information technology issues; 
• Equipping middle management with the means to track and control their administrative 

expenditure. 

One specialised staff member is allocated to cost containment, and ensures ongoing monitoring of 
cost evolution of all items. One key issue here is that ITER finds it difficult to freeze the design of a 
component, even after contracting / implementation has started, e.g. the design of the building 
should be completed, however, ITER introduces design changes - caused by changed or not 
completed design of the items that need to go into the building. This implies cost risks. Note that 
by the end of 2012 the contract for the building will be in place, however, this is also likely to be 
affected by design changes, with the French nuclear authority potentially increasing the standards 
to be applied in Cadarache (stress tests). The context of reinforced nuclear safety after the 
Fukushima event might lead to such modifications. The stress tests are considered out of 
proportion to the possible risks: the site has to be tested against multiple loads19. For example, the 
test was increased from 20 to 100 loads including a combination of different loads (e.g. liquid 
hydrogen leak combined with earthquake and strong winds...). All this will affect design with the 
related cost increases. 

Subsequent reports to the Competitiveness Council have outlined further measures to be 
implemented. These include pursuing offsetting measures with ITER IO in order to address cost 
increases in accordance with the MAC 10 guidelines, which stipulate that in cases where the IO 
requests that significant changes be implemented without additional credit, the IO and the DA(s) 
will seek out measures to offset the cost increases incurred and taking advantage of the general 
shift towards more functional specifications in the procurement agreements being negotiated with 
ITER IO (this represents both the possibility of cost increases and cost cuts). Furthermore, additional 
cuts in the organisation activities falling outside the scope of ITER obligations have been proposed 
to be brought for consideration.   

While an exhaustive cost-containment plan has been identified by management, cost-
containment measures need to be made more explicit (more precise and quantified) and 
follow-up reports should provide the level of attainment of identified objectives and an 
explanation of why the measure was or was not successful. In the external and, more 
importantly, internal reporting documents consulted by evaluators, there was no systematic 
feedback from one report to another concerning the success or failure of the measures targeted for 
                                                               
19 load = a risk that could affect the site. 
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cost-containment, in terms of cost-savings achieved or other relevant performance indicators. 
Furthermore, little or no follow up concerning cost-containment is provided in the bimonthly 
progress reports. The only documents made available to evaluators by F4E management reporting 
on the performance of these measures were the annual progress reports to the Competitiveness 
Council and certain working group reports.   

Decision-making could be further streamlined  

Governance is considered to constrain budgeting: e.g. for a budget change identified in early 
2012 to be approved, this needs to be presented to the concerned Committee by June 2012, with 
Governing Board approval not before December 2012; however, during the six months of 
procedure, the budget needs might have changed, making the procedure redundant. Similarly, the 
2013 budget needed to be presented to the governance structures by October 2012, at a time 
when the EC had not yet decided on its contribution to the budget, thus making the procedure 
meaningless (i.e. F4E prepared a budget without full knowledge of key data and implying 
subsequent amendments).  

Improvements are also noted with regard to 'being in full control' of budget issues, e.g. in the past, 
there was no risk control in terms of monitoring the 'health' of bank guarantees accompanying 
large contracts (now, F4E can ask contractors to change to a different bank, if a specific bank 
already provides a large number of guarantees, and thus can be considered a risk). This ability also 
illustrates advances in internal data systems. Other improvements in control relate to treasury, e.g. 
in the past, F4E could only provide data on debts / movements per contract; now, this information 
is also available per contractor.  

The annual budget exercise is not considered suitable for large scale procurement, and it appears 
that this has been addressed by dividing the budget into (1) a commitment budget covering 2 
years, and (2) a payment budget covering 1 year. 

Budget execution has been an issue in the past; however, performance is improving despite 
ongoing constraints. 

Figure 7: Evolution of Implementation of Available Budget (2008 – 2011) 
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Source: Ernst & Young/F4E 2011 Annual Report 
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Mission and duties should be less diffuse   

In addition to obligations emanating from the ITER agreements, F4E is responsible for Europe's 
involvement in the Broader Approach activities and a programme of activities in preparation for 
the construction of a demonstration fusion reactor (DEMO) and related facilities. With a multitude 
of missions, F4E finds itself in a much more complicated position than most of the other Domestic 
Agencies. This complexity can threaten the ability of the organisation to deliver on ITER obligations 
in a timely and cost-effective manner.  

In the joint French/German position paper submitted to the Working Group on F4E improvement, 
it is noted that ‘at present F4E has taken over several tasks which go beyond the procurement of 
components for ITER and contracts supervision. This results in a loss of transparency and efficiency 
in the organisation, with difficulties for the management organisation, with difficulties for the 
management to supervise the individual F4E divisions and prevents the necessary close control 
and monitoring of resources and costs’. The contribution goes on to recommend that the technical 
competencies of F4E should be exploited only within the context of project management and that 
‘If technical developments are necessary for in-kind deliveries, such developments should be 
performed by industry in the framework of larger contracts, if necessary in cooperation with the 
national fusion laboratories’. It was further recommended that ‘For the present time, F4E should 
concentrate on the ITER construction and should have no direct involvement on DEMO beyond 
that foreseen in the Broader Approach Agreement’.  

Little success in rebuilding contingency 

Despite cost-containment efforts across all the areas addressed in this section since 2010, F4E has 
not been able to rebuild of a sufficient contingency. In its 2012 progress report to the Council, it 
reported a nominal contingency of 8 million Euros, while estimating that their total exposure to 
cost risks at 180 to 250 million Euros, notably for the re-design of buildings and vacuum vessel, 
addition of new scope for buildings, increase in cost for PF coil and global transport. The Deloitte 
report released in December of 2012 echoed the political and economic threat that this situation 
poses to the organisation. While the aforementioned measures proposed in this report may 
strengthen cost-containment measures within the organisation, with the level of cost risks inherent 
to such an endeavour, there is a very high probability of cost-overruns provoking further political 
turmoil. 
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Figure 8: Evolution of F4E and ITER IO contingencies 
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Source: F4E/Ernst & Young  

For 2013-2014, the expected change in the contract portfolio (moving from a few very large 
contracts in 2010-2011 to a large number of smaller but equally complex contracts) is a cause of 
concern with regard to staff numbers, and reinforces the need to focus on core business. It has also 
been underlined that the EC staff conditions are designed for long-term career paths, and are not 
well suited to the F4E 5-year contracts (ITER is to be ready by then). For example, pension rights 
only accrue after 10 years of service, and in general terms, the EC path of promotions is slow. 

Table 7: Review of Recommendation(s) 

Recommendation  2 While there is little margin of manoeuvre in the area of procurement, it is 
considered the only real lever for significant cost containment. Continued 
efforts should be made by F4E vis-à-vis procurement, notably ensuring that 
procurement activity is sufficiently staffed in view of the increasing 
parallelisation of procurement and constantly striving to increase 
competition.  

Recommendation  3 F4E should be exempted from following EC Staff Regulations, allowing the 
organisation to respond more flexibly to evolving needs and establishing a 
more adapted paradigm for career evolution that reflects the unique nature 
of the agency and increases attractiveness to potential applicants. 

Recommendation  4 Cost containment measures need to be more explicitly identified and 
objectives set and, when possible, quantified. Follow-up on cost-
containment measures should be regular and systematic, including the 
amount of cost savings or other relevant indicators.   

Recommendation  5 F4E should take steps to ensure management has the ability to react quickly 
by devolving further decision-making responsibilities. 

Recommendation  6 Clear priority should be given to ITER obligations, meaning parallel activity 
may need to be delayed or stopped completely if it represents a significant 
cost threat or an important potential savings. 
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2.2 MEMBER STATES CONTRIBUTION 

What is the impact of the financial, economic and political roles of Member States within 
F4E´s organisation, particularly on management and cost-effectiveness? 

The coordination with key stakeholders (EC and France) has improved 

Meetings with the EC are conducted every two months to discuss budget issues. Similarly, there are 
frequent meetings with the French authorities (every 2-3 months), focussing on adapting 
budgeting to French budget planning. Finally, there are also 'tri-partite' meetings (EC, France and 
F4E). In this context, F4E stakeholders have underlined that its budget processes are completely 
transparent to the EC and France even if it is considered that these two parties could be more vocal 
in supporting F4E’s interests (i.e. supranational) in the context of GB meetings. 

Box 12: ITER France 

France, as host state to the ITER IO has put in place two operational entities to ensure its 
obligations towards the project; the ITER mission office based in the regional prefecture and ITER 
France. The latter was established by interministerial decree within the Commissariat à l’Energie 
Atomique et aux Energies Alternatives (CEA) (Commissariat for Atomic and Alternative Energies). 
From 2007 to 2009, ITER France had responsibility for the site preparation, including clearing, 
leveling and auxiliary works such as the installation of water and electrical supply infrastructure, as 
well as the welcoming of ITER IO staff and their families. Currently, ITER France is now overseeing 
the construction of the ITER Headquarters. The agency also manages the French contribution to 
the ITER project (both in-kind and financial) and will ultimately oversee the decommissioning of 
the site. ITER France centralizes all the contributions from France to F4E, collecting the funds then 
transferring them to F4E in function of their needs (credit-payments). France is responsible for 
20 % of the overall financing to F4E in addition to indirect contributions through the Euratom 
budget, which ensures the other 80 % of F4E financing. The level of French funding has doubled 
since the original sum (roughly 200 million Euros) was negotiated in 2006. Following negotiations 
that took place September to October 2011, the current level of French contribution stands at 
1 116,8 million Euros in 2008 values.  

ITER project, and consequently F4E, is a large and ambitious international project generating 
political pressure 

The MS occupy a dichotomous position within this endeavour. Europe, as a whole, is deeply 
invested in the success of ITER project, which has been made possible at a substantial expense of 
research funding for other energy projects, yet MS have immediate interests in cost control 
(potentially to the detriment of quality) and protecting national interests (fusion laboratories and 
the wider nuclear industry) that are at odds with the success of the project as a whole. Moreover, 
F4E finds itself under constant scrutiny linked to the political pressure on the European level for 
this project to succeed in order to demonstrate Europe’s ability to complete large and ambitious 
international projects despite the disparate national and corporate interests that potentially mire 
these sorts of endeavours, particularly with the difficulties met in the past in this area (e.g. Galileo). 

Concern has been raised about the ‘dominance’ of certain national industries in F4E procurement. 
France in particular benefits from geographical proximity and a more developed nuclear industry. 
This has created a certain amount of political pressure from MS. From the point of view of F4E, it is 
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difficult to go further than ensuring the legal minimum in terms of the publicity of contract 
opportunities. Any further effort would entail the mobilisation of resources and are not 
considered ‘core businesses’. Some stakeholders have reported that there is constant informal 
political pressure for contracts to be awarded in such a way that they are commensurate with MS 
contribution. Large, politically connected companies that are dissatisfied with the outcome of a 
bidding process have complained directly to Commissioners and Ministers.  

Figure 9: Award of grants and contracts by Member States 2008 - 2011 
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Source: Ernst & Young/F4E 2011 Annual Report  

 

Box 13: F4E Financing 

Euratom  

The contribution from Euratom constitutes the main source of revenue for F4E. The Euratom 
financial contribution is provided through the Euratom Framework research programmes. These 
programmes are adopted for a period of five years and annual contributions are confirmed with 
each budget as approved annually by the Council and the European Parliament.  

ITER Host State  

Financial contributions from the ITER Host State correspond to a commitment to cover 9.09% of 
the total costs of the ITER construction phase. The breakdown of this contribution is proportional 
to the Euratom contribution. 

Member State Contributions  

Annual Membership Contributions (AMCs) paid by F4E Members except for Euratom are calculated 
based on 10 % of the administrative expenditure calculated at the time of the preparation of the 
draft budget. 
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Figure 10: Commitment Appropriations  

FP VII 2020 

End construction 

Euratom 2.167 5.462 

ITER Host State 257 1.095 

Member States 12 43 

Total budget 1.537 6.600 

Source: 2011 Resource F4E Estimate (in Millions of Euros) 

The political weight of Europe within the ITER Council is not commensurate with its contribution. 
Some of the interviewed stakeholders stressed that F4E is affected by an ITER governance issue 
insofar as the EU does not manage to 'push its views' in line with its budget weight. For example, a 
current procurement focuses on vacuum vessel sectors with most components to be procured in 
Europe, and a minor component to be procured in India - notwithstanding, the financial weight of 
the EU components, delays on the Indian component hold up progress on the European 
components, forcing F4E to 'acrobatic contract conditions', mainly by leaving all options open 
whilst waiting for the outcome on the minor Indian component. 

Figure 11: ITER Signatories 

 

Source: Ernst & Young/ITER Agreement  
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What can Member States contribute in terms of logistics, organisation and hosting/siting of 
facilities in order to reduce F4E´s future administrative costs? 

Member States have very limited margins or levers in order to modify or improve their 
contribution to F4E administrative costs  

There is no political will and few financial resources to commit any sort of direct financial aid to F4E. 
Spain’s budget troubles illustrate well the problems this poses for European Agencies in Spain. 
Indeed, a common problem for all the EU Agencies in Spain is the difficulty to implement the Seat 
Agreement as the Spanish authorities maintain all Agencies in provisional premises because of 
domestic budget constraints. 

National representatives to F4E and members of the European fusion research community (bearing 
in mind that there is a very substantial overlap between these two groups) have been critical 
concerning the underdeveloped cooperation between F4E and the fusion community. They argue 
that the best way to increase MS contribution is through enhanced cooperation with the national 
fusion laboratories. However, while more harmonious relations would certainly be fruitful, it is not 
evident that laboratories would be able to provide components cheaper than industry or would be 
even equipped to take on the necessary responsibilities (and liabilities) related to this sort of 
procurement contract.  

Moreover, there are issues over the legal status of some of the laboratories preventing them to get 
involved in public procurement (e.g. German laboratories do not accept liability guarantees). While 
there is legitimacy to wider concerns about the capacity of the scientific community to 
develop the know-how necessary to take advantage of the scientific and, in the long-term, 
economic opportunities that ITER presents, saddling F4E with this objective would lead to 
higher costs. 

European fusion laboratories might be further involved in the ITER project by F4E 

National laboratories and the EFDA (European Fusion Development Agreement) have played an 
integral part in supporting F4E and the ITER project. Notably, experiments at JET (the Joint 
European Tokamak, an experimental fusion reactor being run at Culham, UK) have been essential 
to solving design problems for the ITER project. A great deal of effort is being funnelled into 
capacity building in view of ITER operation post-2020. The Seventh multi-annual Framework 
Programme of Euratom for nuclear research and training activities (2007 to 2011) aims to develop 
the knowledge base for ITER and its implementation.  
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Box 14: European Fusion Development Agreement 

Fusion research is conducted in national research institutes and universities across the Union. At 
European level fusion research and development has been part of the Community research 
programmes since the inception of the Euratom Treaty in 1957. The European Union has 
established an integrated and coordinated programme in fusion research with participation of a 
majority of Member States and ‘associated third states’. The programme is managed by the 
European Commission, which is assisted by a consultative committee of Member State 
representatives in the implementation of the programme (the “CCE-FU”).  

The European Fusion Development Agreement (EFDA), originally created in 1999, is a framework 
contract between Euratom and the national European fusion research institutions (Euratom 
Fusion "Associations"). EFDA focuses on research coordination with two main objectives: to 
prepare for the operation and exploitation of ITER and to further develop and consolidate the 
knowledge base needed for overall fusion development and in particular for DEMO, the first 
electricity producing experimental fusion power plant being built after ITER. The main mechanism 
of participation in the programme is the “Contract of Association”. Each state, or organization 
within a state, concludes a contract with the European Commission (representing Euratom), 
creating a “Euratom Association”. This contract specifies the work programme to be carried out 
within the overall Work Programme for fusion, promotes mutual access to major facilities, and 
provides the mechanism for funding from Euratom. 

Source: EFDA website  

With the arrival of the ‘ITER era’ and F4E’s central role in the European fusion field, the EFDA´s role 
has changed and it has been subsequently reorganised. A revised European Fusion Development 
Agreement entered into force in January 2008. Cooperation now focuses on research coordination 
for the preparation, operation and exploitation of the ITER reactor and on further developing and 
consolidating the knowledge base needed for overall fusion development (and the eventual 
construction of DEMO, an experimental fusion power plant planned for post-ITER operation). 

In line with the unmet expectations of EU’s fusion community, which was expecting further 
financial support and granting from the ITER project, and a limited relationship with F4E, a new 
paradigm appears to be needed for cooperation with European fusion laboratories. Laboratories 
have seen their funding ‘eaten up by ITER’ and Member States are pushing for more ‘cooperation’ 
between F4E and national fusion laboratories in order to relieve some of the financial strains. The 
research community warns of the possibility of insufficient research infrastructure and 
scientific capacity to take full advantage of an operational ITER reactor, which raises questions 
concerning the long-term return on investment of this project, of which Europe has paid a very 
important share.  

However, the majority of F4E activities do not correspond well with activities of fusion 
laboratories. These national laboratories traditionally function in an academic framework, while 
F4E responsibilities demand more ‘typical’ industrial contracts. Research institutions are not 
comfortable with industrial contracts where a component for a fixed price has to be provided. 
Today, most of the European fusion laboratories cooperate with F4E through grant agreements 
which finance 40 % of costs and entail significant administrative burden. In addition there is the 
problem of competitiveness regulations. Laboratories’ experts cannot be invited to help F4E at a 
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given moment if they might be part of one of the processes of building the component later on. 
There seem to be two ways of changing the current relationship:  

• By a modification of the EU Council regulation for F4E, saying that the European fusion 
laboratories are considered partners and will not be subject to the same type of legal 
framework as other stakeholders (industrial ones mainly); 

• Or by F4E making specific bilateral agreements with the laboratories defining another type 
of cooperation, different than the ones with industrial stakeholders and that would allow 
F4E to benefit from fusion laboratories knowledge.  

While fusion laboratories have played a valuable role in the ITER project and helped F4E with 
complex technical problems through grant agreements, it is not apparent that relying on national 
fusion laboratories for procuring large industrial components is an effective cost-reduction 
possibility. F4E has a clearly defined responsibility to make procurements in view of meeting 
Europe’s obligations to the ITER and Broader Approach Agreements. The agency should not be 
tasked with the responsibility of ensuring that national laboratories are in a position to build 
up the technical capacity to fully exploit the ITER reactor once it is operational nor to play an 
active role in the coordination of fusion research.  

Solutions such as partnerships between industry and laboratories might be defined. Laboratories 
would be financed through R&D partnerships contracts. There have been much fewer contracts of 
that kind than what was planned. 

Moreover, relations of F4E with EU industry might also be improved. It has been suggested that 
there is currently a lack of plan at EU level regarding the development of industry competencies in 
fusion. Such a plan would consist in: 

•  Clearly identifying the needed technology and know-how 

•  Be clear on expected outcomes at EURATOM level 

•  Have R&D contracts with industrial companies and laboratories such as partnership 
agreements in order to secure the development of this know-how. Industry then shall be 
able to protect this know-how (in order to be able to invest safely in the development of 
these new materials) and to respond to related calls for proposals. 

Other existing possibilities to get Member States involved differently mainly rely on F4E 
budget and in-kind contributions but are not appropriate without a strong political and 
regulatory change in the overall ITER project frame. 

A first possibility would consist in a change in the project management, with the EC transferring 
the EU participation management to the Member States. However, in the current political and 
budgetary context of the EU Member States, and considering the involvement of the EC in the 
project management so far, this solution does not seem politically appropriate.  

Moreover, France is already involved in the ITER budget more or less at the same level than the 
other six project donors (20 % of the 45 % EU contribution to ITER, i.e. 9 %) but does not have a 
partner status. Politically, a further financial involvement of France therefore seems complex 
considering its asymmetric political influence on the project. France also indirectly participates to 
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ITER project through EURATOM (about 16 % of Euratom's budget) as well as some expenditure 
related to the project construction (transport infrastructure etc…), whereas other Member States 
only contribute through their Euratom contribution. 

The second possibility concerns the in-kind contribution of Member States. In this regards, F4E 
might make more use of the laboratories’ know-how (see above), especially on issues on which 
they are the only people who have it (e.g. the new tungsten Divertors, in the Tokamak and the 
related project at the Cadarache IRFM (France national laboratory). 

The original idea when setting up F4E functioning was that R&D contracts would make up for the 
decrease in EU financing, but delays in F4E work programme realization rate have jeopardized this 
idea. F4E might however delegate some parts to MS. For example, the construction of ITER IO Seat 
in Cadarache has been entirely delegated to Agence ITER France (CEA), and has been realized in the 
expected calendar and budget frame. This happened because the MS have the know-how for 
actual project management. 

Last, there could be more Seconded National Experts (SNE) working in F4E. However, a call for SNEs 
in the different Member States has been made in the summer of 2012, but its result was limited in 
terms of effectiveness as there has finally been only one contract that was signed. Moreover, the 
employment of SNEs also creates some difficulties insofar as: 

• they are available little time; 

• EU rules limit what they can do within F4E (no negotiation nor management of contracts, 
no financial involvement…). 

Table 8: Review of Recommendation(s) 

Recommendation  7 ITER should be maintained within the general budget of the EU in order 
to avoid chronic uncertainty about the projects financing, both in 
Europe and on the international level.  

Recommendation  8 While national fusion labs may not be able to cost-effectively provide 
ITER components on a large scale, a new paradigm should be sought for 
the relationship between F4E and the labs. In particular, the new 
financial regulations may provide the means to revisit current grant 
funding schemes in order to decrease the administrative burden.  

 

2.3 MONITORING AND CONTROL SYSTEMS 

What control, monitoring, or benchmarking systems could be put in place with a view to 
achieve long-term financial sustainability with regard to the EU budget?   

Due to its unique position, F4E is subject to a complex array of internal control systems. Generally 
speaking, F4E operates within two control environments; the EU Internal Control Standards (ICS) 
and the ITER-wide Quality Requirements, as an ITER supplier. Additionally, certain activities are 
subject to compliance with the requirements of the French Nuclear Safety Authority, notably the 
work site in Cadarache. 
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Monitoring and control systems have recently much improved and have started to contribute to 
F4E organisation and management transformation.  

Each year the ECA produces an audit opinion and report based on the previous years’ activities. 
This opinion relates uniquely to the legal and regulatory compliance of the financials of F4E. 

A review of the financial regulation of the Joint Undertaking was conducted by the European Court 
of Auditors (ECA), which expressed an opinion in 2008 containing a number of observations. By 
2011, F4E management had accepted 48 of the 50 recommendations, with the last two 
recommendations having been taken up after further analysis. Furthermore, F4E has displayed a 
willingness to consider and react constructively to ECA observations made during subsequent 
audits. Stakeholders have cited this as an ‘indicator of willingness’ to adapt and evolve. 

Table 9: Implementation of ECA Recommendations 

ECA Recommendations 2008-2010 

  PR 1 PR 2 PR 3 PR 4  PR  PR 6  PR 7  PR 8  

Implemented  7 7 9 15 15 15 20 21 

Ongoing   10 10 8 13 13 13 5 4 

No Action   2 2 2 6 6 6 9 9 

Source: F4E bimonthly progress reports 

A further positive step in continuing the development of internal controls and monitoring systems 
is a clarification of the role of the Internal Audit Service of the EC. There was no reference to the role 
of the IAS in the Financial Regulation, however, it is now clear how the IAS work with the Internal 
Audit Capability (IAC) within F4E (see below), and their role is complementary. F4E is the only 
European joint undertaking to have set up an audit committee. 

F4E’s Internal Audit Capability has been in place since 2009 and comprises three staff. The IAC 
reports to the Director (as opposed to the EC Internal Audit Service (IAS) and the Audit Committee 
that report to the GB). The IAC function might benefit from additional resources as the work load is 
considerable (audit work and consultancy for management). There seems to have been a particular 
pressure on IAC because of the difficult situation with top management staff in 2011/2012 (e.g. 2 
out of 3 heads of departments left; the first attempt to recruit a new director failed etc.). 

IAC have a good cooperation with: 

• The IAS (since 2012), including the joint audit risk assessment in 2011. The joint audit risk 
assessment led to the establishment of the 2012-2014 audit plan that is implemented in 
cooperation between the IAS and the IAC. 

• Other Agencies in the framework of the Network of Auditors established following an EP 
request in 2007. This operates under the Chair of the IAS, with two meetings per year and 
additional working group meetings.   
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Table 10: Implementation of Internal Audit Recommendations 

Internal Audit Action Plans  

 PR 1 PR 2 PR 3 PR 4 PR 5 PR 6 PR 7 PR 8 

Accepted 
Recommendations 

43 43 43 43 130 130 138 167 

Implemented  28 34 33 34 61 61 67 79 

Ongoing  8 6 9 9 27 27 38 61 

Not Started   7 3 1 0 41 41 29 16 

Cancelled    0 0 0 0 1 1 4 11 

Source: F4E bimonthly progress reports 

More recently, the Administration and Finance Committee has been established as a new forum for 
addressing and better preparing decisions for the Governing Board in this field. The Committee 
works closely with IAS, Internal Audit Capability and the ECA and has helped ensure coherence 
between these actors.  

Finally, major improvements are underway to improve the project management system with 
external assistance. These improvements will allow better budget forecasting, improved and early 
detection of deviations and exceptions, and aid in the identification of preventative as well as 
corrective actions. The Primavera software, which is shared with other DAs and ITER, represents a 
notable improvement concerning the availability of information. There is also a need to put in 
place a comprehensive tool to integrate operational and financial data (ABAC and SAP), which F4E 
has begun to address. In January/February 2012, management began implementing an integrated 
reporting system based upon F4E IT Data Warehouse framework and contract management 
platform. 

Improved internal controls and monitoring systems may help to better plan and reduce delays in 
the future, an important ‘point of friction’, between F4E and stakeholders.  

While external constraints, notably time delays originating with ITER IO, weigh heavily on F4Es 
ability to formulate multiannual plans and reliable cost estimates, continually improving and 
adapting internal control and monitoring systems is crucial to harmonious relationships with 
important stakeholders. A lack of a pluriannual integrated vision has made collaboration with F4E 
difficult, particularly for less ‘flexible’ actors that must approach resource issues from a long-term 
point of view. The lack of reliability in F4Es cost estimates has been deplored by some of the 
stakeholders, to which their direct contribution is linked. Stakeholders have cited an insufficient 
link made between the project management and financial management tools. The ECA has 
confirmed this opinion, themselves reiterating the need to put in place a comprehensive tool to 
integrate operational and financial data   
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Overall, transparency is considered to have improved. Two main tools are noted, (1) indicators, and 
(2) the reporting system. (1) The F4E Budget and Finance Unit uses a series of indicators. In the area 
of finance, this includes: 

• the number of dossiers handled, and 

• the time for making payments (substantial reduction from nearly seven weeks in May 2011 
down to three weeks in October 2012, and this despite an increase in the number of 
dossiers handled). 

The following schemes highlight the evolution of these two indicators.  

Figure 12: Payments and Payment Delays 
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Source: F4E Bimonthly progress reports 

In the area of Budget, new indicators are being prepared as the focus on budget execution is not 
considered useful to reflect staff efficiency / effectiveness with too many external factors affecting 
budget execution (e.g. a change in French nuclear law) - new indicators focus on the correctness of 
budget forecasts. These indicators (KPIs, Key Performance Indicators) are presented in the 
internally circulated bi-monthly monitoring reports that feed into the annual reports.  
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(2) Transparency will also benefit from integrated reporting, with three separate databases (ABAC, 
Primavera (project management), and Human Resources) to feed into a Central Data Warehouse 
facilitating tailor made reporting. In the past, the three reporting systems were not compatible, 
with frequent data inconsistencies between the three systems. The new data architecture ensures 
data verification, and will allow real-time reporting, and the latter will also allow providing answers 
to external stakeholders such as the EP more quickly. 

Whilst the figures reported in the 2011 Annual Report appear positive (99 % of audit 
recommendations accepted by management), this indicator is not considered sufficient, as it 
appears that follow up on the audit recommendations has been very limited. This might be 
explained by the governance changes, which generated a high work load of F4E staff. Indeed, 
follow-up needs to be triggered by top management and there have been a lot of vacancies and 
staff turnover at this level. The Bi-Monthly Monitoring Reports include a section on audit, and the 
internal control section now includes a table with all IAS, ECA, IAC recommendations and related 
follow up (implemented, in progress etc.).  

It has been underlined that these reports have only been ‘operational’ since 2012 as the reports 
now include most indicators and related measurement / data. The percentage of accepted audit 
recommendations has now decreased, however, the follow up has improved with more profound 
discussions at the Audit Committee, and the latter now asks the GB and management to prioritise 
the recommendations. Overall the pace of follow-up seems to have improved (though it appears 
that only a very small number of the total of some 200 audit recommendations has been 
implemented). Improvements are explained by the system for follow-up now being in place (i.e. 
the Internal Control Cell now monitors the implementation). 

The governance changes adopted in 2010 and implemented as of 2011 have worked well 
with regard to audit. The Audit Committee (operational since February 2011; this was first 
recommended by the European Court of Auditors (ECA) in 2008) is considered to work well, as the 
Governing Board was considered too big to focus adequately on audit issues, and GB members had 
insufficient expertise on audit or management issues. The Audit Committee counts with 
professionals, and is considered a good instrument to push the GB and F4E management to deal 
with the implementation of audit recommendations (as the Audit Committee meetings oblige the 
IAC to prepare reports, mainly dealing with the implementation of the recommendations). 

F4E, according to ECA reports, still has room for improvement in putting in place a completely 
integrated system for managing budgeting, financials, reporting and operations. As a result, 
operations are not linked to financials and, for example, budget data could not be provided easily 
on a regular basis. In 2011 and 2012, F4E has been working on a definitive solution – this has been 
assessed in the ECA audit report for 2011,published on 27 December 2012. 

Whilst overall transparency is considered to have improved, some of the interviewed stakeholders 
have underlined the fact that excessive transparency might have negative effects (noting the 
example of the French nuclear safety authority publishing its findings on a minor conformity issue 
concerning the ITER building (a crack); the motivation behind the publication was not, according to 
some of the interviewed stakeholders, to draw attention on the actual conformity issue, but rather 
to point out that ITER still lacks adequate procedures to deal with conformity issues). These 
stakeholders are not in favour of publishing the bi-monthly monitoring reports as this could be 
perceived as communicating difficulties. The Key Performance Indicators are argued to be 'work in 
progress' with work ongoing on indicators for internal processes. 
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Table 11: Review of Recommendation(s) 

Recommendation 9 F4E has made significant progress towards implementing necessary 
internal control and monitoring systems, despite the difficulties 
engendered by a reconfiguration of the organisation’s structure, and 
the organisation has been receptive of external recommendations. 
Efforts in this area should be maintained, particularly improving the 
integration of various systems.    

Recommendation 10 F4E should identify very specific points for is annual management 
review and select an external consultant competent to pronounce on 
those points, in order maximise the benefit derived from the exercise. 
For instance, by identifying priority internal control standards to be 
reviewed or specific domains of activity, such as procurement.  

 

2.4 BENCHMARKING 

Can F4E adopt examples of best practice from other international organisations (and if so, 
which ones) and what scope is there for a peer review among such organisations? In 
particular, how can organisation resilience be increased to deal with continual change in the 
international context? 

This section seeks to determine the extent to which F4E can adopt examples of best practice from 
other international organisations and what scope there is for a peer review among such 
organisations. The benchmarking exercise is presented in four sections;  

► the identification of suitable benchmarking peer groups,  
► presentation of the peer groups identified  
► discussion of the conclusions that can be drawn from this exercise and  
► the evaluator’s assessment of the possible benefit of establishing a formal peer review 

process.  

2.4.1 Difficulty in identifying comparable peer groups  

ITER is a unique experiment in international cooperation, by virtue of its size, technical complexity 
and the manner in which ITER partners have decided to cooperate in this undertaking. The 
uniqueness of this enterprise makes it difficult to identify highly suitable peers for a benchmarking 
exercise.  

The first step of this exercise involved establishing selection criteria for choosing suitable peer 
groups. These criteria are summarised in the following table with the initial population of peer 
groups established by the evaluators.  

The criteria are;  

• Governance attributes – an assessment of the similarities between the governance 
structures and/or challenges facing governance aspects  
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• Operational attributes – an assessment of the similarities between the tasks executed by 
the organisations  

• Financial attributes – an assessment of the similarities between the funding of the 
organisations   

• Feasibility – an assessment of the practicability of gathering the necessary information for 
the exercise with the time and budget resources available.  

Table 12: Peer Group Comparison Criteria  

 Governance Operational Financial Feasibility 

European Joint 
Undertakings 

 

 

High 

 

Medium 

 

Medium 

 

High 

European Agencies 

 

 

Low 

 

Medium 

 

Low 

 

High 

International 
Scientific 
Undertakings 

 

High 

 

Medium 

 

Medium 

 

Low 

ITER Domestic 
Agencies 

 

Low 

 

High 

 

Low 

 

Medium 

 

European Joint Undertakings  

Joint Technology Initiatives were created to implement ‘Strategic Research Agendas’ for a limited 
number of European Technology Platforms (ETPs) of which the scale and scope of objectives was 
judged such that loose coordination through ETPs or other instruments envisioned by FP7 was 
deemed insufficient. Both JTIs and ETPs support trans-national cooperation under FP7s specific 
program on cooperation. Joint Undertakings are the dedicated structures that were chosen to 
implement JTIs. They provide an independent legal entity and a dedicated budget and staff. There 
are currently six JTIs, which are presented in the following section.  

European Agencies  

There are currently 52 European ‘agencies’, which, in reality, concerns a heterogeneous set of 
organisations with a wide range of objectives, tasks and modes of governance and financing. In a 
very general sense, Europe’s agencies can be grouped into four paradigms;  

• Regulatory model – agencies which act as administrative regulators and provide 
certificates and licenses, promote interoperability and minimum standards  

• Observatory model – agencies which collect, compile, analyse and disseminate reliable 
information  

• Cooperative model – agencies promoting social dialogue at the European level  
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• Executive model – agencies entrusted with strictly technical non-discretionary tasks for the 
management of Community programmes.  

For the purposes of this exercise, European Executive Agencies were retained, with agencies falling 
into the other paradigms judged insufficiently comparable to F4E. European Executive Agencies 
are entrusted with executing delegated programmes, which largely entails organising and 
managing calls for proposals. Nonetheless, it should be noted that while there is some overlap in 
the operational aspects of these agencies with F4E, it is extremely superficial. While large 
infrastructure is supported by some funding schemes managed by these agencies, such as Trans-
European Network projects or FP7’s ‘capacities’ component, these projects are not managed 
directly by the agencies, which act as channels to disperse EU funding for activities in line with 
European objectives. 

International Scientific Undertakings  

‘International Scientific Undertakings’ refers to scientific cooperation undertaken between three or 
more international partners. These projects typically aim to construct and operate scientific 
infrastructure. Projects include the European Organisation for Nuclear Research (CERN), which 
operates the world’s largest particle physics laboratory and the International Space Station 
programme (ISS).  

 This grouping was not deemed to be a suitable peer for a benchmarking exercise. These projects 
share more attributes with the ITER IO than with F4E, which essentially acts as a ‘procurement 
department’ for the ITER IO. While many of the governance and financial attributes may be 
relatable to F4E’s unique organisation, the projects themselves share few operational attributes. 
The preliminary research completed in the context of this exercise does allow evaluators to put F4E 
and the ITER undertaking in context and to confirm that the problems presented by the ITER 
project are largely inherent to such complex, international undertakings. A trade-off can be 
identified between pooling resources for scientific infrastructure and inefficiencies arising from the 
complexities of international cooperation.  

Furthermore, the feasibility of data collection is considered low, in the context of the resources 
available to evaluators. International joint undertakings are not subject to the same transparency 
standards as EU institutions and evaluators considered that there was a substantial risk of low 
levels of cooperation.   

ITER Domestic Agencies  

F4E is distinct among the other Domestic Agencies because of its scope and the size of its 
contribution. In addition to providing the largest contribution among the parties to the ITER 
agreement (44 % during the construction phase and 34 % thereafter), the European Domestic 
agency is tasked with managing Europe’s contribution to the Broader Approach and to prepare 
and coordinate a program of activities in preparation for the construction of a demonstration 
fusion reactor and related facilities including the International Fusion Materials Irradiation Facility 
(IFMIF) 

F4E is a joint undertaking of the 27 members of Euratom and two associated members. Other 
parties to the ITER agreement have entrusted execution of their in-kind obligations to government 
ministries or large national research institutes.  
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2.4.2 Presentation of peer groups  

The following table provides a synthetic presentation of the peer groups that were retained for the 
benchmarking exercise and the level of suitability assigned by the evaluators. The sections that 
follow provide an overview of the relevant governance, financial and operational attributes of 
these groups of organisations.  

Table 13: Peer Group Presentation  

Group Suitability Description  

Joint Undertakings 

Medium 

Article 187 (ex article 171) empowers the Union to ‘set up joint 
undertakings or any other structure necessary for the efficient 
execution of Union research, technological development and 
demonstration programmes’. One example of such joint 
undertakings is the Joint Technology Initiative (JTI)20, an 
instrument of FP 7 adopted by the Council based on Article 187 
and implemented through a Joint Undertaking. These bodies take 
the form of public/private partnerships involving industry, the 
research community and public authorities, and focus on advanced 
scientific and technological research. Joint Undertakings under 
Euratom are governed by Council Regulation 1908/2006.  

European Executive 
Agencies  

Low 

The implementation of community programs is the responsibility 
of the Commission. In order to concentrate on its institutional 
tasks, the Commission has decided to delegate the responsibility 
for the implementation of some Union programmes to third-party 
bodies known as executive agencies21. The Commission closely 
circumscribes the activity of agencies and can decide whether to 
establish, extend the period of operation or wind up and agency. 
Currently, the Commission has six executive agencies tasked with 
carrying out specific EU programmes. 2012 spending ranged from 
7 million for the European Agency for Health and Consumers to 
just under 50 million for the Education, Audiovisual and Culture 
Executive Agency.  

ITER Domestic Agencies  

Medium 

Article 8.4 of the ITER Agreement states that ‘Each Member shall 
provide its contributions to the ITER Organization through an 
appropriate legal entity, hereinafter the Domestic Agency’. In 
accordance, each party to the ITER agreement has set up a 
Domestic Agency to act as the liaison between national 
governments and the ITER Organization. The Domestic Agencies' 
role is to handle the procurement of each Member's in-kind 
contributions to the ITER project. To this end, the Agencies employ 
their own staff, have their own budget, and place contracts with 
suppliers following their own regulations and policies.  

 

                                                               
20 Decision No 1982/2006/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18 December 2006 
concerning the Seventh Framework Programme 
21 Council Regulation EC No 58/2003 lays down the statute for executive agencies  
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Joint Undertakings 

The following initiatives mainly result from the European Technology Platforms set up during the 
duration of FP6. Joint Technology Initiatives are a financial instrument of FP 7 adopted by the 
Council based on Article 187 and implemented through a Joint Undertaking. Joint Undertakings 
share a common legal basis, Decision No 1982/2006/EC (Joint Undertakings under Euratom are 
governed by Council Regulation 1908/2006), thus they share common governance and financing 
features which overlap with F4E.There are currently six joint undertakings, specifically;  

• Innovative Medicines Initiative Joint Undertaking aims to significantly improve the 
efficiency and effectiveness of the drug development process, more specifically, the ‘pre-
competitive pharmaceutical research and development’  

• Clean Sky Joint Undertaking aims to develop ‘breakthrough technologies to significantly 
increase the environmental performances of airplanes and air transport, resulting in less 
noisy and more fuel efficient aircraft’ by accelerating the development, validation and 
demonstration of clean air-transport technologies in the EU for earliest possible 
deployment. 

• ARTEMIS Joint Undertaking (the Embedded Computing Systems Initiative) aims to help 
European industry consolidate and reinforce its leadership position in the field of 
embedded computing technologies through the implementation of the Strategic Research 
Agenda  

• ENIAC Joint Undertaking, (the Joint Technology Initiative on Nano-electronics) 
implements a “Research Agenda” for the development of key competences for nano-
electronics across different application areas in order to strengthen European 
competitiveness and sustainability, and allow the emergence of new markets and societal 
applications 

• Fuel Cells and Hydrogen Joint Undertaking supports research, technological 
development and demonstration activities in fuel cell and hydrogen energy technologies.  

• SESAR Joint Undertaking  aims to restructure airspace and increase capacity and render 
the system more efficient, by developing the next generation air traffic management 
system (ATM) through bringing together stakeholders and resources 

Joint Technology Initiatives play important economic and normative roles; 1) by enabling all 
parties to share costs  and gain leverage on their own investments in strategic R&D they allow 
industrial companies in the participating countries to accelerate their innovation and become 
more productive and 2) by bringing stakeholders together in order to agree on a roadmap for 
technological developments in the industry they organize the relations with European industry to 
meet the needs objectives established in the roadmap.  

The governance structures of the JTIs mirror that of F4E’s, however, the makeup of the 
representatives differs. Governing boards tend to be composed of members of the European 
Commission and industry and research stakeholders, while Member States are represented in a 
separate body. ARTEMIS and ENIAC, however, have Member State representatives on their 
respective Governing Boards. Supporting the Governing Boards are usually technical committees 
and a representative group for public authorities, which is typically responsible for the 
management of calls for proposals. The day to day management is ensured by an Executive 
Director and a small secretariat.  
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In terms of operational attributes, the JTIs are essentially project organisations that manage and 
coordinate the required R&D work between their members through open calls for proposals in 
order to achieve the programme objectives (generally speaking the implementation of a strategic 
research agenda). Clean Sky JU is closest to F4E in its operational attributes as it directly manages 
the construction of demonstrators. The JU aims to accelerate the development, validation and 
demonstration of clean air-transport technologies in the EU for earliest possible deployment 
through the delivery of demonstrators in all segments of civil air transport, grouped into six 
technological areas called 'Integrated Technology Demonstrators' (ITD). 

The Joint Undertakings are financed on the basis of the commitment of matching funding. The 
founding regulations stipulate the maximum public and private contribution for each party.  

Figure 13: Maximum budgetary appropriations under FP7 

F4E SESAR IMI CS       ARTEMIS   FCH    ENIAC   

4             3         2    1

Billions of Euros

 
Source: ECA/Ernst & Young  

European Executive Agencies 

Executive agencies can be considered ‘third wave agencies’, that is, those created in the aftermath 
of the Santer Commission’s resignation in 1999. In this context, there was considerable interest in 
refocusing on core functions, such as policy conception. The statute of all executive agencies is 
defined by a common legal framework, Council Regulation EC No 58/2003. The preambulatory 
clauses of the regulation cite the growing number of programmes being created and the 
Commission’s need to ‘focus on institutional tasks’ and ‘outsourcing’ management activities to 
achieve effectiveness and efficiency gains. Thus, outsourcing should be subject to a cost-benefit 
analysis, with the Commission as the only body qualified to assess whether and to what extent it is 
appropriate to trust executive agencies with certain tasks. There are currently six Executive 
Agencies, specifically;  

• Education, Audiovisual and Culture Executive Agency operates under the 
supervision from its three parent Directorates-General (DG Education and Culture, DG 
Communication and DG Development and Cooperation) and manages programmes 
decided by the Commission in the educational, audiovisual and cultural fields, 
including undertaking the detailed implementation of technical projects (Lifelong 
Learning, Erasmus Mundus, Tempus, Culture, Youth in Action, Europe for Citizens and 
Media, as well as several international Cooperation Agreements in the field of higher 
education. 

• European Research Council Executive Agency manages the specific Community 
Programme "Ideas" in the field of frontier research, including ensuring all aspects of 
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administrative implementation and programme execution and in particular, the 
evaluation procedures, peer review and selection process according to the principles 
established by the Scientific Council and the financial and scientific management of the 
grants. 

• European Agency for Competitiveness and Innovation was established to manage 
EU actions in the field of energy, entrepreneurship and innovation, and sustainable 
freight transport (Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (CIP), 
notably programmes such as Intelligent Energy - Europe (IEE), Entrepreneurship and 
Innovation (EIP) and the Marco Polo (MP) programme).  

• European Agency for Health and Consumers is responsible for carrying out the 
implementation tasks for the management of the second Public Health Programme 
2008-2013, the Consumer programme for 2007-2013 and the food safety training 
measures covered by Regulation (EC) N° 882/2004 and Directive 2000/29/EC, including 
all the phases in the lifetime of the implementing measures delegated to it in the 
framework of the programme of Union action in the field of public health 2003-2008. 

• Research Executive Agency manages the Programmes entrusted to it under FP7, 
specifically, the People Programme, the SME actions of the Capacities Programme, and 
the Space and Security themes of the Cooperation Programme.  

• Trans-European Transport Network Executive Agency is responsible for managing 
the implementation of the Trans-European Transport Network (TEN-T) programme, 
which seeks to ensure the cohesion, interconnectedness and interoperability of 
European transport infrastructure. Specifically, the agency is in charge of all projects 
under the 2007–2013 funding scheme under the supervision of its parent DG (DG 
MOVE) 

Executive Agencies are entrusted by the Commission with limited non-discretionary powers for the 
management of Community programmes. Because of their common legal framework, many 
aspects are homogenous across all agencies. Governance is assured by a Steering Committee, 
consisting of five members appointed by the European Commission. The Steering Committee is 
responsible for adopting the Agency's annual work programme after approval by the European 
Commission and adoption of the administrative budget of the Agency and its annual activity 
report. 

This group of agencies performs strictly technical tasks and can therefore sometimes be considered 
as subcontractors or service providers for the Commission. Operational tasks generally include the 
management of calls for proposals, including drawing up calls for proposals, selecting projects and 
signing project agreements, financial management, monitoring of projects, communications with 
beneficiaries and spot controls. Because processes can be highly standardised, Executive Agencies 
can manage multiple calls for proposals attracting very large numbers of applicants relatively 
efficiently. In 2011, the ERC EA attracted over 6 500 grant proposals22.  

The Executive Agencies are financed entirely from the general budget of the EU. Agencies range 
from relatively limited resources and implementation responsibilities, such as the EAC, which 
handled just over 65 million Euros in 2011 with an administrative budget of 7,6 million Euros, to 
large multi-billion Euro programmes23. Programmes managed by TENT-EA add up to over 8 billion 
Euros for the 2007–2013 programming period24.  

                                                               
22 2011 ERC EA Annual Activity Report  
23 ECA Report on the Final Accounts of the EAHC 
24 ECA Report on the Final Accounts of the TENT EA 
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Figure 14: 2011 Total Commitment Appropriations Authorised 

ERC EA                                       REA                              TENT EA                     F4E EAC EA    EACI    EAHC  

1 000 750         500  250

Millions of Euros

 

Source: Executive Agency & F4E Activity Reports/Ernst & Young  

ITER Domestic Agencies 

Article 8.4 of the ITER Agreement states that ‘Each Member shall provide its contributions to the ITER 
Organization through an appropriate legal entity, hereinafter the Domestic Agency’. In accordance, 
each party to the ITER agreement has set up a Domestic Agency to act as the liaison between 
national governments and the ITER Organization. The Domestic Agencies' role is to handle the 
procurement of each Member's in-kind contributions to the ITER project. To this end, the Agencies 
employ their own staff, have their own budget, and place contracts with suppliers following their 
own regulations and policies. In addition to F4E, there are six other domestic agencies, including,  

• United States – Department of Energy  
• Japan – Naka Fusion Institute  
• South Korea - National Fusion Research Institute 
• China - Ministry of Science & Technology of China 
• India – Institute of Plasma Research  
• Russia - Federal Agency for Atomic Energy 

Responsibilities arising from the ITER agreement are generally implemented by Ministries or 
Federal Agencies or National Research Laboratories. In Russia and China, national authorities 
created special bodies under direct supervision to carry out work associated with ITER. In China, the 
Ministry of Science and Technology created the China International Nuclear Fusion Energy 
Programme Execution Center (CN-DA) and in Russia, the Federal Agency for Atomic Energy 
oversees the Project Centre ITER. In the United States, the Department of Energy’s Office of Science 
delegated responsibilities to a consortium made up of the Princeton Plasma Physics lab as well as 
the Oakridge National Laboratory (which hosts the project site). In Japan, South Korea and India, 
ITER activities are managed by national research laboratories. F4E handles nearly half of all 
contributions during the construction phase (45 % during the construction phase and 34 % during 
operations and dismantlement), meaning that the other domestic agencies handle a much smaller 
work load and are consequently smaller in size, ranging from less than 20 to over 80.  
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2.4.3 Drawing lessons from the benchmarking exercise  

The following sections present a review of general conclusions that can be drawn from the 
experience of the abovementioned organisations and their comparison with F4E to the extent 
possible. Evidence was gathered through interviews (CS JU, SESAR JU, ERC EA, TENT EA, EACI EA, 
ITER USA, ITER Korea and F4E) and documentary review of relevant Council regulations, final 
accounts and internal and external evaluations where available. Cognizant of the varying attributes 
among the benchmarking peers that limit the ability to draw conclusions from the findings, the 
evaluators used a gap analysis in order to define performance levels and understand where and 
why F4E under or over-performs vis-à-vis its benchmarking peers and, where applicable, how F4E 
can take steps to improve performance. A gap analysis, an analytical technique that seeks to 
determine what steps need to be taken to move from the current situation to a future state, 
defined by the results of the benchmark.  

Joint Undertakings  

While the JTIs are essentially project oriented organisations which organise R&D in order to achieve 
objectives defined in the Strategic Research Agendas formulated by the members, drawing 
parallels between the similarities in their operational attributes with F4E is difficult because of the 
nature of the projects managed by the JTIs. Most of the projects managed concern Research & 
Development and can be considered less complex and less open to the cost uncertainty associated 
with narrow markets. Nonetheless, the complexity of their tasks should not be underestimated. For 
example, SESAR JU, while not constructing a demonstrator, manages rather complex programs, 
with over 300 at any given time and each programme itself relying on four or five other projects. 
These organisations have reported ‘looking externally’ for references in this area and adopting 
programme management methods that are similar to what is used in wider industry with complex 
project management.  

CS JU does directly manage, in very close cooperation with industry partners, the construction of 
smaller scale demonstrators and thus merits the closest attention in this exercise. The midterm 
evaluation of CS JU25 observed that significant delays compared to the initial objectives had 
accumulated because of difficulties in establishing the internal procedures and regulations, as well 
as staffing the teams. For instance, the evaluation panel noted that ‘a systematic programme 
management process with graphic control tools (‘dashboard’) was not yet implemented at the 
time of the present evaluation’. The report concludes that this slow start can, to a great extent, be 
linked with the lack of administrative and technical preparedness when operations began.  

F4E faced similar difficulties, with many of the initial delays emanating from within F4E due to the 
fact that internal procedures were slow to be instituted, as well as staffing delays among other 
problems. Furthermore, internal reforms stemming from initial dissatisfaction with the 
organizational and governance structure following the resignation of the first director in 2010, also 
hindered the pace of organizational capacity building normal to the early years of an organisations 
life-cycle. The CS JU interim evaluation concluded that the Commission should ensure that, prior to 
the formal start of technical activities, the resources and administrative tools are essentially 
available and that an in-depth review of the technical programme is carried out. This conclusion 
bears striking resemblance to the problems experienced by F4E.  

                                                               
25 Clean Sky 1st Interim Evaluation, 15 December 2010 
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Despite the evident similarities between CS JU and F4E, one critical difference which circumscribes 
the potential of the exercise is the fact that CS JU management and its industry partners have 
‘design authority’ over the demonstrators. As suggested in the interim evaluation report, strategies 
to recover delays and control costs include design reviews, choosing low-risk and less time-
consuming technical solutions and refocusing attention on projects with the most added-value. 
F4E operates in a much more complex environment. Because the budgetary and design authorities 
are separated, F4E must negotiate any technical changes with ITER IO and because of the 
interdependence of the various Domestic Agencies, small changes to one component can have 
important consequences for F4E’s partners. Consequently, recourse to these options is much more 
time-consuming and less likely to lead more cost-effective technical solutions. Furthermore, F4E 
must provide specific components in a timely manner or risk engendering delays on the project 
level. This translates into much less flexibility in terms of prioritising or reordering workflows as a 
risk-mitigation strategy. This comparison highlights the most basic difficulties faced by F4E. It faces 
a very similar set of problems with CS JU, but has little or no effective recourse to the main cost and 
risk mitigation strategies.  

Concerning governance, while the tripartite configurations of JTIs and their radically different 
activity mean that few parallels can be drawn between them and F4E, valuable and valid 
comparison can be made with the unique constraints almost inherent to such ambitious 
undertakings. In some respects, F4E’s governance is simpler than the JTI’s with fewer external 
stakeholders. A review of the interim evaluations of the six JTIs also turned up similar challenges, 
but little in the way of ‘best practices’. The evaluation panel in the CS JU evaluation recommended 
the Governing Board focus on strategic decisions and to increase the level of delegation of routine 
management issues to the Executive Director and the IMI JU evaluation noted that pace of decision 
making, clarity on responsibilities for key actions, crispness in assignment of accountability for 
tasks.  

Finally, the interim evaluation of ARTEMIS and ENIAC considered that the JTIs were impeded by 
very burdensome Financial Regulations and Staff Regulations. Also, concerning the JUs process of 
calls for proposals, despite the important part played by SMEs in high-technology innovation, their 
participation is hindered by the complexity of the processes and the complexity (and burdensome 
nature) of the funding vehicles. The evaluation panel recommended that the Council Regulations 
for future JTIs should not invoke the Financial Regulations or the Staff Regulations of a ‘Community 
Body’. F4E stakeholders have expressed similar concerns about the Financial and Staff Regulations 
to which F4E is bound in drawing up its Implementing Rules. Nonetheless, contradictory points of 
view were also expressed, purporting that F4E has not fully exploited the margin of manoeuvre 
that exists in the current rules. 

A cursory look at some benchmarking indicators provides few striking findings. The one contrast 
that does stick out is the relatively high number of permanent officials employed by F4E. This 
observation has been recurrent throughout the consultation process with stakeholders.  

 

 

 

97 
 



Policy Department D: Budgetary Affairs 

Figure 15: Type of Staff Contracts (JTIs, 31 December 2011) 
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Source: ECA/Ernst & Young  

 

Figure 16: Percentage of employee allocation per task 
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Source: ECA/Ernst & Young  

 

European Executive Agencies  

The executive agencies were founded on logic of rationalization and cost-effectiveness and subject 
to considerable levels of oversight from the Commission and other institutions, such as the 
Parliament, through its discharge authority. The agencies tend to have relatively low levels of 
administrative and staff costs and are able to considerably exploit high levels of specialisation and 
economies of scale in their management of large European programmes.  
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One of the principal cost savings that can be attributed to the delegation of implementing tasks to 
agencies is their use of contractual agents. A 2009 report of the Court of Auditors26 found that  the 
prevalence of lower paid contract staff, even when one considers the additional costs of the new 
posts created for supervision and support at both the Commission and the Agencies (however, the 
precise extent of these savings is difficult to quantify because this depends on the redeployment of 
the Commission staff who were previously doing the work taken over by the agencies, and on the 
suppression of the contract staff posts within the corresponding programme at the Commission). 
Nevertheless, relying on contract agents can engender costs, notably because of the high turnover 
rate. Replacing executive agency staff who leave the organisation can take three months on 
average according to the ECA report and entails costs through the recruitment procedure, the loss 
of knowledge when staff leave, the costs of induction, training and familiarisation of new joiners, 
the loss to the programme/ project teams involved when a team member leaves etc.  

Figure 17: Type of Staff Contracts (Executive Agencies, 31 December 2011) 
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Source: EY/Executive Agency Activity Reports  

Cost savings have also arisen from the Agencies’ efficient and effective sharing of ‘back office’ 
functions and shared services. Executive Agencies are all located in either Brussels or Luxembourg, 
simplifying the task of sharing services, and even buildings, compared with their counterparts, the 
decentralised agencies, which are scattered throughout Europe (all of the JTIs are located in 
Brussels as well). An evaluation of EU decentralised agencies in 2009 identifies several ways in 
which agencies strive to reduce costs27, including using Commission services provided through 
Service Level Agreements and developing cooperation with other agencies on administrative 
matters. 

 

 

 

                                                               
26 ‘Delegating Implementing Tasks to Executive Agencies: A Successful Option?’ Special Report No. 13 2009 
27 Evaluation of the EU decentralised agencies in 2009, Final Report Volume I Synthesis and prospects, 
RAMBOLL, Euréval, Matrix Insight, December 2009, p.28. 
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Box 15: Service Provided to Agencies by the European Commission  

The services available to agencies are outlined in a Commission staff working document28. Two groups of 
services are described: (1) assistance delivered to agencies by legal obligation, and (2) assistance delivered 
to agencies outside legal obligation. 

Assistance delivered to agencies by legal obligation covers the following: 

• Assistance delivered to agencies within the budgetary procedure; 

• Assistance with applying the Framework Financial Regulation; 

• Assistance with developing Staff Policy; 

• Assistance with implementing rules for the Staff Regulation; 

• Internal audit (within regulatory agencies). 

Assistance delivered to agencies outside legal obligation covers the following: 

• Assistance delivered to agencies within the discharge procedure; 

• Assistance with applying the Framework Financial Regulation; 

• Assistance with the use of ABAC and other financial tools; 

• Assistance provided by the Commission’s Medical Service; 

• Assistance related to the appointment and evaluation of senior management staff; 

• Assistance with training [e.g. on EU rules and regulations]; 

• Assistance with recruitment via EPSO;29 

• Assistance delivered for applying the rules on data protection; 

• Assistance delivered by the PMO (the EC Office for Administration and Payment) (e.g. relating to 
calculation of employment costs, validation of expert mission expenses, participation in PMO 
tender procedures; 

• Support delivered by OIB/OIL and OPOCE;30 

• Assistance with security matters; 

• IT services; 

• Additional support by the parent DG; 

• Facilitating the information flow; 

• Support delivered by SCIC;31 

• Procurement. 

Source: ECA 

Finally, specialisation has enabled the executive agencies to provide a better service in terms of 
guidance to beneficiaries, communication of projects' results, reduced time for contracting, more 
rapid approval procedures for technical and financial reports, lower payment delays, etc.  

                                                               
28 EC, Assistance delivered to Agencies by the Commission (internal Secretariat General staff working 
document), 3 September 2009. 
29 European Personnel Selection Office. 
30 OIB – Office for Infrastructure in Brussels, OIL Office for Infrastructure in Luxembourg; OPOCE – Publications 
Office of the European Union. 
31 Directorate General for Interpretation. 
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A comparison between Executive Agencies and F4E provides limited operational 
recommendations, however, it does put in perspective F4E’s high level of permanent staff, 
compared with both the Executive Agencies and the JTIs. The process for recruiting permanent 
staff is clearly not adequate with the employment needs of F4E or the career paths of industry 
professionals and represents a modest potential for cost savings.  

Secondly, bearing in mind the criticism raised in the Deloitte report32 regarding procurement and 
human resource management, there may be some merit in exploring the extent to which available 
services (delivered inside and outside legal obligation) are fully exploited at present by F4E33.  

ITER Domestic Agencies  

As ITER Domestic Agencies are not typically subject to the same level of transparency as European 
Agencies and Joint Undertakings, evidence collection relied on interviews, when possible, and 
third party sources (such as ITER press releases). These constraints have limited, to an important 
extent, the conclusions that can be drawn. Nonetheless, a high-level review of F4E’s partner 
Agencies does allow evaluators to draw make some very general observations.  

Firstly, no other Domestic Agencies are subject to the same level of complexity concerning 
governance. Domestic Agencies tend to be small in comparison to F4E, due mainly to the much 
smaller workload demanded of them and are consequently much ‘nimbler’ organisations than 
their European counterparts. Furthermore, F4E is responsible for many of the most technologically 
advanced components for the ITER project and carries out parallel activities related to the Broader 
Approach Agreement and DEMO, while the other Domestic Agencies have a unique focus on 
procuring components for ITER. The size and complexity of F4Es contribution to the ITER project 
inevitably implies higher cost and delay risks.   

2.4.4 Feasibility and added-value of a formal peer review process 

Extensive, interviews with stakeholders has found little will for a formal benchmarking system. 
Common concerns which can be cited are F4E’s sui generis nature and the risk that a formal 
benchmarking exercise would represent another burdensome administrative exercise with little 
added-value. Two DA heads reported exchanging informally and seeing each other on a frequent 
basis.  

The key to cost-containment is considered to be reinforced cooperation between DAs to pursue 
more cost effective options and with ITER IO to try and offset cost increases in one area with cost 
savings in another. ITER has affirmed this principle in the MAC 10 Guidelines, which were adopted 
in January 2011 in order to respond to Additional Direct Investments (items deemed essential for 
the operation of the ITER machine that were not included in the baseline).Notably, these guidelines 
state that any increases in cost for the ITER project borne by the DAs must be neutralised elsewhere 
in the project costs.  

While a formal peer review system may not be merited, management should constantly seek out 
innovative ways of cutting costs. The following table presents a series of findings that were 
produced by the data collection for this exercise that were deemed to be potentially valuable to 

                                                               
32 2011 Annual Management Evaluation of F4E 
33 Annual Assessment of performance, internal organization and supply chain of Fusion for Energy, Deloitte, 
28 June 2012. 

101 
 



Policy Department D: Budgetary Affairs 

F4E, however, they serve, above all, as an indicator of the value of an informal ‘benchmarking 
ethos’ in an organisation.   

Table 14: Benchmark Exercise Findings  

Thematic Criteria Example of findings 

Ethical and 
organisational 
values 

A dynamic organizational culture can spur innovation and cost 
effectiveness and ‘feed the overall strategic vision’, particularly a 
culture that reinforces an informal system of constant benchmarking 
internal and external benchmarking.  

Unique agencies can leverage their position in their respective 
domains to attract motivated staff that is not ‘risk or change averse’.  

Human Resources 

Developing a system of ‘floating employees’, can help provide HR with 
some flexibility in filling gaps that arise from high turnover.  

Project management positions are filled with persons coming from 
industry. This is a factor that changes the ‘culture’ and ‘rhythm’ of work 
in the organization.’   

Developing detailed job descriptions and mutual understandings 
concerning responsibility is essential for functioning effectively, 
particularly with limited staff resources.  

Employing a large percentage of contractual agents allows for 
increased flexibility and cost effectiveness.  

Staff evaluation 
and development 

An annual system of evaluating project teams in front of a jury can 
help improve performance through providing constructive feedback 
and incentives.  

Project 
Management 

Organisations managing complex projects must constantly be looking 
externally for new industry standards and methods.   

Procurement 

It can be more efficient to put industry in competition and fund two 
similar products rather than just funding one. While this may seem 
counter-intuitive at first glance, the competitive forces prevent a 
monopoly from forming, work in their favor in terms of keeping 
budget in line and keeping project on schedule.  

Operational 
structure 

Project management committee composed of technically competent 
individuals that have the authority to make important day-to-day 
decisions are crucial for success.  

Giving each project its own dedicated team and the ability to 
coordinate themselves with industry and take technical decisions 
allows for innovate cost containment and quick adaptation to external 
context shifts.  
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Governance 
A wide array of stakeholders on the Governing Board (industry, 
government, EU, civil society et cetera) allows for ‘ownership’ and a 
balanced representation of interests  

Risk assessment 
A risk registry systems and sufficient contingency is critical to success 
when operating in an uncertain environment.  

Accounting and 
financial reporting 

 

Periodically and proactively launching internal ‘task forces’ can help 
continually spot quick-win cost reductions or productivity enhancers.  

 

Evaluation 
activities 

Periodic internal reviews should be established in all areas of the 
organisations (technical review, cost review, schedule review and 
management review.)  

Assessment of 
internal control 
systems 

All members of the organisation receive a score card every month, 
which looks at key parameters. These parameters are constantly 
refined and monitored.  

Each year, certain EU internal control standards are selected and 
particular attention is placed on improvement in those areas, whether 
or not they have been identified as a problem in the past.  

Internal audit 
capability 

The internal auditor participates in weekly management meeting in 
order to understand the strategic direction of the organization, areas 
of weakness and to provide feedback. 

 

Table 15: Review of Recommendation(s) 

Recommendation  11 While a formal peer review group between Domestic Agencies, Joint 
Undertakings and/or European Agencies may not be entirely justified, a 
‘benchmarking culture’ is an important element of good management 
principles. F4E management should partake in constant, informal 
benchmarking in order to continuously improve management and adopt 
best – practices from industry and other comparable organisations. 

Recommendation  12 Rather than a benchmark, a calendar could established with a limited 
number of major advancement deadlines which would allow the 
Governing Board to monitor the project and ensure reporting on a 
limited number of selected dates in order to point out what is going 
wrong. 
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3. ANNEXES 

3.1 INTERVIEW GUIDE 

Part A – ITER and F4E stakeholders 

1. What have been the impacts of the recent changes in F4E’s organisation? 

a.  Establishment of the “bureau”,  

b.  Establishment of the Administrative and Finance Committee,  

c.  The appointment of two new Vice-Chairs, 

d.  Raising the threshold for the ex ante approval of the award of contracts and grants by the 
Executive Committee (to 10 and 4 million respectively),  

e.  Amendments to the rules of procedure of the GB, Executive Committee and Technical 
Advisory Committee,  

f. Management changes proposed for ExCo (Shift of focus towards upstream procurement 
activities, Reinforced monitoring of progress of contracts and effective communication with 
Director concerning risk mitigation for problems that may arise, and Continual monitoring of 
overall procurement strategy) 

g.  Establishment and implementation of internal control standards for effective 
management,  

h.  Increased rigour of reporting and control mechanisms on budget execution on operational 
expenditure  

i. “Common approach” to administrative culture,  

j. Changes made to non-financial control framework concerning: Job descriptions, Ethical 
and organizational values, Staff evaluation and development, Processes and procedures, 
Business continuity, and Document management. 

2. Would you say these recent changes have contributed to a more cost effective organisation and 
management? How? Please provide specific examples. 

3. What would you say are the main strengths and weaknesses of the current organisation? 

4. What further steps would you think could improve the cost effectiveness of F4E’s organisation? 

a.  Improving Governance through: 

i. establishing a direct correlation between the financial contribution and the 
decision-making capability of the members of the governing board for budgetary 
matters; 

104 



Potential for reorganization within the ITER project to improve cost-effectiveness 

ii. in the executive committees’ function, separating (I) the project oriented 
functions related to (a) the monitoring of the implementation of the financial and 
technical progress of the project and (b) the oversight of the industrial policy and 
procurement strategies, from (II) the awarding of contracts  

iii. entrust supervision of the F4E to the Internal Audit Service of the European 
Commission, in line with the arrangements in place for other EU agencies 

iv. revising the framework for financing of the F4E joint undertaking by setting up 
alternative approaches such as separate support structures benefiting from stable 
contributions of the EU budgets; engaging a reflection on the appropriateness of 
the legal status of the joint undertaking for a project such as ITER. 

b. Improving management, through: 

i. Renewed public procurement strategies and procurement arrangements with 
ITER Organisation? 

ii. Facilitated participation and competition of industry in the procurement 
processes in a level playing field (with special attention paid to SMEs); 

iii. Improved monitoring of the progress on contracts and public procurement 
procedures 

iv. Enhanced cost-effectiveness of staff (e.g. ratio of staff to other operational costs) 

v. Adaptation of the legal framework to common industrial practices (i.e. liability, 
liquidated damages, etc.)? 

vi.  Adopting industrially recognised approach to quality management and 
implementation? 

vii. Renewed consideration given to intellectual property rights whilst ensuring 
transfer of fusion technology and know-how to the European industry.  

5. Are you aware of any good practices which could be implemented within F4E in order to improve 
cost effectiveness?  

a.  For example, could cooperation with other EU agencies be set up? Could service level 
agreements be implemented with the European Commission? 

6. What impediments or constraints might prevent further changes to be implemented? 

Member States role 

7. How do you perceive the role of Member States (MS) within F4E’s organisation, in financial, 
economical and political terms?  How do you perceive the fulfilment of their individual 
obligations with regard to ITER? 

8. How different is the involvement of the different MS?  What is the distribution of different F4E 
departments around MS? 
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9. In your opinion, how does this distribution impact F4E’s management and cost-effectiveness?  

10. How could Member States better share the burden of future administrative costs? More precisely, 
what contribution of MS in terms of logistics, organisation and hosting/sitting of F4E facilities 
could be foreseen? 

Audit, control and monitoring 

11. Are the current audit, control and monitoring systems sufficient to ensure cost effectiveness? What 
are they?  

 Evaluation,  

 Internal audit,  

 Peer review,  

 External audit etc... 

12. Would you say that F4E organisation and management are transparent? Why? How could it be 
improved? 

13. Do they effectively contribute to the long-term financial sustainability of F4E? Do you have any 
concrete examples of change implemented in line with recommendations made by a control or 
monitoring report? 

14. In your opinion, how could the audit, control and monitoring system be improved? 

Further perspective 

15. Which are, in your opinion, the main issues to take into account, from the regulatory, political, 
organisational or economical points of view? 

16. Do you have any specific expectations from our study? 
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Part B – ‘Benchmark’ stakeholders 

F4E - 

1. Given F4E’s unique nature, would you see the benefits of establishing a benchmarking network or 
peer review system, in order to exchange best practices on cost effectiveness, monitoring and 
control, between ITER domestic agencies, other European executive agencies or joint 
undertakings/JTIs?  

a. What sort of organizations do you think could provide best practices that could be useful 
for F4E? In what sort of ways? 

2. To what extent is benchmarking/process compatibility currently used internally, even informally? 

3. Is there scope to institute or expand an internal benchmarking mechanism?  

a. Are there similar processes or functions that could be benchmarked internally and 
leveraged across the organization to improve management or cost-effectiveness? 

4. In what areas of the organization could best practices be most effective? 

5. What types of issues could benchmarking and best practices help to solve best: 

a. Governance issues 

b. Procurement  

c. Supervision of industrial contracts 

d. Financial and operational issues (uncertainty of financial commitment of partners; cost 
overruns; schedule delays, etc.) 

e. Technological issues (demonstration reactor’s viability) 

f. Human capital issues/ skills shortages (future shortage of researchers in atomic fusion, etc.) 

External organizations –  

6. Which aspects of your operational model work particularly effectively and why? 

a. Financial controls/monitoring systems 

b. Procurement  

c. Human resources  

d. Administrative culture 

e. Etc … ( looking at documentation and organizational charts we can pinpoint pertinent 
areas for the different organization) 
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7. Can you describe any quick-win cost effectiveness measures that have been particularly successful 
in your organization?  

8. Does your organization engage in any peer review/external benchmarking activities and, if so, 
have these activities been effective in enacting change.  

9. In which areas are you currently implementing, or planning to implement in the future, initiatives 
to optimize cost effectiveness or otherwise improve operations?  

3.2 DETAILED EVALUATION FRAMEWORK  

For each evaluation question, an “evaluation grid” has been developed in order to: 

• Demonstrate our understanding of the question and of the issues at stake; 
• Detail the proposed judgment criteria which will provide a point of reference enabling the 

formulation of an evaluative judgment; 
• Present a proposal of indicators and descriptors (qualitative indicators), i.e. the pieces of 

information needed to conduct the analyses; 
• Identify the potential source(s) of information to be collected in relation to the indicators; 
• Anticipate any limitations / obstacles to the exercise. 

Two types of data will be collected to feed the indicators: 

• Secondary data (existing data such as policy and strategy documentation, websites, 
communications) are first identified in order to feed the indicators and conduct the analyses.  

• Primary data will be collected through interviews and e-survey, which will enable the 
gathering of additional data and stakeholders’ perceptions. 

 
Regarding the recommendations that will be provided, they will be presented in two groups:  

• Changes that do not require modifications of the legal framework (which are therefore easier 
for the MS to accept and implement),  

• and changes that would be desirable but would require a change in the legal framework.  
 
The recommendations will however mainly focus on those changes that do not require legislative 
changes.  
 
The preliminary observations that have been presented in the draft interim report do not completely 
cover the evaluative grids (judgment criteria and indicators). We will endeavour to use this as the 
framework for the final analysis; however, they could be adjusted in light of further findings.   
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Evaluation grids 

Questions referring to  governance 

• How well does F4E’s current structure as an EU agency, as well as its recent evolution, 
hinder or contribute to cost effective organisation and management? 

• What further reorganisation or reforms can be implemented to bring about savings? 

Understanding of the questions 

The questions on governance are about understanding the state of play of F4E’s governance 
(organisation and management), and the impact of recent governance and organization changes 
on cost effectiveness, in order to identify whether further improvements can be made. 

The first question focuses on the state of play of F4E’s governance. It will aim at assessing how 
cost-effective F4E’s structure is, and particularly as regards the most recent changes and their 
impacts. 

A precise understanding of the current F4E’s organisation will be needed, including the role of all 
the directorates involved in F4E’s governance. We will also highlight the strengths of the current 
arrangements as well as the weaknesses. 

We also propose to assess the various functions of the agency’s operating model (procurement, 
human resources, training etc...) in order to define their cost-effectiveness. Then, the recent 
changes implemented in F4E’s governance, to improve the technical, administrative and financial 
management of the agency will be analysed in order to assess their added-value and whether 
they have contributed to more cost effective organisation and management. These changes 
concern: 

Governance and Management changes enacted in 2011,  

• Establishment of the “bureau” to replace the Standing Coordination Group, and to 
prepare the work and decisions of the Governing Board (GB),  

• Establishment of the Administrative and Finance Committee (a new and separate financial 
service, designed to contribute to a sound financial management of the agency's 
resources),  

• The appointment of two new Vice-Chairs, 

• Raising the threshold for the ex ante approval of the award of contracts and grants by the 
Executive Committee (to 10 and 4 million respectively),  

• Amendments to the rules of procedure of the GB, Executive Committee and Technical 
Advisory Committee,  

• Management changes proposed for ExCo (Shift of focus towards upstream procurement 
activities, Reinforced monitoring of progress of contracts and effectively communicate 
with Director concerning risk mitigation for problems that may arise, and Continual 
monitoring of overall procurement strategy) 
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Changes flowing from recommendations of the Internal Audit Function, put in place in 2009, and 
the European Court of Auditors;   

• Establishment and implementation of internal control standards for effective 
management,  

• More rigorous reporting and control mechanisms on budget execution on operational 
expenditure  

• “Common approach” to administrative culture,  

• Changes made to non-financial control framework concerning: Job descriptions, Ethical 
and organizational values, Staff evaluation and development, Processes and procedures, 
Business continuity, and Document management. 

The second question concerns recommendations to be formulated in line with the findings and 
conclusions of question 1. It will mainly address further changes to be implemented. It will 
address further improvement measures to be explored: 

Improving Governance through: 

- establishing a direct correlation between the financial contribution and the 
decision-making capability of the members of the governing board for 
budgetary matters; 

- in the executive committees’ function, separating (I) the project oriented 
functions related to (a) the monitoring of the implementation of the financial 
and technical progress of the project and (b) the oversight of the industrial 
policy and procurement strategies, from (II) the awarding of contracts  

- entrust supervision of the F4E to the Internal Audit Service of the European 
Commission, in line with the arrangements in place for other EU agencies 

- revising the framework for financing of the F4E joint undertaking by setting up 
alternative approaches such as separate support structures benefiting from 
stable contributions of the EU budgets; engaging a reflection on the 
appropriateness of the legal status of the joint undertaking for a project such 
as ITER 

Improving F4E’s management, to support the development of a comprehensive industrial policy 
helping to make ITER technologies and in the long term future fusion power plants attractive for 
industrial investment and job creation, through: 

- Clear, pragmatic and industry oriented procurement processes.  

- Adaptation of the legal framework adapted to common industrial practices (i.e. 
liability, liquidated damages, etc.).  

- Adopting industrially recognised approach to quality management and 
implementation.  
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- Stimulating and facilitating of the participation and competition of industry in 
the procurement processes in a level playing field (paying especial attention 
on the SMEs); 

- Transfer of fusion technology and know-how to the European industry.  

- Give due consideration to the intellectual property rights.  

Last, the question will explore the theme of cost savings via cooperation with other EU Agencies 
or via service-level agreements with the European Commission. Cooperation between agencies 
has worked for other agencies that share specific services / functions and thus managed to reduce 
costs (e.g. one internal auditor covering both the CFCA and the EMCDDA; there are more 
examples). Cooperation with the EC is organised in the framework of the so-called service-level 
agreements where the EC provides a series of services to Agencies. We will endeavour to explore 
to what extent F4E has made use of these possibilities and what possible use might be introduced 
in the future. 

Judgment criteria 

a. F4E’s organisation seeks cost-effectiveness 

b. Costs have been reduced thanks to the recent changes in organisation 

c. Further changes might improve cost-effectiveness 

Indicators  and descriptors (qualitative) Sources of information 

Analysis of general organisation 

Evolution of F4E budget and comparison 
with predictions 

Ratio of staff to other operational costs 

 

F4E budget 

F4E annual reports and other strategic documents  

Interviews with F4E officials and other EU 
institutions (EC, EP, ECA) 

Resource estimate plan adopted by the governing 
board (commitments and payments) 

 

Questions referring to  Member States contribution 

• What is the impact of the financial, economic and political roles of Member States within 
F4E´s organisation, particularly on management and cost-effectiveness? 

• What can Member States contribute in terms of logistics, organisation and hosting/sitting of 
facilities in order to reduce F4E´s future administrative costs? 
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Understanding of the questions 

The evaluation questions concerning Member States seek to understand the financial, economic 
and political role of Member States within the ITER organisation, with a particular emphasis placed 
on management and cost-effectiveness of F4E. An intimate understanding of their roles will be 
needed to, then, expand on this knowledge and develop recommendations for further 
developing burden-sharing in terms of logistics, organisation and hosting of facilities in view of 
reducing F4E’s administrative costs in the future.  

Moreover, it is essential to take into consideration the distribution of different F4E departments 
around Member States, as well as the separation of F4E and ITER. 

The first question seeks to analyze the role of Member States in the ITER organisation, and is 
essential for then developing feasible and practical recommendations for further burden sharing. 
Member State roles can be analyzed under two different lenses: political; and financial and 
economic.  

Political role  

• Member States exercise a political role in both ITER and F4E through the EU institutions 
(notably through their respective roles in Euratom), as well as in the framework of their 
bilateral relations with the ITER international parties. 

Financial/economic role:   

• Member States of the EU, in addition to ITER funding channelled through the EU, have 
individual obligations with regards to F4E,  

• The EU contribution to ITER has been capped at 6,6 billion Euros, or 80 % of total costs, 
while France will provide the additional 20 %, 

• Budget discharge authority for F4E is exercised by the European Parliament. 

Secondly, this set of questions seeks to establish the extent to which Member States can, in the 
future, play a larger role in burden sharing. Answering this question implies an understanding of 
the political and economic stakes that frame this decision and assessing this possibility within that 
framework. In particular, this question focuses on burden-sharing to reduce administrative costs, 
which represent roughly 10 % of overall project costs.  

The interviews conducted during the data collection regarding these evaluation questions will 
notably include: 

• Insights into the financial, economic and political roles played by Member States in the 
context of the ITER organisation. 

• Discussion of the role of Member States in contributing towards logistics, organization 
and administrative matters.  
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Judgment criteria 

a. The involvement of EU Member States have an impact on F4E’s organisation 

b. Member States are able to make in kind contributions to alleviate administrative costs for F4E 
in terms of staffing, hosting, support functions et cetera.  

Indicators  and descriptors (qualitative) Sources of information 

Analysis of direct financial involvement of 
EU Member States 

Analysis of EU MS role within ITER and F4E 
decision-process 

Existence of possible improvement of MS 
involvement  

Distribution of different F4E departments 
around Member States 

ITER budget details 

Interviews with relevant stakeholders (national 
officials, EU institutions staff and F4E staff) 

 

Question referring to  the monitoring and control system 

• What control, monitoring, or benchmarking systems could be put in place with a view to 
achieve long-term financial sustainability with regard to the EU budget?   

Understanding of the question 

This evaluation question deals with recommendations specifically focused and related to control, 
monitoring and benchmarking systems. 

First of all, in the frame of question 1 on governance theme, an assessment of the current state of 
play of the control, monitoring and benchmarking system will allow to have a clear view on the 
main achievements, needs and stakes of F4E in these fields. Moreover, a specific assessment of the 
recent changes implemented will be conducted in question 1. 

Based on this first analysis and findings of question 1, this question will allow formulating 
recommendations like question 2, but with this specific focus on control, monitoring and 
benchmarking systems. Best practices observed in the benchmark (question 6) might also feed 
answers to this question. 

Control mainly covers the issues linked to internal audit, budgetary control and financial 
reporting. Monitoring deals with evaluation, reporting and assessment. Both of these issues are 
related to transparency and the need for an organisation to set up control and monitoring 
procedures in order to ensure long-term financial sustainability. Among the most important 
improvement measures to be implemented, we will pay particular attention to the following 
points: 
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• Application of strict quality assurance and control mechanisms and encouragement of 
quality culture; 

• Regular and transparent internal auditing of technical, financial and management 
processes and procedures; 

• Effective monitoring and regular reporting on the execution of the project and its budget 
by stakeholders (the ITER Parties) for increased transparency and effective decision 
making. 

The evaluation question will also address the issue of how these mechanisms are used in order to 
generate concrete improvements of the F4E’s organisation with the objective to achieve long-
term financial sustainability with regard to the EU budget. 

This question will therefore address three main issues: 

• Existence and state of play of the control, monitoring and benchmarking mechanisms; 

• Actual and effective use of these mechanisms to improve F4E’s organisation and 
management; 

• Further steps to improve these mechanisms. 

Judgment criteria 

a. Control and monitoring procedures exixst. 

b. F4E benchmarks similar ITER agencies and EU executive agencies. 

c. Control, monitoring and benchmark procedures generate improvements in order to achieve 
long-term financial sustainability. 

d. Further procedures or mechanisms might improve the control, monitoring and benchmarking 
systems. 

Indicators  and descriptors (qualitative) Sources of information 

Existence and description of control, 
monitoring and benchmarking procedures 
in F4E 

Evidence and examples of organisation 
changes generated by control and/or 
monitoring procedures 

F4E’s regulatory and statutory documents 

Monitoring and control reports (F4E annual reports, 
internal reports...) 

Interviews with F4E staff, as well as other EU 
institutions’ staff (ECA, EC) 
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Question referring to  benchmarking 

• Can F4E adopt examples of best practice from other international organisations (and if so, 
which ones) and what scope is there for a peer review among such organisations? In 
particular, how can organisation resilience be increased to deal with continual change in 
the international context?  

Understanding of the question 

The evaluation question covering benchmarking seeks to assess the extent to which “best 
practices” can be identified in other organisations and if these practices could be implemented 
inside F4E to improve cost-effectiveness and management. Furthermore, the question evokes the 
possibility of the establishment of a peer review system among these organisations. Finally, a 
particular focus is placed on understanding how these processes could contribute to reinforcing 
organisational resilience in an atmosphere of continual change.  

This question first involves identifying and subsequently analyzing organisations that could 
provide best practices for a benchmarking exercise. The first part of the question is complicated 
by the unique position that F4E occupies and the breadth of its role in relation to the other 
domestic agencies responsible for managing national contribution from ITER participants.  

In effect, F4E is tasked with: 

• providing EU’s contribution to ITER; 

• supporting fusion research and development initiatives through the Broader Approach 
Agreement signed with Japan – a fusion energy partnership which will last for 10 years; 

• contributing towards the construction of demonstration fusion reactors. 

Europe, through F4E, is also responsible for supplying nearly 50 % of reactor components for the 
ITER project. Thus, the size of Europe’s contribution also contributes to the difficulty of comparing 
F4E with other domestic Agencies.  

F4E other stakeholders and ITER domestic agencies are: 

• USA (UT-Batelle, Oak Ridge National Laboratory) 

• South Korea (KSTAR) 

• China  

• Russia (ROSATOM) 

• India (ITER India Empowered) 

• Japan (Naka Fusion Institute) 

Benchmarking exercises may also be useful with other European Executive Agencies and/or joint 
technology initiatives undertakings that may present more similar organisational and political 
similarities, making comparison more apt.  
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European joint technology initiatives and/ undertakings: 

• the Clean Sky Joint Technology Initiative  

• the SESAR Joint Undertaking 

European executive agencies, e.g.  

• European Research Council Executive Agency (ERC Executive Agency) 

• Executive Agency for Competitiveness and Innovation (EACI) 

• Research Executive Agency (REA) 

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

Furthermore, the question seeks to address the possibility of establishing a system of peer review 
to institutionalise the practice of benchmarking. An institutionalisation and perennialisation of 
these activities is essential to reinforcing organisational resilience.  

Judgment criteria 

a. Other similar organisations (ITER domestic agencies and EU executive agencies) provide best 
practices that may be relevant for F4E (cost-effectiveness, financial controls, management 
practices). 

b. Best practices identified in similar organisations can be successfully implemented at F4E. 

c. There are political or legal bases for establishing a peer review system within ITER 
Organisation. 

d. The establishment of a peer review system helps to reinforce the organisational resilience of 
F4E. 

Indicators  and descriptors (qualitative) Sources of information 

Analysis of similar F4E and similar 
organizations (JUs, JTIs and/or agencies) 

Analysis of management and financial 
strategies pursued by similar organizations  

Lack of best practices within the context of 
F4E 

Documentary review of organisational charts, 
budgets and annual reports of other organisations  

Interviews with other organisations’ staff 
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3.3 DOCUMENTS CONSULTED 
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ITER IO 2007 ITER Agreement   X   

Euratom 2007 Broader Approach Agreement X X   

Council 2007 Council Decision Establishing F4E X    

Council 2006 Council Decision FP7 Nuclear Research  X   

Council 2006 Council Decision Specific Programme FP7  X   

Council 2006 Framework Proposal Euratom  X   

Council 2006 Council Regulation (EURATOM) Joint Undertaking  X    

Council 2007 2007 F4E Financial Regulations   X  

Council 2008 Financial Regulations Amended  X  X  

ECA 2009 ECA Final Opinion on Financial Regulations X  X  

F4E 2008 2008 Final Accounts    X  

F4E 2009 2009 Final Accounts    X  

F4E 2010 2010 Final Accounts    X  

EP 2008 Budgetary Discharge 2008   X  

EP 2009 Budgetary Discharge 2009   X  

ECA 2010 Report on 2009 Accounts   X  

ECA 2011 Report on 2010 Accounts    X  
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ECA 2012 Report on 2011 Accounts    X  

F4E 2008 2008 Annual Report  X  X  

F4E 2009 2009 Annual Report  X  X  

F4E 2010 2010 Annual Report  X  X  

F4E 2011 2011 Annual Report  X  X  

F4E 2011/ 

2012 

Bimonthly Internal Progress Reports (5/11 – 8/12) 
X X X  

F4E 2012 Multi-Annual Staff Policy Plan X  X  

F4E 2008/ 

2012 

Governing Board Minutes  
X X X  

F4E 2008/ 

2012 

Governing Board Decisions 
X X X  

F4E 2010 Proposal to Improve Project Management System X  X  

F4E 2010 Management Improvement Plan  X X X X 

F4E 2010 Cost Containment and Reduction Plan X X X X 

 2010 Proposal for Change of Organisational Structure  X X X X 

F4E 2008/ 

2012 

F4E ‘Newsletters’ 
X  X  

F4E 2010 ITER Status and Way Forward  X X X  

EC 2010 Working Paper on ITER Management X  X  

EC 2010 Towards a Robust Management and Governance of 
the ITER Project 

X  X  

EC 2010 Status of the ITER Project X X X  
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EP 2012 Evaluation of EU Funding in Research in Nuclear 
Fusion 

 X   

EP 2010 ITER, nuclear fusions and European energy 
scenarios 

 X   

EC 2011 Responses to questions on ITER raised by MEPs X X X X 

EP 2011 Final Report, MEP visit to Cadarache  X X X  

F4E 2011 1st Report of the Working Group on Improvement   X X X 

F4E 2011 2nd Report of the Working Group on Improvement   X X X 

F4E 2012 Progress Report to the Competitiveness Council  X X X X 

F4E 2010 2010 Audit Plan  X  X  

F4E 2011 2011 Audit Plan  X  X  

F4E 2012 2012 Audit Plan  X  X  

F4E 2011 IAS IAC Coordination Document  X  X  

F4E 2011 Mission Charter of the IAC X  X  
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3.4 RECOMMENDATION TABLE   

Deloitte & European Court of Auditors 
Observations 

F4E Response Ernst & Young Observations 

ECA 2008   

16. For the year 2008, the budget outturn account showed a surplus of 
57,6 million euro, which represents 38 % of the 149,7 million euro 
accrued revenue. 

F4E considers that the underspending to which the Court refers was 
inherent to the first year of financial autonomy of F4E from the 
Commission as well as to the delays in the start-up of the ITER 
International Organisation and the Euratom fusion programme as a 
whole. 

F4E was not sufficiently operational when it 
gained autonomy in 2008. Basic internal 
control systems, staffing and strategies were 
not in place, leading to poor management 
effectiveness.  

17. The Joint Undertaking is in a start-up phase and has not completely 
implemented its internal controls and financial information system 
during 2008. At the end of the year, the underlying business processes 
had not yet been formalised and had not been validated by the 
Accounting Officer as required by the Financial Regulation of the Joint 
Undertaking. 

18. Further work is needed in the documentation of IT processes and 
activities, and the mapping of IT risks. The Joint Undertaking had also 
not developed a business continuity plan nor a data protection policy 
in 2008. 

19. Article 75 of the Financial Regulation of the Joint Undertaking 
stipulates that the Joint Undertaking should have an internal auditing 
service which must comply with relevant international standards. 
However, at the end of 2008, this important element of the internal 
control system had not been set up. 

F4E agrees with the comments of the Court concerning the maturity of 
its internal control environment during its first operational year. 
Meanwhile, F4E can confirm that the Internal Auditor took up his duties 
on 1 July 2009. An Action Plan for the implementation of the internal 
control standards has been prepared, which also addresses the issues 
identified as concerns IT, and a working group is being set up which 
will coordinate, monitor and report on its implementation. 
Furthermore, a Data Protection Officer has been nominated and the 
necessary actions have been taken to further develop the Business 
Continuity and Data Recovery Plan. 

Key tasks were only slowly implemented by 
management and the Governing Board. This 
can be attributed to the lack of preparedness 
as the organisation became operational and 
its subsequent rapid growth.  

21. The Financial Regulation of the Joint Undertaking was adopted by 
Decision of the Governing Board on 22 October 2007. On 28 February 
2008, the Director of the Joint Undertaking requested the opinion of 
the Court on the Financial Regulation. The Court issued its Opinion No 
4/2008 in October 2008. 

An internal F4E Working Group has been set up to regularly analyse the 
necessity to amend the F4E Financial Regulation and its Implementing 
Rules in order to strengthen the financial framework, while taking into 
account the particular industrial and institutional environment of F4E. 

Early on, an approach of ‘incremental change’ 
was adopted in order to address the 
inadequacy of the organisation’s structure 
and processes, instead of looking to industry 
standards from the beginning. This resulted 
in a poorly structured organisation that was 
reformed only slowly and in a piecemeal 
fashion.    
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25. The members were requested to pay their contributions by July 
2008. Only five of the 23 members paid within this deadline  

F4E agrees with the Court’s comment. However, the cause of the delay 
in the issue of the request for payment of the annual contributions for 
2008 is attributable to the transitional period before F4E became 
financially autonomous from the Commission on 18 March 2008. 

F4E disposes of few possibilities to address 
this problem. 

26. – 27. Detailed evaluation of the results with respect to the 
objectives and timetable set. The report does not include an 
assessment of the efficiency and effectiveness of the internal control 
system 

F4E agrees with the Court’s comments on the delay of the Annual 
Activity Report (AAR) and the absence of an assessment on the 
effectiveness and efficiency of the internal control system as well as a 
detailed evaluation of the results against the objectives and timetable 
set.  
The delay is mainly attributable to the fact that a meeting of the F4E 
Governing Board did not take place before the deadline set out in the 
F4E Financial Regulation. 

 

ECA 2009   
15. the rate for operational expenditure was 65,5 % and for 
administrative expenditure it was 64,2 %. At the end of 2009, the Joint 
Undertaking had bank account deposits of 42 million euro. The 
underspending mostly relates to delays in the progress of the Euratom 
fusion programme, as was also noted by the Court in 2008. 

F4E agrees with the Court’s comments. An improved payment profile is 
being implemented for 2010 with more rigorous reporting and control 
mechanisms on budget execution for operational expenditure. 

While F4E faced a number of initial 
difficulties, many delays also originated on 
the ITER project level. 

20. Although the Joint Undertaking has taken action during 2009 to 
develop internal control standards, it remains the case that at the end 
of 2009, key activities of the organisation are not sufficiently 
formalised. An appropriate tool for the management of operational 
contracts was not in place. Budget implementation and reporting is 
based on the use of spreadsheets. There is no database to centralise 
operational, administrative and financial information. 

F4E agrees with the Court’s comments and emphasises that the 
reinforcement of the control environment of the organisation remains 
one of its key priorities. However, it needs to be understood that 
developing, implementing and monitoring internal controls in a 
young, fast-growing organisation requires substantial time and 
resources, particularly while the organisation is seeking its most 
appropriate management arrangements. 
Throughout 2009 and 2010, substantial progress has been achieved in 
the development of the non- financial control framework 
F4E agrees with the Court’s comments and is currently putting in place 
a contract management tool. F4E is also developing systematic budget 
tools covering budget preparation/implementation (with production 
of an automatic scoreboard) and reporting on budget and resources 
data. 

Implementation of basic internal systems and 
controls is considered slow. This can be partly 
linked with the organisation’s low initial 
levels of operationnality and subsequent 
rapid growth.  
Early on, an approach of ‘incremental change’ 
was adopted in order to address the 
inadequacy of the organisation’s structure 
and processes, instead of looking to industry 
standards from the beginning. 

22. As already observed in 2008, the underlying business processes 
have not been validated by the Accounting Officer as required by the 
Financial Regulation of the Joint Undertaking. 

 Implementation of basic internal systems and 
controls is considered slow. 

23. The Joint Undertaking put an internal auditing service in place in 
July 2009. However, the assessment of the management systems and 
of the efficiency of the internal control systems required by the 
Financial Regulation of the Joint Undertaking has not yet been 
undertaken. 
 

After the first months of the internal audit function were dedicated to 
consulting activities and capacity building, the first audit engagement, 
on financial circuits, started in November 2009 and was closed in May 
2010. The Annual Audit Plan for 2009/2010 was adopted by the 
Director and endorsed by the Governing Board on 27 January 2010. 

Implementation of basic internal systems and 
controls is considered slow. 
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25. For one audited grant payment of 584 000 euro, the Court found 
that the officer authorising the payment only had delegated authority 
to authorise grant payments up to 200 000 euro. For an audited 
payment of more than 10 million euro in respect of site preparation 
works, the Court found evidence only of formal checks by the Joint 
Undertaking, which were not sufficient to provide assurance notably 
regarding the financial requirements of the grant agreement and the 
eligibility of costs. 

In relation to the grant which was audited, F4E agrees with the Court’s 
comments. The situation is now remedied with a higher, single ceiling 
defined in the delegation granted to the Authorising Officer by 
Delegation.  
In relation to the audited payment in respect of site preparation works, 
F4E agrees with the Court’s comments. In general, F4E is planning to 
analyse and reflect on internal procedures which will amongst other 
things allow improving internal ex ante control. 

Poor implementation of basic systems and 
controls led to cases of financial 
mismanagement.  

For 2009, the expiry date for members to pay their annual 
contributions was 31 May 2009. Despite several reminders sent by the 
Joint Undertaking, at the yearend two members had not yet paid their 
2009 membership contributions. 

F4E agrees with the Court’s comments. The situation has improved in 
2010 due to greater anticipation and preventive measures. For 2011, 
F4E will further reinforce its early warning by sending the estimates of 
each member’s contribution for 2011. 

F4E disposes of few possibilities to address 
this problem. 

The Court noted a number of issues in 2008 for which it considered 
that amendments were required to the Financial Regulation of the 
Joint Undertaking in order to reinforce its financial framework. At the 
end of 2009, no amendments had been introduced to the Financial 
Regulation. 

F4E agrees with the Court’s comments. F4E considered that a sound 
and efficient approach was to gather a few years’ experience on the 
actual implementation of these rules before proposing a possible 
revision of the Financial Regulation. 

Early on, an approach of ‘incremental change’ 
was adopted in order to address the 
inadequacy of the organisation’s structure 
and processes, instead of looking to industry 
standards from the beginning. 

The Court reiterates that, according to the Framework Financial 
Regulation, as a general rule, the Commission’s internal auditor 
exercises the same powers with respect to EU bodies, including the 
Joint Undertakings, as with respect to Commission departments. 

It is expected that the revision of the F4E Statutes will clarify the 
applicability of the Framework Financial Regulation with respect to 
internal audit of the Joint Undertaking. 

Implementation of basic internal systems and 
controls is considered slow. 

ECA 2010    
16. The Court of Auditors reported in its two previous Specific Annual 
Reports that the Joint Undertaking’s internal control systems had not 
been fully established and implemented as required by its Financial 
Regulation 
Similarly, on 31 May 2010 the Joint Undertaking’s Internal Auditor 
issued a report on the financial circuits which raised concerns about 
the financial circuits and the separation of duties. 

As part of the reorganisation, and in response to the recommendations 
of the internal auditor’s Financial Circuit audit, financial management 
was strengthened by the review of the financial circuits and the 
creation of a budget & finance unit in January 2011. At the same time, a 
financial circuit working group was established to document financial 
procedures, review controls and checklists and issue guidance notes 
improving the financial management system at F4E. 

Compounding the stresses put on the 
organisation by poor preparedness and rapid 
growth, significant internal reforms may have 
also impeded the timely implementation of 
basic systems and controls.  

19. While the financial and accounting systems (ABAC and SAP) used 
by the Joint Undertaking are owned by the Commission and have 
been validated by the Accounting Officer, the other important 
business processes which provide financial information have not yet 
been validated. 

F4E is fully aware of the deficits in intergrating financial and budgetary 
data with its operational activities. Among others, technical restrictions 
by the system owner regarding the access to financial data have led to 
delays in setting up management and reporting tools. This issue has 
recently been solved with an additional SLA with DG BUDG.  
 
Additionally, the complexity of the ITER project and subsequently the 
management of its underlying legal commitments, both 
administratively and operationally, has led to the delay in establishing 
one unique Contract Management System.  
 
 

Implementation of basic internal systems and 
controls is considered slow. 
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At the preparation of the present replies, a central contract 
management system was in the process of being adopted by the 
management and an action plan is being prepared in order to redress 
encoding backlog and normalize the situation. 

20. The Court tested a sample of nine procurement and six grant 
award procedures. For three of the nine procurement procedures 
audited, only one offer had been received by the Joint Undertaking. 
For the grants, the average number of proposals received was only 
one per call. While recognising the fact that the Joint Undertaking is 
operating in a highly specialised industrial area, the Court 
recommends that it should make further efforts to maximize 
competition and should follow the value-for-money principle in the 
call preparation, publication, evaluation and contract management 
phases. 

F4E deems that the recommendation by the Court is indeed already 
implemented by the processes and publication strategy in place. It 
should be noted that in areas where the industry is less specialised F4E 
has received up to 33 offers in replies to its calls for tender, which 
clearly shows that the problem does not intrinsically belong to the 
communication and information methods used by F4E, but rather lies 
with the specialised nature of the industry as underlined by the Auditor 
himself. Fusion for Energy cannot influence the level of expertise 
available in the market. 

F4E operates in underdeveloped and narrow 
markets with high levels of cost-risk.  

21. The controls applied by the Joint Undertaking before payments are 
made under grant agreements are not sufficiently documented to 
provide assurance regarding compliance with the financial 
requirements and the eligibility of the underlying costs 

Technical Assessment Reports and Acceptance Notes are signed off 
and confirm that the costs charged are in compliance with the 
activities. In addition, financial checks are performed on the costs 
claimed. F4E does however agree that there is room for improvement 
as concerns the documentation of the checks performed. This is being 
addressed by the working group on the internal controls and the 
procedures are being strengthened. 

Poor implementation of basic systems and 
controls led to cases of financial 
mismanagement. 

23. In 2008 and 2009, the Court observed that a number of Members of 
the Joint Undertaking did not pay their membership contributions 
within the deadline set by the Governing Board. For 2010, the deadline 
was 31 May 2010 but only 14 out of the 28 Members paid on time. 

The statutes of F4E do not provide any other legal means to assure 
members pay their contribution on time, other than sending 
reminders. Following the recurrent delays in the payment of 
membership contributions, the issue was put on the agenda of the 
Governing Board at the end of May 2011. Consequently, measures 
were approved for interest to be levied on Annual Membership 
Contribution in the event of late payment. 

F4E disposes of few possibilities to address 
this problem. 

26. The host agreement on the site and support, privileges and 
immunities that was signed between the Kingdom of Spain and the 
Joint Undertaking on 28 June 2007 states that permanent premises are 
to be made available to the Joint Undertaking no later than 3 years 
after the signing of the agreement. At the time of the audit, 
permanent premises had not been made available to the Joint 
Undertaking. 

The Host Agreement signed between ‘Fusion and for Energy’ and the 
Kingdom of Spain in 2007 does indeed foresee that Spain will provide 
F4E with permanent premises no later than 3 years after the signature 
of the agreement. The Agreement also foresees that in the meantime, 
and before the final premises are made available, Spain will provide 
temporary premises. While Spain has not yet provided permanent 
premises, the Joint Undertaking occupies temporary premises free of 
cost, as Spain pays for the full cost of the premises (rent and 
maintenance as foreseen by the Host Agreement, while F4E pays for 
the tenant’s part of the temporary premises). 
 
 
 
 

F4E disposes of few possibilities to address 
this problem. 
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ECA 2011    
17. In response to this, the Governing Board adopted a management 
improvement plan in June 2010 together with a proposal to change 
the organisational structure and reinforce the financial circuits. 
Although significant progress has been made, a number of actions 
need to be implemented:  
► an integrated tool to manage budget, financial and operational 

information is not yet in place;  
► a management system to monitor project and budget 

implementation is expected to be operational by the third 
quarter of 2012;  

► the validation of the underlying systems by the accounting 
officer is not completely finished and should continue in 201215;  

► a comprehensive ex post audit strategy for grants and 
operational contracts has not been adopted (see paragraphs 22 
and 23);  

► the action plans adopted by the Joint Undertaking in response to 
the internal audits on the financial circuits, grant management 
and experts contracts have not been fully implemented16 

► a risk management exercise at corporate level has not been 
carried out.  

 

The new F4E organizational structure is now implemented. It is more 
project-oriented, gives more emphasis to the financial service, and 
strengthens the overall management of F4E following the introduction 
of the middle management level with appropriate delegations and the 
recruitment of new managers (Head of Administration Department, 
Head of ITER Department and Head of the Budget and Finance Unit). 
Furthermore :  
► Several important reports are being produced on a routine basis, 

e.g. on the progress of the big procurements and on budget 
implementation.  

► A first validation of the underlying systems has been done by the 
accounting officer for the 2011 financial year. In view of the 
change in the organizational structure and the strengthening of 
the control environment (ongoing in 2012), it is foreseen to 
continue the exercise of validation of the accounting systems for 
the year 2012, including a full audit testing.  

► As part of the Ex-Post audit strategy which F4E is currently 
establishing, the scope of the Quality Audits will be extended to 
perform checks on financial and contractual aspects of contracts. 
In this respect, a pilot exercise will be carried out before the end 
of 2012.  

The risk management of the Project exists in the Project Plan for ITER 
and Broader Approach activities and are managed regularly with the 
Partners Regarding the Coprorate Risk at the organizational level, this 
exercise has been launched at the beginning of 2012 and the first 
result was discussed at the GB in June, F4E is now finalized it and is 
being preparing the GB report on Corporate risks and mitigated action 
which will be discussed regularly at the GB Meetings.  

Implementation of basic internal systems and 
controls is considered slow. 

18. As pointed out in its 2010 report, the Joint Undertaking needs to 
enhance its efforts to increase competition. The number of offers 
received for the operational procurement procedures signed in 2011 
was still low and amounted to two on average; for grants the average 
number of proposals received was only one per call. 

F4E notes that the methodology used by the European Court of 
Auditors to calculate the average number of offers received, excludes 
framework contracts and thereby reduces the average number of 
offers from 6.8 to 2.4 offers.  F4E reminds that the average number of 
proposals it receives per call is related to the extreme complex market 
in which it is active and refers to its reply to paragraph 29 for further 
explanations.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

F4E operates in underdeveloped and narrow 
markets with high levels of cost-risk. 
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19. In one case the decision to cancel an open procedure and to use a 
negotiated procedure was not duly justified. In another case, the Joint 
Undertaking decided to negotiate with two companies which 
submitted offers under the open procedure (although one of them 
was not technically compliant). In another case both the choice of the 
negotiated procedure and the quantities and price contracted were 
not duly justified.  

  

20. The Court’s audit has confirmed the findings of an internal audit 
carried out in 2011 in the area of procurement, notably:  
► the pre-information notice is not used as an instrument for 

increasing ex ante publicity of forthcoming tenders 
► there is no system to track and manage changes in the contract 

requirements and thus identify and remedy cost deviations;  
► the duration of the procurement process is often excessive and 

there are inefficiencies in preparing tender documents;  
► cost estimates are not well documented 

It needs to be stressed that the audit in the area of procurement 
concluded by a satisfactory opinion and that the recommendations 
resulted in an action plan comprising of 40 action which are currently 
being implemented.  

Implementation of basic internal systems and 
controls is considered slow. 

21. The audit also revealed that the ex ante control procedures applied 
to payments made under contracts and grant agreements are not 
sufficiently documented 
 

As part of the work on the Integrated Management System in 2012, 
improvements to the monitoring and controlling systems are being 
implemented which include stronger ex-ante control instruments.  

Implementation of basic internal systems and 
controls is considered slow. 

22. The Joint Undertaking has a system to perform audits at the level 
of contractors with the aim of checking compliance with the quality 
assurance requirements. However, the scope of these audits does not 
cover the financial aspects of the implementation of the contracts. 

As part of the Ex-Post audit strategy which F4E is currently establishing, 
the scope of the Quality Audits will be extended to perform checks on 
financial and contractual aspects of contracts. In this respect, a pilot 
exercise will be carried out before the end of 2012.  
 

Implementation of basic internal systems and 
controls is considered slow. 

23. During 2011 the Joint Undertaking started ex post controls to 
assess the legality and regularity of the implementation of grants 
awarded. Despite the progress made, the Joint Undertaking lacks an 
overall ex post control strategy. Such a strategy should cover the 
implementation of grant contracts and procurement contracts.  
 

As a consequence of the experience gained during financial 
monitoring visits carried out in 2011, F4E is now in a position to define 
the strategy to cover the financial control for both procurements and 
grants.  
 

Implementation of basic internal systems and 
controls is considered slow. 

25. The Governing Board has not yet adopted the industrial policy 
required under the Statutes 
 

A Working Group of the F4E Governing Board has prepared a draft 
Industrial Policy which was considered by the Governing Board during 
its meeting in June 2012. The Policy is now being finalised taking into 
account that prior approval of the Commission is required according to 
Article 6(3)(p) of the F4E Statutes with the aim of it being adopted by 
the Governing Board before the end of 2012.  

Early on, an approach of ‘incremental change’ 
was adopted in order to address the 
inadequacy of the organisation’s structure 
and processes, instead of looking to industry 
standards from the beginning. 

26. Payments of the 2011 contributions by 12 members were subject 
to delays.  

F4E has established a new framework in 2011 for the collection of the 
Membership contribution, taken so in consideration the recurrence of 
the finding of the court  
 

F4E disposes of few possibilities to address 
this problem. 
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29. The Court considers that certain provisions in the Joint 
Undertaking's implementing rules depart from the implementing rules 
of the EU General Financial Regulation without sufficient justification  
 

In relation to the implementing rules which have been revised to take 
into account the comments from the Court (e.g. conditions to raise and 
grant loans or the rules for valuing in-kind contributions), the Joint 
Undertaking considers that the amended implementing rules provide 
sufficient guidance for the implementation of these activities.  

Early on, an approach of ‘incremental change’ 
was adopted in order to address the 
inadequacy of the organisation’s structure 
and processes, instead of looking to industry 
standards from the beginning. 

32. According to the Host State Agreement signed with the Kingdom 
of Spain on 27 June 2010, the permanent premises should have been 
made available to the Joint Undertaking by June 2010. However, at the 
time of the audit (April 2012) this had not occurred.  

While Spain has not yet provided permanent premises, the Joint 
Undertaking occupies temporary premises free of cost, as Spain pays 
for the full cost of the premises (rent and maintenance as foreseen by 
the Host Agreement, while F4E pays for the tenant’s part of the 
temporary premises)  

 

Deloitte Management Assessment    
The number of contracts delayed should be monitored and the trend 
observed  
Special effort should be made to monitor the contracts launched with 
more than one year delay 

Contracts launched with over one year’s delay, owing to factors such 
as the application of negotiated or competitive dialogue procurement 
procedures or protracted negotiations with contractors should be 
monitored closely.  
Constantly update cost estimates  
 

At its last meeting in June 2012, the Governing Board commented on a 
draft document on Industrial Policy, which will now be finalized and 
adopted in the next few weeks. Although the establishment of a formal 
industrial policy could be beneficial and a useful guidance to industrial 
procurement, F4E does not agree that the lack of such high-level 
industrial policy objectives has hampered its procurement. The 
development and implementation of F4E procurement strategies may 
benefit more from the introduction of a ‘General Procurement 
Strategy’, specifying guidelines for the choice of procurement 
procedure, the balance between quality and cost, the participation of 
SMEs, or the possibility to award contracts to companies from outside 
the EU, etc. In relation to the definition of procurement strategies 
inside the Joint Undertaking, F4E would like to note that the situation 
described by the Management Assessor is not valid for some time, as 
procurement strategies already originate in the different project teams 
and then discussed with their hierarchy to ensure coherence. In 
addition, and since June 2011, the Executive Committee has been 
given a new role and, in this context, it regularly reviews and 
comments on the draft Procurement Arrangements with the IO, 
comments on overall procurement strategies, discusses and approves 
procurement strategies for individual contracts, ensures that the 
contracts to be approved are in line with the previously approved 
individual procurement strategy, in addition to its original role of 
approving the award of contracts above a specified threshold. 

 

F4E should evaluate and report to the GB on the risks to the project, 
benchmarks with other DAs should be sought in order to set a 
contingency range.  
 
 

The Report also reviews the F4E Cost Containment and Savings Plan 
and concludes that there is a significant risk to the project with the 
current levels of contingency, recommending its increase. F4E shares 
the concern of the Management Assessor for the low level of 
contingency for such a complex project; however, F4E fully respects 

There are clear measures that can be taken to 
improve the coherence of the cost-
containment strategy. 
It is considered highly unlikely F4E will be 
able to rebuild a sufficient contingency, 
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Current monitoring of cost containment and savings plan contains no 
individual references to the efficiency of individual measures and no 
tracking information is reported relative to which measures are 
effectively applied and the savings obtained. Efficiency of each 
measure should be verified; tools and mechanisms to periodically 
trace savings and measure efficiency should be defined and project 
team members should be educated in the application of these 
measures. 

Element of future annual assessments for the GB should be focused on 
cost containment and contingency provision.  

the financial boundaries as established by the Competitiveness Council 
in July 2010. F4E would like to reiterate the high risk of not having 
sufficient contingency for such a project with a demanding schedule, 
first-of-a-kind procurements and a complex governance structure. 

leaving the organisation in a highly tenuous 
situation. 

New mechanisms are required that will improve governance, conflict 
resolution and decision making in the ITER project (most of which is 
actually beyond the scope of F4E’s responsibility) 
► Adequately define KPIs to measure and report performance on 

both ITER and F4E teams  
► Create appropriate incentives based on these KPIs  
► Define common criteria and a methodology to objectively 

evaluate the cost of higher specifications versus cost of project 
delays that will feed KPOS and the decision making process in 
terms of conflict resolution  

► Improve reporting to governing bodies  
► Reinforce the accountability of F4E and IO directors in conflict 

resolution  
► IO and F4E must reach a common understanding on the ultimate 

responsibility of each with regard to decision making and conflict 
resolution  

F4E does not share the Assessor’s view that there is a different 
understanding between IO and the Domestic Agencies on their 
respective roles and responsibilities. F4E does acknowledge, however, 
that the system put in place for the construction of ITER, and in 
particular the complex relationship between the IO and the seven DAs, 
may generate difficulties, due in particular to the distinct roles and 
vested interests of the different actors (the IO and the DAs). A good 
example of different priorities between the IO and the DAs is ‘cost 
containment’, which is not a priority objective for the IO (more 
concerned with the soundness and reliability of the technical 
specifications and the schedule), but a top priority for the DAs, 
including F4E. 
 

F4E does not have an intrinsically more 
difficult relationship with ITER IO, however it 
is more complex, by virtue of the size of F4E’s 
contribution to the construction phase. 
Negotiations between the DAs and ITER IO 
are inherently highly complicated and, due to 
the specificity of each situation, it is unlikely 
that a ‘one size fits all’ approach to improving 
the conflict resolution process exists.  
Closer cooperation between DAs and the 
ITER IO should be a privileged avenue for 
pursuing cost-containment in the future.  

Improvement of decision-making process efficiency  
► PT managers and head of ITER Dept should be required to focus 

on improving the current project management culture 
► Additional project management training programs  
► Recruitment should be focused on people with applicable 

industry-specific backgrounds and project management skills  
► Part of the role of the Business Intelligence Unit should be to spot 

key talent and extend the recruitment process through a wider 
range of techniques, such as head-hunters  

► Staff planning and HR policies should seek to prevent attrition 
among key project team members  

► Knowledge management system should be implemented to 
mitigate risks of attrition  

► F4E GB should approve global procurement strategy within the 
industrial policy  

 

F4E only partially shares the observation of the Management Assessor 
in relation to the extent that the changes in the F4E organisational 
structure, in some key management and project team members, may 
have negatively affected the organisation. F4E started operations in 
2008 and since then has grown to almost 350 staff, while the 
organisational structure was almost continuously adapted to take into 
account its growth. A new basic organisational structure was adopted 
in October 2010, together with an improvement plan for the 
organisation. During this period, only two Project Team Managers have 
changed due to their retirement which was known well in advance. 
The introduction of Project Management Teams in F4E was part of the 
Improvement Plan and new organisational structure adopted by the 
Governing Board in October 2010 following the Council request in July 
2010. As the Management Assessor recognizes, F4E has made 
remarkable achievements in this area.  
 

Slow uptake of a ‘project management 
culture’ suggests an inadequacy of its human 
resources strategy with the skills demanded 
by F4Es activities. 
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► ExCO should agree on the definition of a procurement strategy, 

verify the application of the global procurement strategy by 
ensuring that all strategies seek the same objectives  

128 

► ExCo should verify and promote successful procurement 
strategies across the various project teams, successful strategies 
should be recorded and shared among those responsible for 
procurement and a knowledge management framework should 
be set up  

Key procurements should may require to strengthen their prior 
business case analysis (decide if cost and delay incurred by selecting a 
negotiated procedure is comparable to the cost of future potential 
amendments in the event of selecting an open procurement)  

The full establishment of a project management culture does require a 
longer time and F4E is on the path to completing this in the near 
future. As part of the same Improvement Plan, the implementation of 
an integrated suite of reporting tools was also proposed and this is due 
to be completed progressively from September 2012. In relation to the 
efficiency of the review and approval procedures, F4E does not share 
the observation of the Management Assessor. The Joint Undertaking 
has put into a place a comprehensive QA system and is committed to 
the continuous improvement and simplification of its internal 
processes (see section 3.2). Major improvements have been made, 
amongst other things, on the review and approval policies and the 
delegation of financial and operational powers. 
 

Improvement of reporting  
► Include more executive information on project status, such as 

relevant issues and key activities carried out in the last period  
► Improve and clarify the information displayed by including 

clearer definitions and traceability among reports, planning, 
budget data  

► Add comparable information such as evolution of data over time  
► Management should create and implement a dashboard to 

integrate all activities and processes to be monitored  
► A tile-reporting system would improve the estimation of FTEs 

and highlight deviations  
► Improvement in existing KPIs and the identification of new KPIs 

would provide the organisation and the GB with higher quality 
information 

At present F4E provides the following reports: (a) publicly available 
Annual Reports, (b) Bi-monthly Progress Reports to the Governing 
Board and other committees (c) Monthly Reporting on Budget 
Implementation and (d) Annual Reports to the Competiveness Council. 
In addition, the F4E Directorprovides a more detailed report to each of 
the committees, including additional written progressreports (e.g. to 
the 24th Governing Board meeting of 28-29 June 2012). Finally, F4E 
provides specificreports on the latest developments to the Bureau 
meeting, composed by the Chairs of Committees.Based on those 
reports, the members of the Bureau give orientations when needed on 
the most sensitive and urgent issues. With the introduction of the 
project management system and the implementation of its 
improvement plan, F4E has made considerable progress in its 
reporting documents, including a first set of KPIs agreed by the 
Governing Board. F4E will continue to review its reporting, and the 
implementation of the existing set of KPIs with the Governing Board at 
the end of 2012. In the context of this exercise, the proposals and 
recommendations by Deloitte will be taken into account. Moreover, 
the introduction of the new reporting systems will allow F4E 
management, as well as the Governing Board and other committees, to 
have at their disposal all the necessary information to allow them to 
understand the status and progress of the different activities, as well as 
take any necessary action. 

Reporting has progressively improved with 
the implementation of internal controls and 
industry standard project management 
systems.  
 

 

 



 




