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terms of cost savings compared to the in-house scenario and the status quo scenario. At the 

same time, from a qualitative perspective, the optimised allocation of programmes scenario 

should ensure a more effective implementation of EU programmes through a thematically 

coherent architecture of portfolios and more streamlined governance.  

The figures of this document are based on the the political agreement reached on 10 

November 2020 between the European Parliament and the Council and reflect the agreement 

reached by the co-legislators on 11 December 2020 on the allocation of the Horizon Europe 

budget. 
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Part I: Objective, scope and scenarios 

1. Introduction  

This document represents the cost-benefit analysis (CBA) for the delegation of certain tasks 

regarding the implementation of Union Programmes 2021-2027 to executive agencies. It 

determines the staffing levels in the executive agencies, and the corresponding impact on the 

level of staffing in the Commission for the period 2021-2027 Multiannual Financial 

Framework (MFF). The CBA underpins Commission decision to renew or modify the 

mandates of the executive agencies in the 2021-2027 MFF.  

1.1 Objective of the CBA 

In accordance with Council Regulation (EC) No 58/2003 laying down the statute for 

executive agencies, the Commission can decide to delegate programme implementation fully 

or partly to executive agencies after a prior cost-benefit analysis. The CBA is therefore a 

mandatory element required for renewal or modification of the mandates of existing agencies 

or in case the Commission would decide on the creation or the wind-down of an executive 

agency. The CBA shall determine the lifetime of the executive agency, and must identify the 

tasks that justify outsourcing, while taking into account a number of factors of both a 

quantitative and a qualitative nature. In accordance with the Regulation, the costs and benefits 

of delegating tasks to executive agencies will be analysed based on the following parameters:   

Table 1: Quantitative and qualitative parameters included in the assessment of costs and benefits of delegation 

Quantitative parameters Qualitative parameters 

The costs of supervision of the executive 

agencies 

Efficiency and flexibility in the implementation of 

outsourced tasks 

The impact on human resources in the agencies Simplification of the procedures used 

Possible savings within the general budgetary 

framework of the European Union  

Proximity of outsourced activities to final 

beneficiaries 

 

Visibility of the Union as promoter of the Union 

programme concerned 

 

The need to maintain an adequate level of know-how 

inside the Commission 

The overall objective of the CBA is to assess the relative costs and advantages of a pre-

defined scenario for delegation of programme management tasks to an executive agency, as 

compared to an in-house scenario where the programmes would be managed by the 

Commission. In order to identify the delegation scenario with the best quality/price ratio, 

alternative scenarios exploring different options for delegation should be explored.  

The assessment should be based on quantitative elements such as costs and additional staff 

needs, as well as qualitative elements like efficiency and flexibility in the implementation, 

simplification of processes and procedures, proximity to beneficiaries, the need to maintain an 

adequate level of know-how, possible synergies, potential benefits of grouping together 

similar programmes or parts. 

The CBA methodology is based on workload indicators and productivity measures, needed to 

assess the optimal staff levels in the executive agencies and to ensure a solid comparison 

between the new delegation and the comparative scenarios. 
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The CBA has been performed by the Directorate-General for Budget, in close cooperation 

with the Secretariat-General and the Directorate-General for Human Resources and Security 

(hereafter “the Central Services”). It partly builds upon qualitative and quantitative studies 

carried out in 2019 and early 2020 by the Joint Research Centre (JRC)
3
. It is also based on the 

results of the latest triennial evaluations
4
 of the existing agencies, finalised in 2019-2020, in 

particular on the assessment done for the qualitative parameters. Thus, the present document 

presents the consolidated approach developed by the three Commission Central Services, 

including a quantitative model to determine the staff in the executive agencies and 

comparison of scenarios. The parts based on input from the JRC studies and from the triennial 

evaluations are identified in the text. 

1.2 The starting point: description of the current agencies and their 

programmes  

Since 2007, six executive agencies have been entrusted by the Commission with the 

implementation of spending programmes under the previous and current multiannual financial 

framework. Five agencies are currently located in Brussels (REA, ERCEA, EACEA, 

EASME, INEA), while the sixth (CHAFEA) is located in Luxembourg. The executive 

agencies are evaluated every three years and the latest triennial evaluations show that the 

Brussels-based agencies work well and have produced budgetary savings in the 

implementation costs of the programmes, due to their specialisation, large size and lower cost 

of staff than the Commission.
 
 

During the period 2014-2020, the six executive agencies were entrusted with a higher number 

of EU programmes and increased amounts of budget to be implemented. Executive agencies 

were in charge of very diverse portfolios of programmes including some flagship programmes 

with high public visibility (Erasmus+, Horizon 2020, COSME, LIFE, etc.). The following 

table shows the current portfolios of programmes of the existing six executive agencies. 

  

                                                 
3
 The JRC quantitative studies were based on the budget envelopes for the 2021-2027 MFF available at the time, 

namely those proposed by the Commission in May 2018 (COM(2018) 321 final https://eur-

lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:c2bc7dbd-4fc3-11e8-be1d-

01aa75ed71a1.0023.02/DOC_1&format=PDF). They do analyse some – but not all - of the parameters 

mentioned in table 1 to assess the costs and benefits of delegating programmes to executive agencies. 

4
 Report from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council and the Court of Auditors 

COM(2020)184 and SWD(2020) 73-78). 
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Education, Audiovisual 

and Culture Executive 

Agency - EACEA

European Research 

Council Executive 

Agency - ERCEA

Research Executive 

Agency - REA

Innovation and 

Networks Executive 

Agency - INEA

Executive Agency for 

Small and Medium-

sized Enterprises - 

EASME

Consumers, Health, 

Agriculture and Food 

Executive Agency - 

CHAFEA

Pillar 1, Excellent 

Science: Marie 

�6�N�á�R�G�R�Z�V�N�D���&�X�U�L�H��
Actions 

Societal Challenge 5:

Climate action, 

resource efficiency and 

raw materials. 

Consumer Progrmme

Pillar 1: Excellent 

Science: Future and 

Emerging 

Technologies 

Societal Challenges 3 

Secure, clean and 

efficient energy**  

Food and Feed: Better 

Training for Safer Food

Creative Europe CEF Energy

Pillar 2, Industrial 

Leadership/ Societal 

Challenges

Public Health 

Programme (ESF)

Solidarity Corps CEF ICT

Enhanced EIC Pilot: 

Fast Track to 

Innovation

Agricultural promotion 

measures

Europe for Citizens

Societal Challenge 3: 

Secure, clean and 

efficient energy

LIFE Environment 

LIFE Climate Action

Societal Challenge 6: 

Inclusive, innovative 

and reflective societies

H2020: Clean Energy 

Transition 

Innovation Fund (started in 
2020)

European Maritime and 

Fisheries Fund: 

Integrated Maritime 

Projects

Part IV : Spreading 

excellence and 

widening participation

Part V: Science with 

and for society

Common 

administrative and 

logistical support 

Programmes 

2014 - 2020

Erasmus +

Societal Challenge 2: 

Food Security, 

sustainable agriculture, 

marine and maritime 

research and bio-

economy

Industrial Leadership: 

Leadership in enabling 

and industrial 

technologies (LEIT) - 

Space

Programme for 

competitiveness of 

enterprises and SMEs 

(COSME)

Societal Challenge 4: 

Smart, green and 

integrated transport.

Pillar 1: Excellent 

Science: European 

Research Council 

CEF Transport (incl. 

cohesion and military 

mobility)

Societal Challenge 7: 

Protecting freedom and 

security of Europe and 

its citizens 
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In this table, as in similar graphical presentations across this document, a colour code 

indicates to which programmes of the 2021-2027 MFF each activity belongs.  

Table 3 

 

To implement these programmes and to perform the tasks entrusted to executive agencies, the 

level of staffing of the executive agencies for the years 2014-2020 was established in the 2013 

Communication to the Commission
5
. The total authorised staff of the six executive agencies 

financed from the EU budget amount to 2 650 full-time equivalents (FTE) in 2020. The staff 

in executive agencies is composed of temporary staff, of which part are officials seconded 

from the Commission, and contract staff. Management and other responsibility functions are 

occupied by seconded Commission officials. 

In addition, part of the staff of the agencies is financed outside the EU budget in respect of 

those programmes or parts of programmes financed from assigned revenues which are 

managed in the agencies. The biggest share concerns the Innovation Fund, whose 

implementation was delegated in the first half of 2020 to the Innovation and Networks 

Executive Agency (INEA), following approval of the Committee for Executive Agencies, 

based on a cost-benefit analysis. The implementation of the Innovation Fund is not part of the 

current CBA, although it is captured in the portfolio of the future INEA agency, since a 

decision has already been taken regarding the choice of executive agency, its staffing (from 

14 FTE in 2020 to 60 FTE in 2027), and the budget implemented (EUR 8,5 billion comprised 

exclusively of assigned revenues generated by the Emissions Trading System (ETS) right 

issues for that programme for the entire period 2020-2027). However, given its non-negligible 

size, it is a significant background element.  

 

 

  

                                                 
5
 Communication to the Commission on the delegation of the management of the 2014-2020 programmes to 

executive agencies SEC(2013)493 of 18.09.2013. 
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Table 5 

  

In MFF 2014-
2020: 

Delegated to

I. Pillar 1 Excellent Science Pillar 1 Open Science

ERC ERCEA ERC

Future and Emerging 

Technologies (FET) - 

Flagships

Future and Emerging 

Technologies (FET) - Open
REA

MSCA REA MSCA

Research Infrastructures Research Infrastructures

III. Pillar 3

Societal Challenges
Pillar 2 Global Challenges and 

Industrial 
Competitiveness

1.
Health, Demographic 

change and well-being
Cluster 1 Health

6.

Europe in a changing 

world - inclusive, 

innovative and reflective 

societies

REA Cluster 2
Culture and Inclusive 

Society

7.

Secure societies - 

Protecting freedom and 

security of Europe and its 

citizens

REA Cluster 3 Civil Security for Society

Cluster 4

Digital, Industry and 

Space (partly newly 

delegated)

3.
Secure, clean and 

efficient energy INEA

4. 
Smart, green and 

integrated transport
INEA

5. 

Climate action, 

anvironment, resource 

efficiency and raw 

materials

EASME

2.

Food Security, sustainable 

agriculture and forestry, 

marine , maritime and 

inland water rsearch, and 

the bioeconomy

REA/EASME Cluster 6

Bioeconomy, Food, 

Natural Resources and 

Environment

VI. JRC JRC

II. Pillar 2 Industrial Leadership Pillar 3 Open Innovation
Leadership in enabling 

and industrial 

technologies (LEIT) ICT

EASME

LEIT 'rest' (nano, space) REA

Access to risk finance (FI)

Innovation in SME's EASME

VII. EIT EIT

Part 4 Strengthening the 
European research Area

IV.

Spreading Excellence and 

widening participation REA Sharing Excellence

V.

Science with and for 

society
REA

Reforming and Enhancing 

the European R&I system

EIC (very parlty newly 

delegated)

Horizon 2020
Horizon Europe (newly delegated parts in 

orange)

Cluster 5
Climate, Energy and 

Mobility
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Horizon 2020 is by far the largest delegated programme in the 2014-2020 period, and the 

largest activity of the executive agencies, with more than half of the total staff of the 

executive agencies working on this programme across four separate agencies. 

The substantial change of the internal structure of Horizon Europe is a significant element, as 

it means that some parts of Horizon Europe are made of activities currently implemented in 

different executive agencies. Furthermore, some activities of Horizon 2020 currently 

implemented within the Commission will be delegated to executive agencies in the 2021-2027 

MFF. Therefore, one of the main challenges analysed in this CBA is how to allocate 

efficiently among the executive agencies the implementation of the various delegated parts of 

Horizon Europe. 

In total, for the all programmes of the 2021-2027 MFF, DGs envisage to increase the budget 

delegated to executive agencies by up to 49% in constant prices. As indicated previously, this 

increase results from (a) the increase of the budget of already delegated programmes, (b) the 

delegation of programmes currently implemented in the Directorates-General, i.e. the newly 

delegated programmes and (c) the delegation of the implementation of completely new 

programmes, i.e. not existing in the 2014-2020 financial framework. 

Table 6 provides an overview of scope of the CBA in terms of programmes identified for 

delegation in the 2021-2027 MFF, the delegating DGs as well as the predecessor programmes 

and implementing agencies in the 2014-2020 MFF where applicable. 

Table 6 also, summarises the scope of the CBA in terms of operational budget envisaged 

delegated to executive agencies in the 2021-2027 MFF compared to the budget implemented 

by agencies in the 2014-2020 MFF. 

 



 

13 

Table 6 

 

Programmes already delegated in the 2014- 2020 

MFF

Creative Europe 123            1.185 Creative Europe
DG EAC, DG 

CNECT
              1.940 

Erasmus + 272            3.396 Erasmus + DG EAC               4.989 

Solidarity Corps 16               113 Solidarity Corps DG EAC                  102 

Europe for Citizens 27               166 

Citizens, Equality, Rights and 

Values: Citizens engagement 

and participation

DG JUST                  729 

Excellent Science: European Research Council 529          12.671 
Pillar 1, Open Science: 

European Research Council
DG RTD             13.206 

�(�[�F�H�O�O�H�Q�W���6�F�L�H�Q�F�H�����0�D�U�L�H���6�N�á�R�G�R�Z�V�N�D���&�X�U�L�H��
Actions 

268            5.946 
�3�L�O�O�D�U���������0�D�U�L�H���6�N�á�R�G�R�Z�V�N�D��
Curie Actions 

DG EAC               5.407 

Societal Challenge 5: Climate action, resource 

efficiency and raw materials 
4

Societal Challenge 6: Inclusive, innovative and 

reflective societies
47

Societal Challenge 5: Climate action, resource 

efficiency and raw materials
5

Societal Challenge 7: Protecting freedom and 

security of Europe and its citizens 
44

Industrial Leadership: Leadership in enabling and 

industrial technologies (LEIT) - Space
36

Societal Challenge 5: Climate action, resource 

efficiency and raw materials 
18

Societal Challenge 3: Secure, clean and efficient 

energy
42

Societal Challenge 4: Smart, green and integrated 

transport
37

Societal Challenges 5: Climate action, resource 

efficiency and raw materials
32

Societal Challenges 3: Secure, clean and efficient 

energy
18

Societal Challenge 2: Food Security, sustainable 

agriculture, marine and maritime research and bio-

economy

83

Societal Challenge 5: Climate action, resource 

efficiency and raw materials. (49% of SC 5)
45

 Industrial Leadership: Innovation in SMEs                                          16

Industrial Leadership/ Societal Challenges. SME 

instrument "SBIR" (Small Business Innovation 

Research) with H2020 contributions, including 

Light & fast scheme (ODI)        

117

Enhanced EIC Pilot: Fast Track to Innovation 4

 Excellent Science: Future and Emerging 

Technologies 
72

 Spreading excellence and widening participation 39               619 Part 4: Sharing Excellence DG RTD               2.104 

Science with and for Society 20               337 

Part 4: Reforming and 

enhancing the European R&I 

system

DG RTD                  323 

LIFE: Environment - Circular Economy 47            1.851 

Environment - circular 

economy, nature & 

Biodiversity

DG ENV               2.590 

LIFE: Climate Action 12               569 Climate Action DG CLIMA                  685 

Programme for competitiveness of enterprises and 

SMEs (COSME)
103               766 COSME DG GROW                  729 

European Maritime and Fisheries Fund 39               258 Integrated Maritime Projects DG MARE                  402 

Connecting Europe Facility 29            4.727 Energy DG ENER               5.032 

Connecting Europe Facility 148          23.424 

Transport (including CEF 

transport Cohesion Funds and 

military mobility)

DG MOVE             22.241 

Pillar 2, Cluster 2 & Cluster 3: 

Culture, Creativity and 

Inclusive Society & Civil 

Security for Society

           6.407 

           1.213 

Forecasted

Delegated 

budget

2021-2027

(constant 

prices)

              6.403 

              7.585 

              7.463 

              4.886 

           2.081               2.729 

Delegated 

budget

2014-2020

           3.463 

           4.097 

Pillar 2, Cluster 5: Climate, 

Energy and Mobility

2014-2020 programme 2021-2027 programme

Pillar 2, Cluster 4: Digital, 

Industry and Space

Delegating 

Directorate General 

in MFF 2021-2027

DG RTD, DG 

EMPL, DG EAC

DG RTD, DG 

CNECT, DG HOME

DG RTD, DG 

CNECT, DG DEFIS, 

DG GROW

DG RTD, DG 

CLIMA, DG ENER, 

DG MOVE

Staff 

2020 in 

agencies

Pillar 2, Cluster 6: Food, 

Bioeconomy, Natural 

Resources, Agriculture and 

Environment  

European Innovation Council

DG RTD, DG AGRI

DG RTD, DG 

CNECT
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Table 7: Staff working in the Commission on the activities which will be delegated to executive agencies in the 

MFF 2021-2027 

 

  

Connecting Europe Facility: ICT - WiFI  4EU 14               131 Digital DG CNECT               1.449 

Horizon 2020: Clean Energy Transition 48               486 Clean energy transition DG ENER                  763 

Innovation Fund (started in 2020) 14                  -   Innovation Fund DG CLIMA               5.417 

Food Safety: Better Training for Safer Food 7               116 
Food and Feed: Better 

Training for Safer Food
DG SANTE                    98 

Consumer Programme 12               116 Consumers DG JUST                  110 

Agricultural Promotion Measures 25               440 
Agricultural promotion 

measures
DG AGRI                  591 

Common administrative and logistical support 

service
182

Common administrative and 

logistical support service

Newly delegated programmes 2021-2027 

Strengthening European research infrastructures, 

including e-infrastructures (Implemented within 

DG RTD and DG CNECT)

Pilar 1: Research 

Infrastructures

DG RTD, DG 

CNECT
              1.567 

Societal Challenge 1: Health, demographic change 

and well-being (implemented within DG RTD and 

DG CNECT)

Pillar 2, Cluster 1: Health
DG RTD, DG 

SANTE
              3.550 

Future and Emerging Technologies (FET) - 

Flagships (implemented within DG RTD)

Pillar 2, Cluster 4: Digital, 

Industry and Space

DG RTD, DG 

CNECT, DG DEFIS, 

DG GROW

                   -   

Research fund for coal and Steel (RFCS) 

(implemented within RTD)

Research programme for Coal 

and Steel 
DG RTD                  679 

Eradication and reference laboratories 

(implemented within DG SANTE)

Food chain programme: Health 

for humans, animals and plants 

(eradication and reference 

laboratories)

DG SANTE               1.060 

Internal Market  and support to standarisation 

(implemented with DG GROW)

Internal Market and support to 

standardisation
DG GROW                  165 

New programmes

(EU4Health will include activities currently 

implemented in the Public Health programme by 

CHAFEA)

35               329 EU4Health DG SANTE               4.092 

(Digital Europe Programme will include the 

activities currently implemented the Connecting 

Europe Facility: ICT digital services (DSI) by 

INEA)

35               401 Digital Europe Programme DG CNECT                  725 

Renewable Energy Financing 

Mechanism (REFM)
DG ENER                  649 

Just Transition Mechanism 3rd 

pillar
DG REGIO               1.328 

Interregional innovation 

projects
DG REGIO                  490 

Total 2664          75.307           112.279 

RTD CNECT GROW SANTE TOTAL
Horizon Europe Pillar 2, Cluster 1: Health 48 11 59
Horizon Europe Pilar 1: Research Infrastructures 20 6 26
Horizon Europe EIC 50 7 57
Horizon Europe Pillar 2, Cluster 4: Digital, Industry and Space 46 46

SMP

Food chain programme: Health for humans, animals and plants 

(eradication and reference laboratories) 12 12
SMP Internal Market and support to standardisation 10 10
Coal & Steel RFCS 20 20

184 24 10 12 230

FTEs 2020

TOTAL
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better service delivery in terms of faster contracting, approval procedures for technical and 

financial reports and payments. At the same time, possibilities to develop synergies across 

agencies in both programme management and administrative functions increase.  

Continuous simplification of processes, procedures and tools in executive agencies are 

expected to result in higher efficiency. Due to their coherent programme portfolios, synergies 

are also expected between closely related policy domains resulting in economies of scale, 

easier coordination and consistency in delivery of services and foster knowledge spill-over. At 

the same time, applicants and beneficiaries will benefit from having a single entry point. 

The newly delegated programme parts can capitalise on the executive agencies’ existing 

communication and outreach channels, which have developed over time to keep them close to 

beneficiaries and to improve the EU’s visibility as the promoter of the programmes. In 

particular, the agencies provide an increased level of direct exchanges with beneficiaries 

through “info days”, kick-off meetings for larger and multi-annual projects, and monitoring 

visits. 

The delegation of implementation tasks to the executive agencies allows the Commission to 

make the best use of reduced human resources by focusing more on its core institutional tasks, 

such as policy-making, implementation and monitoring of the application of EU law, and 

strategic management, whilst guaranteeing the most effective and efficient implementation of 

spending programmes for which it remains ultimately responsible. 

e)  Horizon Europe: Pillar 2, Cluster 1 Health 

Delegated budget: 4 078 million
12

 

Description of programme  

European health research in Horizon 2020 (SC1 – Health, demographic change and well-

being) and in Horizon Europe (Cluster Health) are agile, strong Commission-managed policy 

tools for combatting the current COVID-19 crisis. Horizon Europe Cluster Health shall 

continue the EU’s huge commitment to fight this pandemic and future health crises. Already 

EUR 1 billion of Horizon 2020 funds have been mobilised in 2020 for vaccine research, 

clinical trials and investments in European companies, thereby strengthening Europe’s 

pharma and medical sectors globally.  

The Health Cluster will build close linkages between discovery, clinical, translational 

epidemiological, ethical, environmental and socio-economic research as well as with 

regulatory sciences. It will address areas of unmet clinical needs such as rare or hard to treat 

diseases (for example paediatric and lung cancer). It will use the combined skills of academia, 

practitioners, regulatory bodies and industry, and foster their collaboration with health 

services, social services, patients, policy-makers and citizens, in order to leverage on public 

funding and ensure the uptake of results in clinical practice as well as in health care systems.  

The research and innovation activities of this global challenge will develop the knowledge 

base, exploit existing knowledge and technologies, consolidate and create the research and 

innovation capacity and develop the solutions needed for a more effective promotion of health 

and the integrated prevention, diagnosis, monitoring, treatment, rehabilitation and cure of 

                                                 
12

 Current prices. 
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diseases, including long-term and palliative care. Results of this research will be translated as 

recommendations for action and communicated with the relevant stakeholders.  

The main areas of intervention will cover Health throughout the Life Course (e.g. 

understanding the early development and the aging process throughout the life course, health 

education and health literacy, health consequences of disabilities and injuries); Environmental 

and Social Health Determinants: better understanding of health drivers and risk factors in 

people’s everyday life and at the workplace, including the health impact of digitalisation, 

human mobility, environmental issues (pollution, nutrition, climate change); Non-

Communicable and Rare Diseases; Infectious Diseases, including poverty-related and 

neglected diseases, this will cover understanding infection-related mechanisms, combatting 

antimicrobial resistance, vaccines; as well as Tools, Technologies and Digital Solutions for 

Health and Care (including personalised medicine); Ensuring access to innovative, sustainable 

and high-quality health care in Health Care Systems (smart medical devices, advanced 

therapies for unmet needs, patient safety); Maintaining an innovative, sustainable and globally 

competitive health-related industry (new methods for drug development and sustainable 

production methods, payment models, and evidence-based regulatory measures).  

The areas of intervention mentioned above will be supported mainly through grants, but 

public procurement, prizes and expert contracts could also be used.  

Description of delegated tasks  

An executive agency shall be responsible for implementing tasks and shall manage some or 

all of the phases of programme implementation and stages in the lifetime of projects in the 

framework of the Horizon Europe Specific Programme. In this regard, it shall prepare the 

publication of the calls for proposals defined in the work programme; perform the evaluation 

of the proposals, award grants, prizes or conclude public procurement procedures and prepare, 

sign and manage the related agreements; monitor the implementation of the grant agreements 

and grant decisions by the beneficiaries, making the necessary checks, including acceptance 

of reports and other deliverables; manage payments and recovery procedure with the 

exception of enforceable decision on recovery.  

The selected Executive Agency shall also provide support in programme implementation 

including feedback to policy to the Commission. It shall also collect and transmit to the 

Commission all information required to guide implementation through regular reporting and 

contribute to the monitoring and the evaluation of the implementation of the programme. It 

will prepare information documents for potential beneficiaries; and establish an information 

and communication strategy aligned with that of the Commission. 

Rationale for delegation 

In the next MFF, the Commission envisages to delegate a substantially higher budget of 

Horizon Europe to the executive agencies, including for the first time, health research (Cluster 

1 – Health and Horizon 2020 health research legacy projects), which has always represented 

one of the largest budgets, and has up to now been implemented by DG Research and 

Innovation and DG Communications Networks, Content and Technology. The aim is to 

ensure efficient implementation of EU spending programmes by, for example, developing 

synergies across executive agencies in programme management and administrative functions. 

Due to their experience and specialisation in specifically defined tasks, the executive agencies 

should guarantee a high quality of programme management and better service delivery in 

terms of faster contracting, approval procedures for technical and financial reports and 

payments. Furthermore, executive agencies may be better suited administratively to cope with 
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the very high over-subscription rates in the health research programmes, which cause a huge 

peak workload for evaluations (on top of other policy and programme management tasks by 

parent DGs). The executive agency dealing with health research could further streamline 

processes dealing with complex ethics and regulatory issues in health research, notably in 

multi-year clinical trials and ethics approvals for use of patient data (General Data Protection 

Regulation). Pooling together health research with other health programmes in the same 

executive agency would also create more synergies between the programmes than if the health 

research would stay in the Commission. 

Continuous simplification of processes, procedures and tools in executive agencies are 

expected to result in higher efficiency. The delegation of implementing tasks to the executive 

agencies allows the Commission services to make the best use of reduced human resources by 

focusing more on its core institutional tasks, such as policy-making, implementation and 

monitoring of the application of EU law, and strategic management, whilst guaranteeing the 

most effective and efficient implementation of spending programmes for which it remains 

ultimately responsible.  

f)   Horizon Europe: Pillar 2, Cluster 4: Digital, Industry and Space  

Delegated budget: EUR 5 613 million  

Description of programme  

Horizon Europe Cluster 4 Digital, Industry and Space should transform the way industry 

develops and provides new products and services. Research and innovation projects under 

Cluster 4 should prepare the industry, for both a green and digital transition, as well as ensure 

open strategic autonomy in the area of space. The industry should be ready for such a “twin 

transition” by 2030. The twin transition is a framework established under the Green Deal, the 

Digital Strategies, the Industrial Strategy and the Circular Economy Action plan. Cluster 4 is 

highly relevant as it affects industries, jobs and citizens benefitting from future products and 

services. 

In addition, Cluster 4 is a priority area for the Recovery Plan rolled out by the Commission 

and endorsed by the European Council. The COVID-19 crisis shows an urgent need to 

strengthen the industrial base, which lost classical supply and value chains and which should 

be equipped with technologies to be more resilient and to be better prepared for future crisis.  

The main areas of intervention will cover manufacturing technologies key digital 

technologies, advanced materials, ; emerging enabling technologies, artificial intelligence and 

robotics, the next generation of the internet, advanced computing and big data, space and 

Earth observation and its research needs, and circular and climate neutral industries. 

The above-mentioned areas will be provided to a large extent by grants, but also other actions, 

like public procurement, prizes or expert contracts.  

Description of delegated tasks 

Some parts of Horizon Europe Cluster 4 are already delegated to the executive agencies under 

Horizon 2020 (i.e. mainly “Industrial Leadership – Space” implemented by the Research 

Executive Agency and to a very small extent “Industrial Leadership Nanotechnologies, 

Advanced materials and Advanced manufacturing and processing and Biotechnology” 
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currently implemented by the Executive Agency for Small and Medium-sized Enterprises
13

). 

Some intervention areas of the Horizon Europe Cluster 4 will continue to be partially 

managed in-house and part will be delegated to Executive Agency (i.e. Horizon 2020: 

Leadership in information and communications technology). In the future, a large part of 

Cluster 4 is envisaged to be delegated. 

An executive agency shall be responsible for implementing tasks and shall manage the phases 

of programme implementation and stages in the lifetime of projects in the frame of the 

Horizon Europe Specific Programme, including the still running projects from Horizon 2020. 

Under Horizon 2020, the projects under the Industrial Leadership Pillar have been still been 

managed internally by the Commission’s departments. A significant number of projects (the 

so-called “legacy”) shall in future be delegated
14

 to an Executive Agency in charge of 

Cluster 4.  

The selected Executive Agency shall perform the evaluation of the proposals, award grants, 

prizes or conclude public procurement and sign the related agreements; it shall be responsible 

for monitoring the projects, making the necessary checks, and recovery procedures; it shall 

also provide support in programme implementation including feedback to policy to the 

Commission and contribute to preparatory work of the work programmes and prepare the 

publication of calls.  

The selected Executive Agency shall also collect and transmit to the Commission all 

information required to guide implementation through regular reporting and contribute to the 

monitoring and the evaluation of the implementation of the programme. It shall prepare 

information documents for potential beneficiairies; and establish an information and 

communication strategy aligned with that of the Commission.  

Rationale for delegation 

The aim is to ensure the most efficient implementation of EU spending programmes. Due to 

their experience and specialisation in specifically defined tasks, the executive agencies 

guarantee a high quality of programme management and better service delivery in terms of 

faster contracting, faster approval procedures for technical and financial reports and quicker 

payments. At the same time, possibilities are created to develop synergies across agencies 

both in programme management and administrative functions.  

Continuous simplification of processes, procedures and tools in executive agencies are 

expected to result in higher efficiency. Coherent programme portfolios of the executive 

agencies allows synergies to be created between closely related digital domains. This will 

result in economies of scale, easier coordination and consistency in delivery of services and 

foster knowledge spill-over. At the same time, applicants and beneficiaries will benefit from 

having a single entry point. 

The newly delegated programme parts can capitalise on the executive agencies’ existing 

communication and outreach channels, which have developed over time to keep them close to 

                                                 
13

 Under the 2020 crosscutting call “Competitive, low carbon and circular industries” - 10 projects are run by 

EASME today. 

14
 As regards DG RTD, it is estimated that more than 400 projects are concerned. The overwhelming part comes 

from the NMBP programme and would be delegated as of January 2021; 2 or more large scale projects 

coming out of the Green Deal Call would be delegated as of mid-2021. Overall, the delegation of legacy 

concerns a budget volume of around EUR 2.5 billion.  
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beneficiaries and to improve the EU’s visibility as the promoter of the programmes. In 

particular, the executive agencies provide an increased level of direct exchanges with 

beneficiaries through “info days”, kick-off meetings for larger and multi-annual projects, and 

monitoring visits.  

The delegation of implementing tasks to the executive agencies allows the Commission 

services to make the best use of reduced human resources by focusing more on its core 

institutional tasks, such as policy-making, strengthen its role in driving industry during the 

“twin transition” in order to remain a world leading player and in accompanying both workers 

concerned about their jobs and citizens expecting greener and more digitised products. 

g)  Research Programme of the Research Fund for coal and Steel 

Delegated budget: [EUR 280 million] plus in addition [EUR 500 million] calls from Coal 

large projects in line with the Just Transition Mechanism and Clean Steel partnership 

financed exclusively from assigned revenues stemming from the Research Fund for coal and 

Steel 

Description of programme  

The Research Fund for Coal and Steel (RFCS) Research Programme
15

 is a multiannual EU 

Research Programme, outside the EU 7-years Research Framework Programmes (such as 

FP6, FP7, Horizon 2020, Horizon Europe).  

RFCS is governed by the Protocol 37 on the financial consequences of the expiry of the 

European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) Treaty and on the Research Fund for Coal and 

Steel
16

, annexed to the Treaty on the European Union. In addition, the RFCS is regulated by 

three Council Decisions
17

 that, respectively, establish the measures necessary for the 

implementation of the Protocol 37; lay down the multiannual financial guidelines for 

managing the assets of the ECSC in liquidation; and adopt the RFCS Research Programme 

and its multiannual technical guidelines.  

The objectives and functioning of the RFCS Research Programme via yearly calls for 

proposals are outlined in Council Decision 2008/376/EC as amended by Council Decision 

2017/955, which also sets the multiannual technical guidelines for this programme. The RFCS 

Research Programme currently supports the competitiveness of the sectors related to the coal 

and steel industries. A revision of its legal base is ongoing (adoption of the legal proposal by 

the European Commission in July 2020), with the intention to make it more consistent with 

the scientific, technological and political objectives of the EU (e.g. the European Green Deal), 

complementing the activities carried out in the Member States and within the existing EU 

research programmes, in particular the EU Research Framework Programme.  

Currently, the annual call for proposals of the RFCS Research Programme has a budget of 

around EUR 40 million. Typically, RFCS research projects consist of a manageable 

                                                 
15

 https://ec.europa.eu/info/research-and-innovation/funding/funding-opportunities/funding-programmes-and-

open-calls/research-fund-coal-and-steel-rfcs_en#goal 

16
 Protocol No 37 on the financial consequences of the expiry of the ECSC treaty and on the Research fund for 

Coal and Steel (OJ C 115, 9.5.2008, p. 327–328). 

17
 Council Decision 2003/76/EC of 1 February 2003, OJ L 29, 5.2.2003, p. 22. Council Decision 2003/77/EC of 

1 February 2003, OJ L 29, 5.2.2003, p. 25–27. Council Decision 2008/376/EC of 29 April 2008, OJ L 130, 

p.7. 
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consortium (5/8 partners) with beneficiaries belonging to industry, private companies, 

academia and research centres. The average EU financial support per project is EUR 1-

2 million and the average duration is 3-4 years. 

Description of delegated tasks  

The operational budget for the future planned RFCS Research Programme annual activities is 

EUR 40 million per year, which results in a total of EUR 280 million for the period 2021-

2027.  

In addition, there will be the budget of the Clean Steel co-programmed Partnership during 

2021-2027 under RFCS and the large actions for Coal in line with the Just Transition 

Mechanism, in total around EUR 500 million in the next MFF. This will be in addition to the 

EUR 280 million for the annual RFCS call for proposals.  

This means a total budget of EUR 780 million would be managed by the RFCS for the next 

MFF. This budget is expected to be generated from the revenues from the assets of the ECSC 

in liquidation, complemented by a part of the assets themselves. The operational budget will 

therefore not be funded from the EU budget.  

The selected Executive Agency shall be responsible for implementing tasks and shall manage 

all of the phases of programme implementation and stages in the lifetime of projects. In this 

regard, it shall manage and be assisted by the two (Coal and Steel) Advisory Groups and the 

seven Technical Groups (five in Steel and two in Coal). 

The selected Executive Agency shall be entrusted with the activities of management and 

implementation of an annual call for proposals, perform the evaluation of the proposals award 

grants, and prepare, sign and manage the related agreements. It shall monitor the 

implementation of the grant agreements by the beneficiaries, making the necessary checks, 

including acceptance of reports and other deliverables; manage payments and recovery 

procedure with the exception of enforceable decision on recovery. It shall also provide 

support in programme implementation including feedback to policy to the Commission. The 

executive agency shall conduct an annual review of activities under the Research Programme 

and prepare the annual report for the Coal and Steel Committee. It shall carry out a 

monitoring exercice of the Research Programme, including an assessment of the expected 

benefits. It shall further prepare an annual information package setting-out the detailed rules 

for potential beneficiairies.  

The legacy files include all projects included in the electronic database of the Commission but 

also paper files of grant agreements signed before 2016, and the archives.  

Rationale for delegation 

The executive agencies have broad experience in the implementation of spending programmes 

including the management of all stages of the lifetimes of projects and activities of support to 

the programme implementation. Therefore, the creation of synergies, efficiency gains, 

rationalisation and simplification are expected results of the delegation of RFCS Research 

Programme. This may also increase the quality of services offered to beneficiaries. 

The delegation of implementing tasks to the executive agencies allows the Commission 

services to make the best use of human resources by focusing more on its core institutional 

tasks, such as policy-making, monitoring and implementation of EU regulatory framework, 

and strategic management, whilst guaranteeing the most effective and efficient 

implementation of spending programmes for which it remains ultimately responsible. 
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projects supported by the mechanism in proportion to their participation. These statistical 

benefits will be counted in the national contributions of the Member States towards the 2030 

Union binding target for a share of renewable energy in the gross final energy consumption.  

Description of delegated tasks 

The selected Executive Agency shall: 

- Prepare, launch and manage calls; 

- Provide guidance and support to applicants;  

- Manage the Proposal submission and evaluation;  

- Ensure the grants preparation and negotiation, and monitor the technical and financial 

implementation of projects; 

- Ensure the disbursement of funds; 

- Ensure visibility of the programme, available funding, results and achievements via 

communication actions; 

- Monitor and report on the programme. 

Rationale for delegation 

Because of their specialisation in well-defined tasks, executive agencies are delivering 

acknowledge high-quality services: they conclude contracts, make payments and approve 

technical and financial reports on the projects in short time; they have also developed 

improved processes and increased external communication and dissemination of results, thus 

contributing to enhance the visibility of the EU. The agencies organize several events 

(Infodays, information sessions, workshops), either directly or through ‘national contact 

points’, to inform potential beneficiaries about new programmes, guiding them through the 

procedures and providing data on previous programmes. In addition, the executive agencies 

simplified the management procedures, thereby reducing the administrative burden for 

applicants and project promoters.  

The delegation of the Renewable Financing Mechanism to an agency whose portfolio would 

include other energy-related programmes would exploit synergies across different funding 

instruments related to energy and renewable energies projects. For example, synergies are 

expected with CEF Energy, which provides financial support to the roll-out of key energy 

infrastructure. The CEF Energy programme under the new MFF will also include a new 

window on financing cross-border renewable energy projects. Another example of synergy is 

expected with the projects of different Technology Readiness Levels in renewable energy in 

Horizon 2020, and with the Innovation Fund programme, which includes also innovative 

renewable energy generation for small-scale and large-scale demonstration projects. The 

expected size of the projects under the Renewable Financing Mechanism is consistent with 

the size of current projects in both H2020 and CEF programme. In addition, the experiences 

with CEF Energy and CEF Transport when it comes to blending other sources of finance will 

be valuable for the Renewable Financing Mechanism to maximise its impact in the years to 

come. Therefore, the management of the Renewable Financing Mechanism together with 

CEF, Horizon and Innovation Fund by one single entity would allow to fully mobilise the 

complementarities of the programs and to generate synergies that maximize the impact of EU 

programmes to deploy decarbonised energy solutions in a faster and in a more efficient way.  

Existing executive agencies have crucial experience with preparing and executing calls for 

proposals, evaluating and awarding project proposals, conclusion of grant award agreements 

and monitoring the project development. They have excellent track records in providing 

management of complex funding programmes with, in particular, grants for industrial entities. 
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2.2.2 Main take away from the JRC Quantitative study  

After having collected and analysed data concerning the programmes implemented in the 

current MFF, the quantitative study of the JRC identified the presence of significant 

economies of scale. According to JRC econometrical analysis, scale efficiencies roughly 

offset the impact of the increase in budget size of a programme by half, as illustrated by the 

following graph
19

. It shows the relation between the budget of a sub-programme (size) and its 

efficiency, both within the Commission and in the executive agencies. The efficiency is 

defined as the amount of commitment appropriations divided by the number of full-time 

equivalents (FTE) managing the sub-programme. 

 

Figure 1 

 
To simplify, this means that when one compares the programmes implemented in the 2014-

2020 MFF, when a programme has a budget twice larger, the staff necessary to implement it 

only increase by 50%. Efficiency gains can come from the increase in the budget of the sub-

programme, and from merging several parts of the same sub-programme into the same 

agency. For the determination of the optimised allocation of programmes scenario, those 

findings mean that splitting the implementation of one programme among different agencies 

should be avoided, and even more so, splitting the implementation of strands of a programme 

between agencies. Even if it goes beyond the scope of the CBA, one useful take away from 

the JRC study is that implementing one large (sub)programme requires significantly less 

resources than implementing several smaller (sub)programmes that together reach the same 

size as one large one.  

2.2.3 Main take away from the JRC Qualitative study  

The definition of the optimal allocation scenario also took into account the qualitative survey 

of the JRC
20

, which was based on a detailed questionnaire and meetings with all the executive 

agencies and the delegating DGs.  

                                                 
19

 JRC quantitative report, p.15.  

20
 A survey and several interviews were performed by JRC in order to assess the qualitative impact of delegating 

implementation tasks to Executive Agencies, has been assessed based on a survey and interviews performed 

by JRC, supplemented by a review of evidence based on evaluations and annual activity reports. The 

respondents and interviewees were key Commission officials in charge of the delegated programmes or the 

supervision of the agencies as well as agency staff. The selection of interviewees ensured that aspects related 
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Luxembourg with a high risk for the business continuity and increased the geographical 

distance between all new delegating DGs based in Brussels and the agency in Luxembourg. 

The political agreement reached on 10 November 2020 between the European Parliament and 

the Council resulted in a significant increase in the budget of the EU4Health programme. 

Even with this increase, the size of the agency would be limited and this increase will consist 

mainly in new activities, not currently carried out in the existing Public Health programme. 

Those new activities require close coordination also with the Commission services in 

Brussels, including with Brussels-based staff engaged in health research. These activities also 

require hiring a significant amount of staff – mainly contract agents – in a short time frame. 

The experience of recent years shows that recruitments in certain staff categories (in particular 

contract agents) has proved more challenging in Luxembourg due to the characteristics of the 

labour market. 

2.2.6 Conclusion: criteria for optimising allocation of 2021-2027 

programmes to the executive agencies  

In the light of all the above factors, the following guiding principles were defined for building 

the optimal future delegation scenario: 

 

- Stability: in order to minimise disruption of programme implementation, unnecessary 

transfers of tasks between agencies are to be avoided.  

 

- Thematic consistency and visibility: EU programmes related to the same theme will 

be grouped, as far as possible, within the same agency. Thematic consistency in the 

agency portfolio ensures synergies between EU programmes covering a given theme 

and gives greater visibility to the Union’s priorities.  

 

- One programme in one agency: different strands of the same programme should be 

grouped and implemented by the same agency as far as possible (while ensuring 

thematic consistency). This offers benefits from specialised implementation (same 

legal basis, same procedure, same type of support, same targeted sector(s) or 

beneficiaries, same delegating DG), avoids duplication of tasks between two agencies, 

and benefits from economies of scale. In the case of EU programmes too large to be 

implemented by a single agency, for example Horizon Europe, this principle was 

applied at the level of strand or cluster of the programme. 

 

- Streamlined governance: as far as possible the EU programmes of a delegating DG 

will be grouped in a single agency. This streamlines the governance of the executive 

agencies (fewer DGs involved), creates economies of scope (expertise on the same 

sector grouped in one agency), facilitates mobility of staff between programmes, and 

helps direct potential applicants to the programme that could finance their activity. All 

these aspects reduce implementation costs, and increase the quality of implementation. 

 

- Size matters: agencies should have a sufficient size to be efficient. A minimum 

critical size is necessary to ensure efficiency, whilst at the same time an excessively 

large structure can hamper effective organisational management. 

The objective was to find an appropriate balance between these principles, while recognising 

that not all criteria can be satisfied in full simultaneously. 
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3. Description of the delegation scenarios 

3.1 Status quo scenario  

The first scenario is a scenario where all six existing agencies keep their current portfolio of 

programmes as illustrated in the table below.  
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Table 8 

When comparing the status quo scenario with the ideal allocation criteria defined previously, 

some issues can be observed: 

1) In respect of Horizon Europe and its new structure, the implementation of European 

Innovation Council is split between two agencies. 

2) The climate-related and environment-related programmes (Innovation Fund, LIFE, 

Horizon Europe’s Cluster 5: Climate, Energy and Mobility, Just Transition 

Mechanism and Renewable Energy Financing Mechanism) are spread between two 

agencies. They do not constitute the focus of either agency, and are therefore not 

visible, despite the importance of this theme. 

3) Similarly, the digital activities (CEF Digital, Digital Europe Programme, Horizon 

Europe’s Cluster 4 “Digital, Industry and Space”) are split between two agencies, 

weakening the visibility and focus of the Digital theme. 

European Education 

Executive Agency

(former Education, 
Audiovisual and Culture 
Executive Agency - 
EACEA)

European Research 

Council Executive 

Agency 

(European Research 
Council Executive 
Agency - ERCEA)

European Research 

Executive Agency

(former Research 
Executive Agency - REA)

Successor of former 
Innovation and Networks 
Executive Agency-INEA)

Successor of former 
Executive Agency for 
Small and Medium-sized 
Enterprises - EASME

Consumers, Health, 

Agriculture and Food 

Executive Agency 

(CHAFEA)

Pillar 1, Excellent 

Science: Marie 

�6�N�á�R�G�R�Z�V�N�D���&�X�U�L�H��
Actions 

European Maritime and 

Fisheries Fund: 

Integrated Maritime 

Projects

Agricultural promotion 

measures

Consumers

Food chain (Better 

Training for Safer 

Food)

Cluster 2: Culture, 

creativity and inclusive 

society

Cluster 2: Culture, 

creativity and inclusive 

society

Cluster 3: Civil security 

for Society

Cluster 3: Civil security 

for Society

Creative Europe CEF Energy
Cluster 4: Digital, 

Industry and Space

Solidarity Corps CEF Digital

Citizens, Equality, 

Rights and Values
Innovation Fund

Cluster 6: Food, 

Bioeconomy, Natural 

Resources, Agriculture 

and Environment

Reforming and 

enhancing the 

European R&I system

Sharing excellence 

Internal Market and 

Support to 

standardisation

Common Support 

Service (CSS)
LIFE Climate Action 

LIFE Clean Energy 

Transition 

LIFE Environment - 

Circular Economy 

Just Transition 

Mechanism: 3rd pillar

Internal Market and 

Support to 

standardisation

Renewable Energy 

Financing Mechanism

Cluster 4: Digital, 

Industry and Space 

Pillar 1: Research 

infrastructure

Research programme 

for coal and Steel 

Interregional 

innovation projects

Programmes 

already 

delegated in 

the 2014- 

2020 MFF

Pillar 1: European 

Research Council

Erasmus +

Newly 

delegated / 

new 

programmes 

2021-2027

Digital Europe 

Programme

Pillar 2, cluster 1: 

Health 

Pillar 3: European 

Innovation Council 

Pillar 3: European 

Innovation Council

CEF Transport (incl. 

cohesion and military 

mobility)

Cluster 5: Climate, 

Energy & Mobility 

Cluster 5: Climate, 

Energy & Mobility 

(Secure, clean and 

efficient energy, and 

Smart, green and 

integrated transport)

Cluster 6: Food, 

Bioeconomy, Natural 

Resources, Agriculture 

and Environment

Competitiveness of 

enterprises and SMEs 

(COSME)

Cluster 4: Digital, 

Industry and Space

Food chain 

(Eradication and 

reference laboratories)

EU4Health
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the higher share of higher function groups compared to the average agency, and which 

in turn is due to very competitive, in terms of salaries, labour market in Luxembourg, 

which makes it difficult to attract contract staff in general, and in particular within 

lower function groups.   

b) The geographical distance between the DGs delegating programmes and the agency 

implementing the programme has complicated the coordination, whereas close 

coordination is key for delegation to work efficiently. 

c) The delegation of several additional programmes to CHAFEA has been carefully 

analysed and discussed but the Directorates-General concerned convincingly 

explained that the delegation to CHAFEA would have a considerable negative impact 

on the efficiency of implementation.  

Several discussions took place with the delegating DGs and within the Corporate 

Management Board with the aim to explore reinforcement possibilities of this agency, 

notably to:  

- Build a “Health Pole” in CHAFEA by the delegation of the Health Research 

and the EU4Health programme. In this case, the DGs concerned have 

convincingly argued that geographical distances would be problematic for the 

efficient implementation of those programmes. The geographical distance 

would also increase the disruption in the implementation at the time of the 

delegation in 2021, by reducing the percentage of the (highly specialised) staff 

currently implementing Health research in the Commission that would accept 

to move with their programme to CHAFEA in Luxembourg. Moreover, adding 

the EU4Health programme would still not increase the staffing of the agency 

to a critical mass level while still maintaining the difficulties related to the 

geographical distance. The MFF agreement of 10 November brought a 

significant increase in the budget of the EU4Health programme, by trebling it. 

However, this will consist mainly in new activities, not currently carried out in 

the much smaller existing Public Health programme. Those new activities 

require close coordination with the Commission services in Brussels. These 

activities also require hiring a significant amount of staff – mainly contract 

agents - in a short time frame. The experience of recent years shows that 

recruitments in certain staff categories (in particular contract agents) has 

proved more challenging in Luxembourg due to the characteristics of the 

labour market.  

- Build a “Digital Pole” in CHAFEA, by locating the two delegated strands of 

Digital Europe Programme. This reinforcement would have been insufficient 

to bring CHAFEA to an efficient scale. In addition, since Digital Europe 

Programme have little thematic link with the existing activities of CHAFEA, 

this would have increased the heterogeneity of the activities of the agency, 

which is a source of inefficiency. Finally, one of the two delegated strands of 

the Digital Europe Programme is the successor of activities currently 

implemented in INEA. The transfer to CHAFEA would have reduced the 

chance that a significant percentage of the 35 staff currently implementing that 

activity would have followed their programme and would have therefore 

disrupted its implementation.  

- The establishment of an executive agency dedicated to the European 

Innovation Council (EIC) in Luxembourg was also contemplated. However, 

this activity is currently implemented by 209 staff in EASME and REA, as 

well as staff in the Commission’s DGs. Locating the EIC in Luxembourg 
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Table 10 

 

Subprogrammes delegated in current MFF Current EA
Staff 2020 in 

EA

Subprogramme (2021-2027 

MFF)
Future EA

EA Staff 

affected

Societal Challenge 5: Climate action, resource efficiency and raw 

materials (related to cultural heritage and natural hazards). (7% of 

SC 5)

EASME 4 4

Societal Challenge 6: Inclusive, innovative and reflective societies REA 48

Societal Challenge 5: Climate action, resource efficiency and raw 

materials (related to cultural heritage and natural hazards). (7% of 

SC 5)

EASME 5 5

Societal Challenge 7: Protecting freedom and security of Europe 

and its citizens 
REA 44

Industrial Leadership: Leadership in enabling and industrial 

technologies (LEIT) - Space
REA 40 40

Pilar 2, Industrial Leadership: Leadership in enabling and 

industrial technologies (LEIT ICT) 

Societal Challenge 5: Climate action, resource efficiency and raw 

materials (Actions on raw materials) (21% of SC 5) 

Societal Challenge 3: Secure, clean and efficient energy 46

Societal Challenge 4: Smart, green and integrated transport. 40

Societal Challenges 5:

Climate action, resource efficiency and raw materials (23% of SC 5)
34 34

Societal Challenges 3 

Secure, clean and efficient energy**  
18 18

Societal Challenge 2: 

Food Security, sustainable agriculture, marine and maritime research 

and bio-economy

REA 73

Societal Challenge 5:

Climate action, resource efficiency and raw materials. (49% of SC 5)
EASME 38 38

Industrial Leadership: Innovation in SMEs                                          16

Industrial Leadership/ Societal Challenges. SME instrument 

"SBIR" (Small Business Innovation Research) with H2020 

contributions (LEIT and Societal Challenges), including Light & fast 

scheme (ODI)        

117

Enhanced EIC Pilot: Fast Track to Innovation 4

Excellent Science: Future and Emerging Technologies (open) (52% 

of FET)
REA 72 72

Subtotal - staff affected by Horizon structural change (including 

creating a new agency)
233

LIFE (H2020: Clean Energy Transition) 48

LIFE (Environment) 47

LIFE (Climate Action) 12

CEF ICT - WiFI  4EU*** INEA 14 CEF Digital 
HaDEA 

(NEW)
14

CEF ICT digital services (DSI)***  INEA 35 Digital Europe Programme 
HaDEA 

(NEW)
35

European Maritime and Fisheries Fund EASME 39
European Maritime and 

Fisheries Fund

CINEA 

(INEA)
39

Agricultural Promotion Measures CHAFEA 25
Agricultural Promotion 

Measures
REA 25

Public Health (ESF) CHAFEA 35 EU4Health
HaDEA 

(NEW)
35

Consumer Programme CHAFEA 12
Single Market Programme: 

Consumers

ISMEA 

(EASME)
12

Better training for safer food CHAFEA 7
Single Market Programme: 

Food chain 

HaDEA 

(NEW)
7

Subtotal - staff affected by thematic grouping and transfer of 

CHAFEA's activities
274

TOTAL staff potentially affected 507

Transfer of activities to adjust to Horizon Europe structure

Cluster 2: Culture, creativity 

and inclusive society 
REA

Cluster 3: Civil security for 

Society 
REA

Cluster 4: Digital, Industry 

and Space  
HaDEA

EASME 22 22

INEA

Cluster 5: Climate, Energy & 

Mobility 

CINEA 

(INEA)
EASME

Cluster 6: Food, Bioeconomy, 

Natural Resources, Agriculture 

and Environment 

REA

EASME
European Innovation 

Council 

ISMEA 

(EASME)

Transfers of activities related to thematic grouping and to transfer of CHAFEA's activities

EASME LIFE 
CINEA 

(INEA)
107
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In the following section, a model will be developed to determine how much staff the agencies 

would need in the optimised allocation of programmes scenario, in the status quo scenario, 

and in a full in-house implementation scenario, to allow a cost comparison between those 

scenarios in compliance with the Regulation 58/2003.  



 

45 

 

Part II: Comparison of the scenarios 

As required by Regulation 58/2003, the cost of implementing the programmes by 

executive agencies (status quo and optimised allocation of programmes scenarios) should 

be compared with the cost of keeping the implementation within the Commission. The 

model will therefore quantify also a theoretical full in-house implementation. 

To determine the cost of each scenario, the number of staff needed in each scenario is 

established and multiplied by the cost per head of the relevant staff category. There can 

therefore be two sources of difference in costs:  

a) number of staff needed, and  

b) unit staff cost.  

In respect of a) number of staff needed, the model applied for each scenario has a 

common basis. This is explained in detail in the next section. It is also assumed that 

delegation allows a higher efficiency compared to in-house implementation, translating 

into lower staff needs in the agencies than for in-house implementation. Among the two 

scenarios where implementation is delegated to the agencies, in the optimised allocation 

of programmes scenario it is expected that a higher efficiency can be achieved for the 

programmes moved, than if they allocated as in the status quo. 

In respect of unit staff cost, the model will reflect the fact that the average cost of staff in 

executive agencies is lower than within the Commission. It will also take into account 

that the staff costs in CHAFEA are higher than in the five other executive agencies, 

which is very relevant when comparing the status quo scenario with the optimised 

allocation of programmes scenario.  

1. Quantitative comparison of the scenarios: staffing levels 

1.1 Model to determine the number of staff necessary in each 

scenario  

1.1.1 Situation in 2020: observable labour intensiveness of 

each programme  

The model for determining staff needs in the agencies for the next MFF has been 

prepared starting from the current staffing situation, while aiming for further 

improvements in certain areas. 

The authorised staff of the executive agencies has steadily increased over the 2014-2020 

MFF, reaching a peak of 2 650 Full Time Equivalents (FTE) financed from the EU 

budget
26

 in 2020. In their respective 2020 Annual Work Programmes (AWP), the six 

agencies indicate how the total 2020 authorised staff of 2 650 FTE is allocated between 

the different programmes managed, including staff working in horizontal and support 

activities.  

                                                 
26

 On top of that, following the ad hoc CBA, 14 staff were allocated to INEA in 2020 for the 

implementation of the Innovation Fund. 
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1.1.4 Third building block of the model for staff projection: 

reduction of the labour intensiveness of the implementation 

of each programme 

In the staff projection model, the evolution of staff would not follow linearly the 

evolution of the delegated budget (in constant prices) of the programme. Indeed, the 

model assumes a progressive reduction of the labour intensiveness of each programme 

over the 2021-2027 MFF. In other words, the average budget implemented by staff has to 

increase progressively. The programmes are divided into three categories. For each 

category, in the optimised allocation of programmes scenario, the model provides for a 

productivity increase as follows: 

 

1. At the minimum, all programmes have to achieve a 15% cumulative increase of 

productivity by 2027 compared to the current situation
29

. 

2. For the (few) programmes showing a high labour intensiveness (below 10 

millions implemented per FTE over the entire 2014-2020 MFF), the target is 

more demanding, namely increasing productivity by 25% by 2027
30

. 

3. Finally, some programmes with a very large increase of the budget (in the vicinity 

of 75% in constant prices) have to increase productivity by 2027 by more than 

15%, following a logarithmic function. This increase in productivity is however 

capped at 50%
31

. The reason for expecting a higher reduction of labour 

intensiveness from the programmes having a large budget increase was explained 

previously: the JRC quantitative report identified large economies of scale when 

comparing the programmes. It is therefore reasonable to expect that strong 

increase of budget of existing programmes should be associated with significant 

productivity gain and therefore a reduction of the staff needed to implement a 

given amount of budget. 

The following elements explain how those productivity increases could be achieved in 

the optimised allocation of programmes scenario by 2027. 

                                                 
29

 The exceptions are:  

- Two strands of LIFE programme (Climate action and Environment) depart from this minimum 

productivity increase target. These two strands have been understaffed during the current MFF. It 

would therefore be inappropriate to ask productivity to increase compared to 2020 staffing level, 

since the latter represent an understaffed starting point.  

- For the delegated part of Erasmus+, the productivity increase target has been slightly increased to 

+13%, considering also the increase in the delegated budget from the political agreement reached 

on November 10 (resulting in a top-up for Erasmus+). 

30
 The European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) departs from this productivity assumption. For 

EMFF a productivity target of +50% is applied. The reason is that the programme is maturing with the 

average size of the projects significantly scaling up as the fund focusses on investments and taking 

them to market. Such projects are easier to manage; the average project in 2021-2027 is expected to be 

close to EUR 1,5 million (cf. current average of EUR 0.8 million) with projects relating to investments 

in the blue economy reaching EUR 2,5 million. 

31
 The exception is the delegated part of the EU4Health programme where a productivity target of +130% 

is applied compared to the productivy of the staff implementing the Public Health programme. The 

reason is the very large increase in the delegated budget of EU4Health as compared the Public Health 

programme (increase of +1143%, which is three times the relative increase of the programme with the 

second largest increase) and the fact that the EU4Health programme will consist mainly in new 

activities, not currently carried out in the existing Public Health programme (for which the current 

very low productivity is thus a less relevant benchmark). 
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- Solidarity Corps. 

As highlighted, the present SWD also reflects the agreement reached by the co-legislators 

on 11 December 2020 on the allocation of the Horizon Europe budget. In this agreement, 

some of the more labour-intensive strands of Horizon Europe were reinforced, while less 

labour-intensive strands were allocated less budget. If the model was not adjusted, this 

would have increased the total staffing necessary to implement Horizon Europe. To keep 

the overall staffing for Horizon Europe unchanged compared to the cost-benefit analysis 

sent to the Committee for Executive Agencies and the Budgetary Authority, the 

productivity increase of the strands that received additional budget was increased and 

hence the size of the staff increase reduced: this was in particular the case for Pillar 2, 

Cluster 2 and Cluster 3 (Culture, Creativity and Inclusive Society and Civil Security for 

Society) and Part 4, reforming and enhancing the European R&I system. Annex 3 

highlights the impact in terms of delegated budget and staffing for all strands of Horizon 

Europe from this update compared to the cost-benefit analysis as sent to the Committee 

for Executive Agencies and the Budgetary Authority. This update of the productivity 

increase is not reflected in the allocation in table 11 (but included in all other 

information/tables in this cost-benefit analysis, and in particular it is visible in table 12).  

The number of programmes and FTE impacted by each methodology can be found in the 

table below. 

Table 11  

 

The Commission will monitor that the increased productivity included in the cost-benefit 

analysis is achieved. This will be ensured by setting the level of staffing of the agencies 

(as part of the annual budgetary procedure) in line with this cost-benefit analsysis, while 

ensuring the delegated budget also remains in line with the budget included in the cost-

benefit analysis.  

1.1.5 Fourth building block of the model for staff projection: 

increase of staff dedicated to feedback to policy 

It is important that the delegating Directorates-General maintain an adequate level of 

know-how inside the Commission through the mutual exchange of information between 

the agencies and the delegating DGs in accordance with Council Regulation (EC) No 

58/2003.  

Over the last years, DGs and executive agencies have been looking into better ways to 

organise feedback to policy between themselves. The analysis has shown that executive 

agencies have been at the forefront of developing new tools and processes for 

cooperation and ‘feedback to policy’ for all their actions. However, as highlighted by the 

Number % FTEs %
Standard labour intensiveness 15% 16 42% 1571 46%
High labour intensiveness 25% 5 13% 267 8%
Prog. with large budget increase Ln 6 16% 636 19%
Other (CSS, new or particular programme...) Various 11 29% 956 28%

38 100% 3.429    100%

FTEs 2027 (EA)

Total

Category
Prod.

Increase
Programmes
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triennial evaluations of the six executive agencies
32

, by the delegating Directorates-

General and the IAS consultancy report on the feedback to policy for research 

programme there is a need to increase and improve the feedback to policy. 

In this context, the CBA model takes into account the need to increase and improve this 

feedback. This is done by allocating 3% additional FTE to the executive agencies. This 

3% additional FTE applies to the entire agency staff, i.e. operational as well as support 

staff. A level of 3% staff represents a fair balance between the constraint of maintaining 

the lowest possible costs and the needs also stressed by the DGs and the executive 

agencies. It will be the joint responsibility of the delegating DGs and of the agencies to 

increase the feedback to policy within that resource constraint of 3%.  

  

                                                 
32

 COM(2020)184 ; SWD(2020)73 ; SWD(2020)74 ; SWD(2020)75 ; SWD(2020)76 ; SWD(2020)77 ; 

SWD(2020)78. 
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1.1.6 Conclusion on the model to determine the number of staff 

by programme in the optimised allocation of programmes 

scenario 

Table 12    

   

2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2021-2027

2021-2027 programme Pillar/specific part of programme

ABAC 
DELEGATED

BUDGET
2014-2020

Pro-forma
BUDGET

2014-2020

PROD.
2014-2020

in EA EA EA EA EA EA EA EA
�4��

EA vs EA

�4��
EA vs EA

%

BUDGET 
CURRENT 

PRICES 
2021-2027

BUDGET
CONSTA

NT 
PRICES
2021-
2027

PROD.
2021-
2027

BUDGE
T

PROD.

Horizon Europe European Innovation Council 4.097         8.272       31 209 260 253 246 239 233 226 219 +10 +5% 8.713       7.585     35       -8% +11%

Single Market Programme COSME 766            766          7 103 100 97 93 90 87 84 80 -23 -22% 837          729        9         -5% +22%

Single Market Programme
Internal Market and support to 

standardisation
-             339          35 0 9 8 7 7 6 5 4 +4 189          165        39       -51% +12%

Single Market Programme Consumers 116            116          10 12 12 11 11 10 10 10 9 -3 -22% 127          110        12       -5% +22%

Interregional investment 

initiative
Interregional innovation projects -             -           0 0 7 8 9 10 11 12 14 +14 563          490        36       

TOTAL European Innovation 
Council and SMEs Executive 
Agency 2021 new allocation          4.980        9.493           24   324 387 377 367 357 347 337 326 +2 +1% 10.429     9.079            28   -4% +15%

actual 2020 figures +1%

Creative Europe Culture 382            382          9 41 43 45 47 49 50 52 54 +13 +32% 707          616        11       +61% +22%

Erasmus+ Heading 6 activities 884            884          14 65 66 66 66 66 66 66 66 +1 +2% 1.155       1.005     15       +14% +12%

Erasmus+ Heading 2 activities 2.512         2.512       12 207 219 231 242 254 266 278 290 +83 +40% 4.576       3.983     14       +59% +13%

Solidarity Corps Solidarity Corps 113            113          7 16 15 15 14 14 13 12 12 -4 -26% 117          102        9         -10% +22%

Creative Europe MEDIA and cross sectoral strand 803            803          10 82 86 90 94 99 103 107 111 +29 +35% 1.522       1.325     12       +65% +22%

Citizens, Equality , Rights and 

Values
Citizens engagement and participation 166            166          6 27 54 58 63 67 72 76 81 +54 +199% 837          729        9         +339% +47%

TOTAL European Education 
and Culture Executive 
Agency 2021 new allocation          4.860        4.860           11   438 483 505 526 548 570 591 613 +175 +40% 8.914       7.760            13   +60% +14%

Digital Europe Programme

Advanced digital skills (SO 4) and 

Deployment, best use and interoperability 

(SO 5)

401            401          11 37 40 43 46 50 53 56 59 +22 +59% 833          725        12       +81% +14%

Connecting Europe Facility Digital 131            305          22 14 30 32 35 38 40 43 45 +31 +224% 1.665       1.449     32       +376% +47%

Horizon Europe Pillar 2, Cluster 4: Digital, Industry and 1.213         1.213       23 54 100 108 116 123 131 139 147 +93 +173% 5.613       4.886     33       +303% +47%

EU4Health EU4Health 329            329          9 35 112 125 138 150 163 176 189 +154 +440% 4.700       4.092     22       +1143% +130%

Horizon Europe Pillar 2, Cluster 1: Health -             3.956       67 0 58 56 54 53 51 49 48 +48 4.078       3.550     75       -10% +12%

Single Market Programme
Food Chain Programme: Health for humans, 

animals and plants (BTSF)
116            116          17 7 7 7 6 6 6 6 5 -2 -25% 112          98          19       -16% +12%

Single Market Programme

Food chain programme: Health for humans, 

animals and plants (eradication and 

reference laboratories)

-             1.308       114 0 11 11 10 10 9 9 8 +8 1.218       1.060     127     -19% +12%

TOTAL European Health and 
Digital Executive Agency 2021 new allocation          2.190        7.628           35   147 357 381 405 429 453 477 501 +354 +242% 18.218     15.860          32   +108% -10%

Horizon Europe
Pillar 1, Open Science:

European Research Council 
12.671       12.671     24 529 522 516 511 505 499 493 488 -41 -8% 15.169     13.206   27       +4% +13%

TOTAL European Research 
Council Executive Agency 2021 new allocation        12.671      12.671           24   529 522 516 511 505 499 493 488 -41 -8% 15.169     13.206          27   +4% +13%

European Maritime and 

Fisheries Fund
Integrated Maritime Projects 258            258          7 39 39 40 40 40 41 41 41 +2 +6% 462          402        10       +56% +47%

LIFE Climate Action 569            569          47 12 12 13 13 14 14 14 15 +3 +24% 787          685        46       +20% -3%

Connecting Europe Facility
Transport (including CEF transport Cohesion 

Funds and military mobility)
23.424       23.424     158 148 145 142 138 135 132 129 125 -23 -15% 25.548     22.241   177     -5% +12%

Horizon Europe
Pillar 2, Cluster 5: 

Climate, Energy and Mobility
6.407         6.407       50 129 130 130 131 132 133 133 134 +5 +4% 8.573       7.463     56       +16% +12%

LIFE Clean energy transition 486            486          10 48 51 54 56 59 62 65 67 +19 +40% 877          763        11       +57% +12%

LIFE
Environment - circular economy, nature & 

Biodiversity
1.851         1.851       39 47 53 55 57 59 61 63 65 +18 +37% 2.975       2.590     40       +40% +2%

Connecting Europe Facility Energy 4.727         4.727       163 29 29 29 28 28 28 28 28 -1 -5% 5.780       5.032     183     +6% +12%

TOTAL European Climate, 
Infrastructure and 
Environment Executive 
Agency of 2021 new allocation        37.721      37.721           83   452 459 462 464 467 470 473 476 23 +5% 45.002     39.177          82   +4% -1%

Horizon Europe
Part 4: 

Sharing Excellence
619            619          16 39 65 69 73 78 82 86 90 +51 +131% 2.417       2.104     23       +240% +47%

Agricultural Promotion 

Measures
Agricultural Promotion Measures 440            440          18 25 26 26 27 28 29 29 30 +5 +20% 679          591        20       +34% +12%

Horizon Europe

Pillar 2, Cluster 6: 

Food, Bioeconomy, Natural Resources, 

Agriculture and Environment  

3.463         3.463       27 128 139 150 161 172 183 195 206 +78 +61% 7.356       6.403     31       +85% +15%

Horizon Europe
Pillar 1:
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Overall, when one combines the four building blocks, it means that the CBA model 

imposes, for each programme (except those with a very large budget increase), that on 

average each member of the agencies’ staff will manage from 12% to 47% more budget 

in constant prices in the next MFF compared to the current MFF
33

. Productivity is 

expected to increase for each individual programme over the next MFF compared to the 

current MFF. With a differentiated approach according to the level of labour 

intensiveness of the various programmes, the model ensures a higher degree of 

convergence in terms of productivity across programmes but still preserves the 

heterogeneity of programme implementation methods (some programmes remain more 

labour intensive (e.g. Right and Value, Creative Europe) while others keep a relatively 

low labour intensity (e.g. CEF). In other words, despite this requested additional effort on 

productivity for the high labour intensiveness programmes, the proposed approach keeps 

a high difference between the least and the most productive programme in 2027. The 

proposed model thus still respects and preserves the different characteristics of the 

programmes in terms of complexity and workload.  

1.2  Assumptions regarding the productivity increase in the status 

quo scenario  

In the status quo scenario, due to the less strong thematic consistency in the allocation of 

programmes among agencies, less synergies could be achieved between programmes 

covering the same theme and/or delegated from the same Directorate-General. In 

addition, the implementation of the European Innovation Council would be split among 

several agencies instead of each being grouped in one single agency. Therefore, in the 

status quo scenario, the increase of productivity which would be achieved for those 

programmes – due to this hinder created by the fact that the implementation is split 

between two agencies, which leads to duplication of tasks and reduce possibilities for 

economies of scale – would realistically be lower. To reflect that, the model assumes that 

the increase of productivity for those split programmes would be 5% lower than the 

increase of productivity in the optimised allocation of programmes scenario. For all the 

other programmes, namely those that are in the same agency in the status quo scenario as 

in the optimised allocation of programmes scenario, the model for the status quo scenario 

uses an increase of productivity as high as the one previously described for the optimised 

allocation of programmes scenario.  

1.3 Assumptions regarding the productivity comparison between the 

Commission and executive agencies  

Due to the limited remaining programme management activities in the Commission and 

the lack of relevant data, the comparison of productivity between Commission and 

executive agencies is not straightforward.  

The JRC study attempted a comparison between programme implementation efficiencies 

at the Commission and the executive agencies. The structure of the agencies – which 

were specifically created for the implementation of EU spending programmes – is 

designed to implement larger programmes. As a consequence, there are more economies 

of scale. However the study concluded that the data available do not allow to clearly 

identify the causes that are determining the efficiencies and hence to conclude firmly on 

                                                 
33

 With the exception of LIFE – Climate and LIFE – Environment subprogrammes and the EU4Health 

programme (the latter having a substantially larger productivity increase of 130%).  
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tools in place, compared to the Commission, the executive agencies would be on 

average
35

 10% more productive. 

                                                 
35

 It must be noted that this represents an average for the whole Commission, as the productivity may vary 

depending on the type of programme. Based on the observations made by the JRC in the 

complementary study to the CBA, it was noted that the agencies are relatively more productive in 

managing larger programmes, whilst in case of smaller programmes the productivity difference is not 

high between the two. It is therefore assumed that for smaller programme, the difference in 

productivity could be lower than 10% and for bigger programmes this difference in productivity could 

be substantially higher. However, considering the regrouping of programme parts into larger 

programmes strands in the next MFF and the expected overall increase of productivity, as well as for 

reasons of simplification for this analysis, the choice for a simpler assumption was made, i.e. 10% 

higher productivity in the executive agencies to be applied for all programmes.   
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Table 13 

 

  

 2021-2027 programme Pillar/specific part of programme
2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027

Agricultural Promotion Measures Agricultural Promotion Measures Heads - Optimal (SC5) 25,7 26,4 27,1 27,9 28,6 29,3 30,0

Agricultural Promotion Measures Agricultural Promotion Measures Heads - in-house 28,3 29,1 29,9 30,6 31,4 32,2 33,0

Agricultural Promotion Measures Agricultural Promotion Measures Heads - Status-quo 25,7 26,4 27,1 27,9 28,6 29,3 30,0

Citizens, Equality , Rights and Values Citizens engagement and participation Heads - Optimal (SC5)
53,8 58,3 62,8 67,2 71,7 76,2 80,7

Citizens, Equality , Rights and Values Citizens engagement and participation Heads - in-house
59,2 64,1 69,1 74,0 78,9 83,8 88,7

Citizens, Equality , Rights and Values Citizens engagement and participation Heads - Status-quo
53,8 58,3 62,8 67,2 71,7 76,2 80,7

Connecting Europe Facility
Transport (including CEF transport Cohesion Funds 

and military mobility)
Heads - Optimal (SC5)

144,8 141,6 138,3 135,1 131,9 128,7 125,5

Connecting Europe Facility
Transport (including CEF transport Cohesion Funds 

and military mobility)
Heads - in-house

159,3 155,7 152,2 148,6 145,1 141,6 138,0

Connecting Europe Facility
Transport (including CEF transport Cohesion Funds 

and military mobility)
Heads - Status-quo

144,8 141,6 138,3 135,1 131,9 128,7 125,5

Connecting Europe Facility Digital Heads - Optimal (SC5) 29,7 32,3 34,9 37,5 40,1 42,7 45,3

Connecting Europe Facility Digital Heads - in-house 32,6 35,5 38,4 41,3 44,1 47,0 49,9

Connecting Europe Facility Digital Heads - Status-quo 29,7 32,3 34,9 37,5 40,1 42,7 45,3

Connecting Europe Facility Energy Heads - Optimal (SC5)
28,8 28,6 28,4 28,2 28,0 27,8 27,6

Connecting Europe Facility Energy Heads - in-house
31,7 31,4 31,2 31,0 30,8 30,5 30,3

Connecting Europe Facility Energy Heads - Status-quo
28,8 28,6 28,4 28,2 28,0 27,8 27,6

Creative Europe Culture Heads - Optimal (SC5) 42,9 44,8 46,7 48,5 50,4 52,3 54,2

Creative Europe Culture Heads - in-house 47,2 49,2 51,3 53,4 55,5 57,5 59,6

Creative Europe Culture Heads - Status-quo 42,9 44,8 46,7 48,5 50,4 52,3 54,2

Creative Europe MEDIA and cross sectoral strand Heads - Optimal (SC5)

86,1 90,3 94,4 98,5 102,6 106,8 110,9

Creative Europe MEDIA and cross sectoral strand Heads - in-house

94,7 99,3 103,8 108,4 112,9 117,4 122,0

Creative Europe MEDIA and cross sectoral strand Heads - Status-quo

86,1 90,3 94,4 98,5 102,6 106,8 110,9

Digital Europe Programme
Advanced digital skills (SO 4) and Deployment, 

best use and interoperability (SO 5)
Heads - Optimal (SC5)

40,1 43,3 46,4 49,5 52,7 55,8 58,9

Digital Europe Programme
Advanced digital skills (SO 4) and Deployment, 

best use and interoperability (SO 5)
Heads - in-house

44,1 47,6 51,0 54,5 57,9 61,4 64,8

Digital Europe Programme
Advanced digital skills (SO 4) and Deployment, 

best use and interoperability (SO 5)
Heads - Status-quo

40,1 43,3 46,4 49,5 52,7 55,8 58,9

Erasmus+ Heading 6 activities Heads - Optimal (SC5) 66,0 66,0 66,0 66,0 66,0 66,0 66,0

Erasmus+ Heading 6 activities Heads - in-house 72,6 72,6 72,6 72,6 72,6 72,6 72,6

Erasmus+ Heading 6 activities Heads - Status-quo 66,0 66,0 66,0 66,0 66,0 66,0 66,0

Erasmus+ Heading 2 activities Heads - Optimal (SC5) 218,8 230,6 242,4 254,2 266,0 277,8 289,6

Erasmus+ Heading 2 activities Heads - in-house 240,7 253,7 266,6 279,6 292,6 305,6 318,5

Erasmus+ Heading 2 activities Heads - Status-quo 218,8 230,6 242,4 254,2 266,0 277,8 289,6

EU4Health EU4Health Heads - Optimal (SC5) 112,0 124,8 137,6 150,5 163,3 176,1 189,0

EU4Health EU4Health Heads - in-house 123,2 137,3 151,4 165,5 179,6 193,7 207,8

EU4Health EU4Health Heads - Status-quo 112,0 124,8 137,6 150,5 163,3 176,1 189,0

European Maritime and Fisheries Fund Integrated Maritime Projects Heads - Optimal (SC5) 39,3 39,7 40,0 40,4 40,7 41,1 41,4

European Maritime and Fisheries Fund Integrated Maritime Projects Heads - in-house 43,3 43,7 44,0 44,4 44,8 45,2 45,6

European Maritime and Fisheries Fund Integrated Maritime Projects Heads - Status-quo 39,3 39,7 40,0 40,4 40,7 41,1 41,4

Horizon Europe European Innovation Council Heads - Optimal (SC5) 260,2 253,3 246,4 239,5 232,6 225,7 218,8

Horizon Europe European Innovation Council Heads - in-house 286,2 278,6 271,0 263,4 255,9 248,3 240,7

Horizon Europe European Innovation Council Heads - Status-quo 273,2 265,9 258,7 251,5 244,2 237,0 229,8

Horizon Europe Pillar 2, Cluster 5: Climate, Energy and Mobility Heads - Optimal (SC5) 129,7 130,5 131,2 132,0 132,7 133,4 134,2

Horizon Europe Pillar 2, Cluster 5: Climate, Energy and Mobility Heads - in-house 142,7 143,5 144,3 145,2 146,0 146,8 147,6

Horizon Europe Pillar 2, Cluster 5: Climate, Energy and Mobility Heads - Status-quo 136,2 137,0 137,8 138,6 139,3 140,1 140,9

Horizon Europe Part 4: Sharing Excellence Heads - Optimal (SC5) 64,7 69,0 73,3 77,6 81,8 86,1 90,4

Horizon Europe Part 4: Sharing Excellence Heads - in-house 71,2 75,9 80,6 85,3 90,0 94,7 99,4

Horizon Europe Part 4: Sharing Excellence Heads - Status-quo 64,7 69,0 73,3 77,6 81,8 86,1 90,4

Horizon Europe
Pillar 2, Cluster 6: Food, Bioeconomy, Natural 

Resources, Agriculture and Environment  
Heads - Optimal (SC5)

138,7 149,9 161,1 172,3 183,5 194,7 205,9

Horizon Europe
Pillar 2, Cluster 6: Food, Bioeconomy, Natural 

Resources, Agriculture and Environment  
Heads - in-house

152,6 164,9 177,2 189,5 201,8 214,1 226,4

Horizon Europe
Pillar 2, Cluster 6: Food, Bioeconomy, Natural 

Resources, Agriculture and Environment  
Heads - Status-quo

145,6 157,4 169,1 180,9 192,6 204,4 216,1

Horizon Europe
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 2021-2027 programme Pillar/specific part of programme
2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027

Horizon Europe
Part 4: Reforming and enhancing the European R&I 

system
Heads - Optimal (SC5)

19,6 19,0 18,5 17,9 17,4 16,8 16,3

Horizon Europe
Part 4: Reforming and enhancing the European R&I 

system
Heads - in-house

21,5 20,9 20,3 19,7 19,1 18,5 17,9

Horizon Europe
Part 4: Reforming and enhancing the European R&I 

system
Heads - Status-quo

19,6 19,0 18,5 17,9 17,4 16,8 16,3

Horizon Europe Pilar 1: Research Infrastructures Heads - Optimal (SC5) 25,7 24,7 23,6 22,6 21,6 20,6 19,6

Horizon Europe Pilar 1: Research Infrastructures Heads - in-house 28,2 27,1 26,0 24,9 23,8 22,7 21,6

Horizon Europe Pilar 1: Research Infrastructures Heads - Status-quo 25,7 24,7 23,6 22,6 21,6 20,6 19,6

Horizon Europe Pillar 2, Cluster 1: Health Heads - Optimal (SC5) 57,7 56,0 54,3 52,6 51,0 49,3 47,6

Horizon Europe Pillar 2, Cluster 1: Health Heads - in-house 59,4 58,2 57,0 55,9 54,7 53,5 52,3

Horizon Europe Pillar 2, Cluster 1: Health Heads - Status-quo 57,7 56,0 54,3 52,6 51,0 49,3 47,6

Horizon Europe Pillar 2, Cluster 4: Digital, Industry and Space Heads - Optimal (SC5)
100,2 107,9 115,7 123,4 131,2 138,9 146,7

Horizon Europe Pillar 2, Cluster 4: Digital, Industry and Space Heads - in-house
110,2 118,7 127,2 135,8 144,3 152,8 161,3

Horizon Europe Pillar 2, Cluster 4: Digital, Industry and Space Heads - Status-quo
105,2 113,3 121,5 129,6 137,7 145,9 154,0

Horizon Europe

Pillar 2, Cluster 2 & Cluster 3: 

Culture, Creativity and Inclusive Society & Civil 

Security for Society

Heads - Optimal (SC5)

100,7 101,5 102,3 103,1 103,8 104,6 105,4

Horizon Europe

Pillar 2, Cluster 2 & Cluster 3: 

Culture, Creativity and Inclusive Society & Civil 

Security for Society

Heads - in-house

110,8 111,6 112,5 113,4 114,2 115,1 116,0

Horizon Europe

Pillar 2, Cluster 2 & Cluster 3: 

Culture, Creativity and Inclusive Society & Civil 

Security for Society

Heads - Status-quo

105,7 106,6 107,4 108,2 109,0 109,9 110,7

Horizon Europe
Common administrative and logistical support 

service - Validation SEDIA
Heads - Optimal (SC5)

113,0 115,2 117,3 120,5 122,7 124,8 128,0

Horizon Europe
Common administrative and logistical support 

service - Validation SEDIA
Heads - in-house

124,3 126,7 129,1 132,6 134,9 137,3 140,8

Horizon Europe
Common administrative and logistical support 

service - Validation SEDIA
Heads - Status-quo

113,0 115,2 117,3 120,5 122,7 124,8 128,0

Horizon Europe
Common administrative and logistical support 

service - Expert Mgt & Support
Heads - Optimal (SC5)

79,4 82,2 85,1 86,9 89,8 92,6 94,5

Horizon Europe
Common administrative and logistical support 

service - Expert Mgt & Support
Heads - in-house

87,3 90,4 93,6 95,6 98,8 101,9 104,0

Horizon Europe
Common administrative and logistical support 

service - Expert Mgt & Support
Heads - Status-quo

79,4 82,2 85,1 86,9 89,8 92,6 94,5

Innovation Fund Innovation Fund Heads - Optimal (SC5) 29,0 29,0 34,0 42,0 51,0 55,0 60,0

Innovation Fund Innovation Fund Heads - in-house 31,9 31,9 37,4 46,2 56,1 60,5 66,0

Innovation Fund Innovation Fund Heads - Status-quo 29,0 29,0 34,0 42,0 51,0 55,0 60,0

Interregional investment initiative Interregional innovation projects Heads - Optimal (SC5) 6,8 7,9 9,1 10,2 11,3 12,5 13,6

Interregional investment initiative Interregional innovation projects Heads - in-house 7,5 8,7 10,0 11,2 12,5 13,7 15,0

Interregional investment initiative Interregional innovation projects Heads - Status-quo 6,8 7,9 9,1 10,2 11,3 12,5 13,6

JTM 3rdpillar Heads - Optimal (SC5)
4,4 8,9 13,3 17,7 22,1 26,6 31,0

JTM 3rdpillar Heads - in-house
4,9 9,7 14,6 19,5 24,4 29,2 34,1

JTM 3rdpillar Heads - Status-quo 4,4 8,9 13,3 17,7 22,1 26,6 31,0

LIFE Climate Action Heads - Optimal (SC5) 12,4 12,8 13,2 13,6 14,0 14,4 14,8

LIFE Climate Action Heads - in-house 13,6 14,1 14,5 15,0 15,4 15,9 16,3

LIFE Climate Action Heads - Status-quo 12,4 12,8 13,2 13,6 14,0 14,4 14,8

LIFE Clean energy transition Heads - Optimal (SC5) 50,8 53,5 56,3 59,0 61,8 64,5 67,3

LIFE Clean energy transition Heads - in-house 55,8 58,9 61,9 64,9 68,0 71,0 74,0

LIFE Clean energy transition Heads - Status-quo 50,8 53,5 56,3 59,0 61,8 64,5 67,3

LIFE
Environment - circular economy, nature & 

Biodiversity
Heads - Optimal (SC5)

53,0 54,9 56,9 58,9 60,8 62,8 64,7

LIFE
Environment - circular economy, nature & 

Biodiversity
Heads - in-house

58,3 60,4 62,6 64,7 66,9 69,1 71,2

LIFE
Environment - circular economy, nature & 

Biodiversity
Heads - Status-quo

53,0 54,9 56,9 58,9 60,8 62,8 64,7

REFM REFM Heads - Optimal (SC5) 4,5 5,3 6,0 6,8 7,5 8,3 9,0

REFM REFM Heads - in-house 5,0 5,8 6,6 7,4 8,3 9,1 9,9

REFM REFM Heads - Status-quo 4,5 5,3 6,0 6,8 7,5 8,3 9,0

Research Fund for Coal and Steel Research Fund for Coal and Steel Heads - Optimal (SC5) 20,0 20,0 20,0 20,0 20,0 20,0 20,0

Research Fund for Coal and Steel Research Fund for Coal and Steel Heads - in-house 22,0 22,0 22,0 22,0 22,0 22,0 22,0

Research Fund for Coal and Steel Research Fund for Coal and Steel Heads - Status-quo 20,0 20,0 20,0 20,0 20,0 20,0 20,0

Single Market Programme COSME Heads - Optimal (SC5) 99,9 96,6 93,4 90,1 86,9 83,6 80,4

Single Market Programme COSME Heads - in-house 109,8 106,3 102,7 99,1 95,5 92,0 88,4

Single Market Programme COSME Heads - Status-quo 99,9 96,6 93,4 90,1 86,9 83,6 80,4

Single Market Programme Consumers Heads - Optimal (SC5) 11,6 11,2 10,9 10,5 10,1 9,7 9,4

Single Market Programme Consumers Heads - in-house 12,8 12,4 12,0 11,5 11,1 10,7 10,3

Single Market Programme Consumers Heads - Status-quo 11,6 11,2 10,9 10,5 10,1 9,7 9,4

Single Market Programme
Food Chain Programme: Health for humans, 

animals and plants (BTSF)
Heads - Optimal (SC5)

6,8 6,5 6,3 6,0 5,8 5,5 5,3

Single Market Programme
Food Chain Programme: Health for humans, 

animals and plants (BTSF)
Heads - in-house

7,4 7,2 6,9 6,6 6,3 6,1 5,8

Single Market Programme
Food Chain Programme: Health for humans, 

animals and plants (BTSF)
Heads - Status-quo

6,8 6,5 6,3 6,0 5,8 5,5 5,3

Single Market Programme

Food chain programme: Health for humans, 

animals and plants (eradication and reference 

laboratories)

Heads - Optimal (SC5)

11,0 10,6 10,1 9,7 9,2 8,8 8,3

Single Market Programme

Food chain programme: Health for humans, 

animals and plants (eradication and reference 

laboratories)

Heads - in-house

12,2 11,7 11,2 10,7 10,2 9,7 9,2

Single Market Programme

Food chain programme: Health for humans, 

animals and plants (eradication and reference 

laboratories)

Heads - Status-quo

11,0 10,6 10,1 9,7 9,2 8,8 8,3

Single Market Programme Internal Market and support to standardisation Heads - Optimal (SC5)

8,9 8,1 7,3 6,6 5,8 5,0 4,2

Single Market Programme Internal Market and support to standardisation Heads - in-house

9,8 8,9 8,1 7,2 6,4 5,5 4,6

Single Market Programme Internal Market and support to standardisation Heads - Status-quo

8,9 8,1 7,3 6,6 5,8 5,0 4,2

Solidarity Corps Solidarity Corps Heads - Optimal (SC5) 15,4 14,8 14,2 13,6 13,0 12,4 11,8

Solidarity Corps Solidarity Corps Heads - in-house 16,9 16,3 15,6 15,0 14,3 13,7 13,0

Solidarity Corps Solidarity Corps Heads - Status-quo 15,4 14,8 14,2 13,6 13,0 12,4 11,8

3094,3 3144,9 3200,5 3259,1 3318,7 3373,3 3428,8

3399,7 3456,0 3517,8 3583,0 3649,2 3709,9 3771,7

3130,8 3182,1 3238,3 3297,6 3357,9 3413,1 3469,4
TOTAL

Heads - Optimal (SC5)
Heads - in-house

Heads - Status-quo
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1.4 Estimation of future staffing needs for REA support services 

Besides the programme implementation tasks under Horizon Europe delegated by its 

parent DGs, REA is also mandated to provide administrative and logistical support 

services to entities involved in the management of Horizon Europe but also in other EU 

programmes and procurement procedures. These services are provided by two units in 

REA, constituting the Common Support Service. 

Unit REA.C.3 is managing the participant validation activities in the frame of the Single 

Electronic Data Interchange Area (SEDIA) project. The implementation of SEDIA 

started in the beginning of 2018 and aims at the integration of several IT tools to become 

a standardised electronic exchange system for procurement and grant management for the 

different EU programmes managed by the Commission (DGs, services), executive 

agencies, and Joint Undertakings.  

Unit REA.C.4 is providing support for the Horizon Europe evaluation process, in 

particular: the contracting and payment of expert evaluators for all the DGs and executive 

agencies acting in the field of research and innovation, as well as the monitoring experts 

used by REA for its own delegated programme parts. REA.C.4 is also in charge of 

coordinating the call planning, the management of the evaluation facility in REA’s 

premises in Brussels and the organisation of the evaluation logistics. 

1.4.1 REA.C.3 – Validation services 

Since the start of its first mandate in 2009, REA provided legal and financial validations 

to all services managing the research framework programme, using the “Participant Data 

Management” (PDM) IT tool. The mandate in this area was renewed and extended in 

2014 to the new research and innovation framework programme and also to other 

programmes. 

In 2017, in response to a requirement of the Financial Regulation, the Commission 

decided to set up a Single Electronic Data Interchange Area (SEDIA) providing 

applicants, candidates and tenderers (third parties) with a single entry point to 

communicate and exchange information with its services in relation to procurement and 

grant procedures managed by the Commission. The centralisation of the legal and 

financial validation of third parties and other support services aimed to ensure more 

efficient data processing and information exchange with applicants, candidates and 

tenderers according to the “one-time-only” principle for registration and validation of a 

participant. 

A cost-benefit analysis (CBA) for SEDIA
36

 was prepared by the Commission. The 

Commission proposed to use the functionalities of the “Participant Data Management” 

(PDM) IT tool developed by the Research family and managed by REA for the 

management of legal and financial validation.  

The CBA concluded that centralising the validation of third parties and the preparation of 

the Financial Capacity Assessment at REA for all grants and procurements under direct 

management would allow the EC to capitalise on the existing system managed by REA 

                                                 
36

 Commission decision C(2017)4900 as regards the delegation of tasks for the setting-up of a single 

electronic data interchange area, the transfer of human resources in line with a redistribution of tasks 

and the delegation to the Research Executive Agency of projects generating EU classified 

information. 
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Table 14 

  

1.6 Delegation of part of pilot projects and preparatory actions 

implementation 

Following the 2014-2020 MFF experience and the growing number of Pilot Projects and 

Preparatory Actions (PPs/PAs) across the Commission services, the cost-benefit analysis 

analysed the extent to which an eventual delegation of PP/PAs could benefit from the 

programme implementation and could increase the efficiency of the overall organisation 

in both executive agencies and delegating DGs.  

Firstly, the analysis concludes that the very specific objectives, limited budget and short 

duration of PP/PA actions virtually exclude the economies of scale offered by the 

delegation to executive agencies.  

Based on the replies about the implementation of the PPs/PAs and expected 

efficiency/benefit of an implementation by the executive agencies instead of the DGs, the 

analysis shows that there is general agreement across DGs that PPs/PAs are highly 

political tools, and their delegation to executive agencies could be counter-productive in 

some aspects. As DGs have to communicate on these with the European Parliament, the 

specifications of the PPs/PAs must remain in the hand of the DGs, as well as their results.  

However, it was estimated that the procedure and evaluation parts of the PPs/PAs could 

be delegated to executive agencies because they have the experience and structures in 

place that could allow for economies of scale. It was also noted that the delegation of the 

management of the grant and public procurement procedures to the executive agencies 

(after the launch of PPs/PAs) would be beneficial, at least for certain calls, provided that 

sufficient staff is available in executive agencies.  

Most of the executive agencies indicated that it would be beneficial to delegate the 

PPs/PAs because of executive agencies’ level of specialisation and agility. Delegating 

PPs/PAs could be beneficial for the implementation of the action if the action follows a 

standard ‘implementation logic’ so that it could easily roll off the agencies’ ‘project 

assembly line’. However, in the specific case of ERCEA, the capacity of the ERC 

Scientific Council to test their ideas by implementing new schemes and actions needs to 

be maintained and therefore implementing PP/PA would not be efficient.  

If such delegation would happen, further improvement to the existing communication 

channels would be necessary to ensure quick feedback to policy in case of the PP/PAs. 

Appropriate information should reach the DGs, so that the DGs can ensure good 

Programme Subprogramme Executive agency 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027
Delegated budget 

2021-2027
(2018-prices)

Pillar 2, Cluster 1: 

Health reasearch

European Health and Digital Executive 

Agency (NEW)
13 21 19 17 11 6 2 1.192                         

Pillar 2, Cluster 4: 

Digital, Industry 

and Space 

European Health and Digital Executive 

Agency (NEW)
11 18 16 15 9 5 2 456                             

Pillar 2, Cluster 5: 

Climate, Energy & 

Mobility

European Climate, Infrastructure and 

Environment Executive Agency 

(former INEA)

17 29 26 23 14 9 3 1.192                         

European 

Innovation Council 

European Innovation Council and 

SMEs Executive Agency (former 

EASME)

27 46 41 37 23 14 5 1.192                         

Total 68 114 102 91 57 34 11 4.032                         

Horizon 

Europe

FTE
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coordination with the European Parliament. Hence, immediate access to the results of the 

PPs/PAs is necessary. 

Given their specific and limited nature, it is estimated that delegating the implementation 

of PPs/PAs to an executive agency would not necessarily allow for a better identification 

of synergies and efficiency gains prior to the larger scale roll-out of the future 

programme. The executive agencies’ workflows are suited for standard actions, which 

have many beneficiaries. PPs/PAs on the other hand are sui generis actions with few 

applicants or beneficiaries. 

While there is general agreement that the Commission is better placed to implement all 

parts of the PP/PA to ensure appropriate follow up on policy issues related to it, one 

could consider a flexible approach: allowing DGs to identify certain calls (especially 

calls for proposals) that could be managed by the executive agencies. Hence, executive 

agencies could take over the implementation tasks related to PP/PA with similar 

implementation modes, therefore by assimilating the additional workload without 

additional resources. 

In conclusion, the delegation of PPs/PAs has not been identified as an important source 

of synergies due to the temporary nature of the action, the specificities of 

implementation, and the highly political aspects. However, if the business process for 

PPs/PAs can be mainstreamed and become as close as possible to that of the main MFF 

programmes delegated to an Executive Agency, the economies of scale can be significant 

and the impact of additional implementation tasks relatively low. In this case, the 

delegation of PPs/PAs to an executive agency could be considered, without additional 

resources in the relevant Executive Agency.  

1.7 Staff financed from third country contributions 

As in previous years, executive agencies will have to implement additional budget 

resulting from the contributions of third countries to the various programmes. While so 

far the additional staff needed to manage this additional budget was marginal, it is 

estimated that in the future the share of the third countries contribution should 

significantly increase. Therefore, it is important to ensure a proportionate estimation of 

additional workload that will be generated, in line with the productivity targets proposed 

by this CBA, in order to guarantee an optimum level of potential additional staff to be 

assigned to these tasks. 

  

The productivity (EUR million / FTE) for 2021-2027 as shown in table 12 will be 

considered as the reference point when additional staff will be envisaged to manage the 

budgets resulting from third country contributions. The productivity for each programme 

should be applied to determine the optimal level of staff.   
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2. Quantitative comparison of the scenarios: costs 

2.1 The cost assumptions  

For the agencies, the staff related costs are captured in Title I of the agency’s operating 

budget. Other costs, such as expenditure for building and IT infrastructure (costs of 

‘habillage’) are captured in Title II of the operating budget of the executive agency. The 

costs related to the management of the programmes (Title III of the agency’s operating 

budget) will not be included in the present calculations, as these are likely to be the same 

in the in-house and in the two delegation scenarios. Therefore, they would have a neutral 

effect on the cost differential between the different scenarios. They would then not help 

identifying the least expensive scenario and would not affect the amount of savings 

which could be achieved from delegating the implementation of programmes to 

executive agencies, which is the goal of the present document.  

Hence, the cost equation for executive agencies is:  

Total costs of staff = staff expenditure + other costs (infrastructure and operating 

expenditure)  

Staff expenditure = number of FTE by category * average staff costs by category 

Other costs = buildings and infrastructure and operating expenditure    

a) Staff costs comprise: 

- Remunerations, Allowances and Charges; 

- Professional development and social expenditure.  

These costs take into account the breakdown of estimated staff by category: temporary 

agents and contract agents, as described below. 

The following staff mix is observed in the Commission and the Executive Agencies and 

will be used as a basis for the calculations: 

- The use of Contract Agents in the Commission is more limited, and reaches some 

30%, including contract staff of administrative offices, which is assigned to 

Commission; 

- The staff structure in executive agencies is determined by a stable ratio of 25% 

Temporary Agent (TA) posts and 75% Contract Agent (CA) positions. 

Table 15 

Staff category 
European 

Commission 

Executive 

Agencies 

Establishment Plan Posts/ Temporary Agents 

(TAs) 
70% 25% 

Contract Agents (CAs) 30% 75% 

b) Other costs (‘habillage’) 

This cost category refers to: 

- Building expenditure; 
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- ICT expenditure; 

- Movable property and current operating expenditure. 

Based on the above, the following average costs are used for the executive agencies and 

the Commission in the calculations presented further down:  

Table 16 

 

2.2 Calculation of costs  

The last part of the quantitative analysis of the CBA involves the calculation of costs 

aiming to show the cost efficiency that can be obtained by implementing the optimised 

allocation of programmes scenario.  

As explained above, the cost comparison will be made only between the status quo and 

optimised allocation of programmes scenarios against the full in-house implementation in 

order to comply with the legal requirements.  

In addition, an estimation of costs of the transfer of CHAFEA activities to Brussels-based 

agencies will be included in the optimised allocation of programmes scenario. 

Brussels-based agencies 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027
Title I. Staff related expenditure (remmuneration and allowances) Temporary agents 127.594 130.146 132.749 135.404 138.112 140.874 143.692 146.565 

Contract Agents 63.701   64.975   66.274   67.600   68.952   70.331   71.737   73.172   

Title II. Infrastructure and operating expenditure ('habillage) 15.215   15.519   15.830   16.146   16.469   16.798   17.134   17.477   

COMMISSION 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027
Staff related expenditure (remmuneration and allowances) Officials/temporary agents 125.000 127.500 130.050 132.651 135.304 138.010 140.770 143.586 

Contract Agents 60.000   61.200   62.424   63.672   64.946   66.245   67.570   68.921   

Infrastructure and operating expenditure ('habillage) 25.000   25.500   26.010   26.530   27.061   27.602   28.154   28.717   

CHAFEA 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027
Title I. Staff related expenditure (remmuneration and allowances) Temporary agents 149.593 152.585 155.637 158.749 161.924 165.163 168.466 171.835 

Contract Agents 78.907   80.485   82.094   83.736   85.411   87.119   88.862   90.639   

Title II. Infrastructure and operating expenditure ('habillage) 17.816   18.173   18.536   18.907   19.285   19.671   20.064   20.465   
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