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QUESTIONS TO COMMISSIONER HAHN 

1. The Court finds that at least 30% of the errors found could and should have been 
detected and corrected by the Member States (para 4.35). The Commission maintains 
that many of these errors could not have been detected by the Member States (Com 
reply 4.35). 

In so doing the Commission seems to contradict its own assessment of the role of the 
Member States (Com reply 4.10) and has overestimated the success of its own action 
plan in 2008.  

If the Member States are not responsible for correcting these errors, can the 
Commission say why, under the aegis of shared management, it's supervisory and 
control systems do not already address this problem? 

Commission's answer:  

With the statement, the Court refers to the possibility for Member States to detect and 
correct errors before certifying expenditure to the Commission. For these errors the 
Commission agreed with the Court that the 1st level verifications did not function 
sufficiently, as Member States' authorities had sufficient information to detect them. This 
concerns for example a weakness in publicity requirements in a project, which the 
national authorities should have detected. In the framework of multiannual programmes, 
an error which was not detected and corrected before certification will be detected and 
corrected at a later stage.  

The Commission's reply under paragraph 4.35 refers to the remaining 70% of errors and 
not to the 30%. Its understanding of the Court's statement is that for this 70%, it was 
impossible for the Member States to detect and correct the error before certifying 
expenditure, as they did not have adequate information at their disposal. However, this 
does not mean that those errors would never be corrected. As mentioned above, the 
various levels of controls in Cohesion become effective at different stages of the 
multiannual programmes, including after certification and up to closure of programmes. 

Therefore, the Commission's reply in paragraph 4.35 contradicts neither the Court's 
statement nor its own assessments. Besides, the Commission's reply in paragraph 4.10 is 
not its own assessment, but it derives from requirements enshrined in the sectoral 
regulation. Effectively, one can find relevant provisions in Articles 32 (operational 
programmes), 60-62 (responsibilities of the managing, certifying and audit authorities), 
64 (monitoring committees), 70 (responsibilities of the Member State in management and 
control), 72 (responsibilities of the Commission), and other articles of Regulation (EC) 
No 1083/2006. 

The 2008 Action Plan demonstrated the Commission's strong political commitment to 
improve the situation, further to the COCOBU's request for the 2006 discharge. The 
Commission has been consistent in reporting on the progress to the Committee. In 
February 2010, the first Impact Report gave indications on improvements with regard to 
the error rate. The Court's annual report confirms these indications and shows a 
significant decrease in the error rate (at least 3% in 2009, compared to 11% in 2008) and 
management and control systems with no aspect classified in "red". These are significant 
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elements, even though the Commission agrees that further work needs to be done to 
improve the situation and to further reduce the error rate. It also agrees that the Court's 
statement in paragraph 4.35 is serious as it demonstrates that well designed internal 
controls also need to be effectively implemented. The Commission has taken steps to 
further improve the concerned management and control systems. 

2. The Annual activity report signed by the General Director reads as follows: 

"Confirm that I am not aware of anything not reported here which could harm the 
interests of the institution. 

However the following reservations should be noted: 

For 38 out of the 79 programmes concerned Directorate General does not have 
reasonable assurance on the legality and regularity of the underlying transactions in 
relation to reimbursements in 2009 of expenditure declared.  

For the 41 remaining programmes, significant deficiencies have been identified at an 
early stage before any reimbursement in 2009 of expenditure declared, which limits 
the risk for the financial interests of the Union." 

Does Commissioner Hahn agree with the in principle positive assurance although the 
Director General's explanation is very contradictory? 

Commission's answer:  

Yes, I agree with the assurance provided by the director general of DG REGIO, taking 
also into account the reservations he made. 

In line with the standing Commission instructions and methodology to build-up of the 
assurance, the Annual Activity Report is complemented by a declaration of assurance by 
the Director-General. In his capacity as Authorising Officer by Delegation, the Director-
General states whether he has reasonable assurance that the resources assigned to the 
activities described in the report have been used for their intended purpose and in 
accordance with the principles of sound financial management, and that the control 
procedures put in place give the necessary guarantees concerning the legality and 
regularity of the underlying transactions. 

There is no contradiction between the above declaration of assurance and the fact that the 
Director-General, when he deems necessary, must indicate reservations related to defined 
areas of revenue and expenditure, as was the case in the 2009 Annual Activity Report of 
DG REGIO. This is in line with the methodology explained in detail in the Annual 
Activity Report. The detailed steps of the analysis undertaken in order to identify any 
weaknesses which merit a reservation were set out in the Annual Activity Report. 

The Annual Activity Report gives a complete overview of all reservations including a full 
explanation of the appraisals reached on materiality as well as overall conclusions on the 
combined impact on of the reservations and on the declaration as a whole. 

Furthermore, the corrective actions to be taken in order to remedy the weaknesses related 
to the reservations are listed in the Annual Activity Report. 
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For the 41 remaining programmes, DG REGIO had not received or not accepted yet the 
compliance assessment opinion and report. As indicated in the AAR, even if no 
reimbursement was thus possible, DG REGIO took in 2009 the line to put a reservation 
for these programmes as well, from a reputational risk perspective. 

3. The ECA annual report reveals that most errors occur in cohesion spending.  
Furthermore, it says that three quarter of these errors are due to serious failure in 
applying procurement rules. What consequences does the Commission draw from this 
outcome? Does the Commission intend to facilitate the rules for public procurement? 

Commission's answer:  

The reported failures in applying public procurement rules in relation to projects 
receiving EU funding cover a wide array of irregularities of a different nature and 
seriousness. The Commission guidelines on financial corrections applicable to these cases 
already take into account the different level of seriousness of the infringements detected. 
Thus the Commission has so far implemented proportional financial corrections based on 
these guidelines, with rates of corrections which vary between 2% and 100% of the 
allocated funding. In any event, it is worth noting that in a high number of cases the 
irregularities are related to the rush to comply with deadlines for application to EU 
funding by awarding public contracts based on projects which are not complete or mature 
enough to be carried out without subsequent illegal modifications.  

In this context it should be reminded that EU public procurement rules are aimed at 
guaranteeing that public contracts are awarded to the best bidder regardless of its 
nationality or place of establishment and as a consequence that public money is spent 
honestly and effectively. 

In the Single Market Act the Commission has undertaken to put forward proposals, by 
2012. This legislative modernisation will have a double focus: 

- Simplification and clarification of EU procurement Directives with a view to striking 
a better balance between the benefits of the legislation and the costs of the associated 
regulatory apparatus. 

- Providing greater guidance and latitude for Member States which want to use public 
procurement expenditure to achieve other policy goals (e.g. environmental protection, 
social responsibility, innovation). 

In preparing its legislative proposals, the Commission will draw primarily on 3 key 
inputs: 

- Responses to a Green paper to be published in early 2011. This Green Paper will 
present concrete suggestions for adapting the Directives to achieve the objectives of 
the modernisation. The draft Green Paper will invite stakeholder input on a wide 
range of issues, including a number of options for simplifying EU public procurement 
provisions. 

- Ongoing consultation and work in the area of e-procurement: the conversion of 
procurement administration holds out the promise of considerable potential for 
simplification of procurement procedures. Commission's ongoing work in this area 
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will generate ideas on how to better exploit this potential in the existing procurement 
Directives and concrete projects to accelerate the switchover. 

- In parallel, the Commission services are undertaking a comprehensive evaluation of 
how the current provisions have served their objectives, and the functioning of core 
procurement disciplines. This information will help to identify key Directive 
disciplines that have functioned well/less well. It should be underlined that the 
evaluation examines the impact of the body of procurement Directives, and does not 
attempt to disentangle the impact of individual Directive provisions. 

In sum, simplification will be one of the principal drivers of the forthcoming revision of 
the Directives. Commission is scheduled to issue its proposal by end-2011, early 2012. 
Stakeholders and interested parties will have opportunity to contribute to this process 
through the consultation process. 

4. In the CONT discussion on the ECA annual report it was mentioned by 
Commissioner Semeta that the error rate in cohesion policy is likely to increase in the 
next year. Do you agree with this evaluation? What are your proposals to lower the 
error rate steadily? 

Commission's answer:  

In his speech during the discussion of November 9 at the CONT, Commissioner Semeta 
mentioned "I fully share the caution of President Caldeira when he warns for possible 
oscillations of the error rate in Cohesion in the future". This doesn’t mean that the error 
rate is likely to increase.The expansion of the green area reported by the Court for the 
audited programmes also shows that systems have improved, particularly in Cohesion 
policy. This improvement is a positive sign, even if a better functioning of systems in a 
particular year does not prejudge the future effective functioning of the same systems, but 
constitutes a more robust starting basis. 

That said, the Commission also wishes to remain prudent for the future. The significant 
improvement for Cohesion in the 2009 Annual Report is of course welcome, but the error 
rate remains high and the Commission is committed to continue its hard work to improve 
the situation. 

In particular, the Commission is pursuing its actions undertaken under the 2008 Action 
Plan by closely and swiftly following up EU and national audits, with a specific attention 
to management verifications, to ensure that they are appropriately carried out. It also 
continues its audits to verify the quality of work of national audit authorities, in order to 
establish whether it can rely on them for its annual assurance. Furthermore, the 
Commission has a comprehensive strategy for the closure of 2000-2006 programmes 
aiming at ensuring that management and control systems have functioned effectively 
through the period and up to closure and that final paid expenditure is free of material 
errors. The Commission also takes steps with regard to public procurement problems, for 
which it refers to its replies in written questions 3 and 9. 
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5. How does the Commission deal with member states that do not comply with reporting 
corrections to the Commission? Do you consider the possibility of automatic penalty 
measures towards member states in order to receive reliable information in the future? 

Commission's answer :  

As far as reporting on financial corrections is concerned, all Member States have 
complied with the requirements to submit information when the Commission has 
requested so. For the period 2000-2006 all Member States have submitted information on 
financial corrections in March of the year following the reporting period. With regard to 
the completeness and reliability of this information, the systems for recording and 
reporting data are not yet completely reliable and complete in all Member States, 
although there is evidence that the quality is improving and that there have been 
improvements over the years. However, Member States will need to provide full 
information at closure, condition for the Commission to pay the final balance to 
programmes. For 2007-2013, the responsibilities of Member States and of the 
Commission on reporting financial corrections under shared management are clarified 
and Member states’ reporting is standardised and automatised (as set out in Regulations 
(EC) No 1083/2006 and No 1828/2006 as modified).  

As concerns the possibility of automatic measures towards Member States, the 
Commission notes that neither the Financial Regulation nor the sectoral Structural Funds 
regulations provide for any form of automatic sanctions or penalties for incomplete 
reporting on financial corrections.  In case the Commission has evidence suggesting that 
there are deficiencies in the systems or that appropriate levels of financial corrections are 
not applied by the Member States, the Commission has now for 2007/2013 a clearer legal 
basis to proceed to the suspension of  payments (see article 92, regulation (EC) No 
1083/2006). 

6. Despite the fact that all management and control systems in the member states have 
been audited and approved, the ECA estimated many of these systems as only 
partially effective. What consequences does the Commission draw from this 
outcome? 

Commission's answer: 

The 2007-2013 regulatory framework foresees two steps in obtaining assurance on the 
management and control systems: at a first stage assurance on the set up of systems and 
then assurance on the effective functioning of systems. 

The compliance assessment exercise for the period 2007-2013 aimed at ensuring that the 
set up of management and control systems is in compliance with the regulatory 
provisions. The purpose was to assess whether the systems are designed in accordance 
with all rules, before the Commission starts reimbursing expenditure. The Commission 
performed a desk-review and verified that the work of the independent compliance 
assessment body (the organisation which submitted the report and opinion on the set up of 
systems) can be relied upon and that the submitted opinion is reliable.  

At a second stage, after completion of the compliance assessment exercise, the 
Commission will obtain assurance that all systems function as described and in 
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compliance with the regulations, so as to ensure that that there would be no errors, based 
on national and community on-the-spot audit results, including its own audits. According 
to article 73 of the regulation, the Commission can decide to rely principally on national 
audits to draw this assurance, under certain conditions. 

In its 2009 annual report the Court provides an opinion on 16 programmes, based on the 
on-the-spot examination of procedures as they are designed and effectively implemented  
for a number of projects per operational programme. The Court also clarifies in its report 
that it did not examine the totality of key regulatory provisions. It is therefore possible 
that an on-the-spot audits to intermediate bodies subsequent to the compliance exercise 
reveal the need to strengthen or adjust certain procedures in the light of their effective 
functioning. The Commission will take into account these Court audit results for its 
assessment of assurance on the good functioning of the systems for the concerned 
programmes, in its annual activity report, and follows up with the concerned Member 
States to ensure that the necessary actions are taken to ensure full compliance with the 
rules. 

7. With regard to an effective management in the member states, there are partly 
contradictory rules in the financial regulation as well as in the sectoral rules. What 
consequences do you draw from this governance problem? 

Commission's answer: 

Under the current provisions Articles 155-159 of the Financial Regulation govern 
expenditure in Cohesion, as derogation to the general rules of the Financial regulation. 
According to article 156 (1) "Payment by the Commission of financial contributions from 
the Funds shall be made in accordance with the Regulations referred to in Article 155." 
The same goes for selection of projects, audit arrangements etc. 

There is therefore no contradiction between the Financial Regulation and the sectoral 
Cohesion Regulations, but different rules set for different budget areas. This may create 
difficulties for some beneficiaries implementing projects under different budget areas. 
Hence the proposal of the Commission, for the recast of the financial regulation, to 
harmonise better rules and management schemes for all programmes under shared 
management. The Commission is also looking into the possibility to better align 
eligibility rules across various budget policies. 

8. Even though the error rate seems to have improved, further steps need to be taken to 
achieve even better results. However, at the same time, there is a need for 
simplification of procedures, in order to reduce administrative burdens and make 
absorption of Cohesion Policy funds easier. How should simplification and the 
safeguard of EU citizens' money be both improved without contrasting with each 
other? 

Commission's answer: 

The Commission notes indeed that most of the errors (in numbers) detected by the Court 
for Cohesion this year are related to eligibility issues, which may be notably due to the 
number and complexity of the rules to be applied by the final beneficiaries. However, in a 
system of shared management, a certain degree of complexity is inherent to the different 
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management and control layers from the EU level to the national and regional ones, up to 
the final beneficiaries, which are ensuring the practical implementation on the ground. 

The Commission fully shares the approach suggested by the Court of Auditors of 
"simplification with care". The exercise of simplification conducted by the Commission 
in 2008, 2009 and 2010 aimed at reducing the possibility of errors made by final 
beneficiaries in costs declaration by promoting the use of lump sums, unit costs and flat 
rate declaration for indirect costs in operations financed through grants. The Commission 
took care to accompany this simplification in the costs declaration with all possible 
guidance, advice and explanations to the Member States, to achieve the purpose of 
simplification without jeopardising sound financial management. 

Simplification however does not mean a reduction in the Commission supervision on the 
management and control systems in the Member States. This supervision is expected to 
increase again in efficiency, where the Commission services will be able to rely on 
national auditors work on the basis of the single audit principle introduced by art.73 of 
Regulation 1083/2006.  

As already indicated in the Conclusions to the 5th Cohesion Report the Commission 
proposes to go further on the way of reducing the administrative burden by adopting 
common rules on key points such as overheads covering different EU funds with a view 
to simplify the use of funds by beneficiaries and reduce the risk of errors and their 
management by national authorities. In the same time it is also necessary to achieve a 
greater commitment on the part of Member States to quality control. 

9. What will be the next steps of the Commission to simplify the public procurements?  

Commission's answer: 

In order to clarify the application of Public Procurement rules, the Commission has been 
carrying out for the past 7 years in partnership with Member States, training sessions and 
seminars on Public Procurement addressed to national managing authorities and national 
contracting authorities. These initiatives are ultimately aimed at raising these entities' 
level of knowledge and compliance with procurement rules.  

The Commission refers to its reply to written question 3. 

10. Do you consider that the Commission has enough corrective tools toward member 
states to force them to better control the allocation of funds? 

Commission's answer: 

Experience from the 2000-2006 period showed that a flexible legal tool was necessary for 
the Commission before formally suspending payments, a procedure which was too formal 
and sometimes lengthy, due to the necessary contradictory procedure. Therefore, in the 
2007-2013 period, Article 91 of Regulation 1083/2006 allows the Director general of the 
responsible service to interrupt payment delays towards the Member State for a maximum 
period of 6 months, if it has evidence that there are serious deficiencies in the 
management and controls systems or that there are serious irregularities which have not 
been corrected by the Member States. 
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Interruptions allow the authorising officer (Director general responsible for Community 
payments)  to act faster and oblige Member States to take corrective measures in order to 
avoid formal Commission decisions on (net) financial corrections or on the suspension of 
programmes. 

Furthermore, the possibility to impose financial corrections acts as a deterrent for the 
Member State. In case the Member State applies the financial correction itself, it has the 
incentive to act fast, because otherwise it penalises itself (outstanding payments are still 
blocked and the financial correction will create a gap in the expenditure claim by the end 
of the year that could lead to an automatic decommitment if no additional eligible 
expenditure is declared to compensate the correction). If the correction is imposed by the 
Commission through a formal decision, it represents a net reduction of allocations 
available for the Member State. In both cases, Member States have a strong incentive to 
put in place a well functioning management and control system, which can prevent, detect 
and correct irregularities in  due time. 

11. The biggest problem with the ESF is not with the funds that have been spent but that 
lots of beneficiaries have big difficulties to access those funds due to the complexity 
of the rules. What measures du you intend to take in the view of simplification of the 
rules? 

Commission's answer: 

This question falls under the responsibility of Commissioner Andor. Please see his reply 
to question 8 addressed to him. 

12. Romania has the lowest performance in the EU with regards to the ESF? What would 
be your recommendations for Romania and is the Commission willing to take actions 
against it?  

Commission's answer:  

This question falls under the responsibility of Commissioner Andor. Please see his reply 
to question 9 addressed to him. 

13. Financial Corrections made by Commission or by Member States up to the year 
09/2009 Spain 1,535.07 Mio. Euro, Greek 881.24 Mio. Euro and Italy 693.90 Mio. 
Euro) – which improvements/consequences were made by the commission and asked 
from the Member states? 

Commission's answer: 

The amounts quoted above refer to the 2000-2006 period and concern all Funds (ERDF, 
ESF, EAGGF-Guidance, FIFG, Cohesion Fund). 

Each time financial corrections are imposed on a Member State, this is the result of an 
audit finding. If the audit findings show that the management and control system was a 
weak on a particular point that needs to be addressed, a remedial action plan with clear 
target dates is agreed with the concerned Member State. This plan includes actions to 
correct the system for all future expenditure, and addresses the need for financial 
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corrections in past, already declared expenditure. The timetable to implement these 
financial corrections is also agreed. If corrections are not implemented within the agreed 
time schedule, the Commission can impose the corrections by adopting a formal decision 
of (net) financial correction.  

On Spain  

Following a remedial action plan agreed with the Spanish authorities to remedy systemic 
deficiencies in the management and control system and public procurement irregularities, 
significant financial corrections were applied by the Commission and accepted by Spain.  

Besides these financial corrections, other corrective measures have been adopted by the 
Spanish authorities to improve the situation, such as the reinforcement of their 
management and control system (1st level verifications) and the non certification of 
expenditure related to additional works in public procurement. 

The results of this remedial action plan will facilitate the assessment that the Commission 
is currently carrying out on the closure documents submitted by the Spanish authorities. 
The Commission will confirm at this closure stage that the last payment declarations are 
free of irregular amounts 

On Greece 

Concerning the ERDF in Greece, following the submission of the systems description and 
the weaknesses identified by the auditors of DG REGIO, a remedial action plan was 
agreed between the Greek authorities and the Commission in February 2004. The 
Commission subsequently reached the conclusion that the deliverables of the action plan 
were not satisfactory and a financial correction decision was adopted by the Commission. 
Commission Decision C(2005)1731 addressed all major issues relating to public 
procurement in Greece. As a consequence, the Greek authorities had to pay back to the 
Commission EUR 518 million and agreed to apply a 10% correction on all future 
expenditure to be declared to the Commission related to contracts awarded using the legal 
framework applicable to public procurement before the introduction of Law 3263/2004. 
DG REGIO has confirmed through follow-up audit work the application of the new 
measures for public works and issues such as the application of the 10% correction, 
tighter controls on modifications of the physical object, "bridge projects", etc.  

Concerning the Cohesion Fund in Greece, following a system audit carried out in May 
2005, a new action plan was proposed asking to review the amendments in the physical 
objects of the contracts and to identify all irregularities concerning studies contracts. DG 
Regional Policy took into account that the Greek authorities have decided to apply a flat 
rate correction of 25% for the studies' contracts as well as further corrections. 
Commission Decision C(2008)5026 was issued on 10 November 2008 and amended by 
Commission Decision C(2008)8720 issued on 19 December 2008 leading to a correction 
of EUR 26,7 million. 

On Italy 

In addition to the application of financial corrections, the Commission has requested the 
Member State to implement corrective measures where inadequate management and 
control systems have been found during Commission audits. Main deficiencies concerned 
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a high level of irregularities in public procurement due to weaknesses in management 
verifications. The Commission has followed up the implementation either during the 
contradictory procedure or where appropriate through a follow-up mission. Audits have 
been closed only after the Commission has satisfied itself that the requested corrective 
measures had been implemented by the Member State. 

In cases where the Commission had identified the risk of systemic problems, it imposed 
to the Member State to carry out additional controls through its own control services and 
to report to the Commission the results of these additional controls. This was the case e.g. 
for the programmes Calabria, Abruzzo and Molise. 

Moreover, following the results of two audits on procurement procedures, the 
Commission has requested the Member State to carry out a general enquiry on all ERDF 
programmes to verify the existence of irregularities similar to those detected by the 
Commission audits. They have been carried out by the relevant managing authorities 
under the supervision of IGRUE (national coordination body for controls). Partial results 
have been communicated to the Commission indicating that irregularities have been 
detected and that appropriate financial corrections have been applied. The Commission 
will make sure that final results will be communicated before the closure of programmes. 

14. There are no tables which are comparable concerning the financial corrections and 
Recoveries. A better co-operation between the member states and the commission is 
needed to get final figures on the amount of financial corrections.  

o There should be the necessary IT-support to avoid overlapping. 

o What did the Commission do to improve this situation? 

Commission's answer: 

The Commission agrees that figures on Member States' financial corrections should be 
improved. It notes though that according to the Court's assessment, "the Commission is 
reporting reliable figures as concerns its own activities" (Annual Report paragraph 1.36). 
This is the second year that the Court arrives at the same conclusion. The Commission 
intends to improve even more its reporting by providing cumulative amounts on 
implemented corrections as well, as it does for accepted/decided corrections. 

As concerns information on Member States' own corrections, the Commission notes that 
the Court's assessment this year is better compared to previous years, a fact which is 
reflected in the Court's report, as no Member States' system for financial corrections is in 
"red" (see table 2 in annex 4.2 of the Court's Annual Report). The Commission has been 
carrying out on-the-spot verifications of the data on financial corrections reported in all 
25 Member States (Romania and Bulgaria are not concerned by the 2000-2006 period) to 
assess their reliability and completeness. The visits are being completed this year.  

The results of these verifications show that the systems for recording and reporting data 
are not yet fully reliable and complete in all Member States, although there is evidence 
that the quality is improving and that there have been improvements over the years. 
However, Member States will need to provide full information at closure, as this is 
required for the Commission to be able to authorise the final payment. In case of doubts 
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or inconsistencies in data, the Commission will suspend the final payment until it obtains 
complete and coherent information.  

With regard to the 2007-2013 period, the regulatory requirements clarify the 
responsibilities (certifying authorities in charge) and improve the reporting. 

The regulation foresees: 

- That the certifying authority maintains a debtor's ledger with information on all 
irregularities and recoveries; 

- The certifying authority to report annually according to a clear and standardised 
template; 

- The reporting is to be done via the common IT system SFC2007. 

Member States are also requested by the Commission to separately identify corrections 
resulting from Community audit work from the ones resulting from their own audit and 
control work, in order to show the impact of the Community and national audits 
separately and to avoid duplication of figures. This is expected to improve the 
completeness and quality of reporting and to simplify procedures, reducing thus errors in 
reporting. The process will also be more easily auditable by the Commission and the 
Court. 

In addition, the Commission issued in early 2010 a guidance note on Member States' 
reporting to provide practical guidance on the requirements for the 2007-2013 programme 
period and the remainder of the 2000-2006 period. 

15. In Naples was an Elton John concert (750 000 Euro) financed through the budget 
which was originally foreseen to support the traditional and cultural tradition in the 
region of Calabria. The concert took place on the 11. September 2009 during the 
“Piedigrotta Festival”. 

Was this concert financed with EU moneys and if so is this in accordance with the 
rules? 

Commission's answer: 

For the 2007-2013 period, the regional operational programme Campania, co-financed by 
ERDF, foresees the possibility to finance operations on tourism and in particular 
promoting Campania as a touristic destination at national and international level. Under 
shared management, the selection of co-financed actions is in the responsibility of the 
operational programme authorities. 

Based on information received from the managing authority of the operational 
programme, the project "Piedigrotta – the celebration of Naples" has been included for 
co-financing from the operational programme for a total amount of EUR 2 250 000. 

Until 31 December 2009 an amount of EUR 720 000 has been certified for a concert of 
Elton John, which took place in Plebiscite Square and was shown by RAI. The 
Commission has verified the regularity and eligibility of this expenditure and has reached 
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the conclusion that the added value of this action cannot be clearly demonstrated and that 
it had an ephemeral impact on the touristic activity of the region. The Commission has 
formally requested the Campania region to pay back money received from Structural 
Funds that it used to finance the concert. Money from structural funds must be used for 
long term investments and this project did not meet this condition. 

16. Why there is no possibility for the Member States to have access to the annual 
reports? 

Commission's answer: 

After request for clarification, the Commission understands the question as referring to 
annual summaries. The objective of the annual summaries foreseen in article 53(b) of the 
current Financial regulation is to provide the Commission additional assurance - in 
addition to what is provided for in the sectoral regulations - that the responsible 
authorities of the Member States are carrying out the necessary audit work in order to 
obtain sufficient assurance on the legality and regularity of the underlying transactions.  

The regulation does not provide for a legal basis to circulate annual summaries among all 
Member States. Therefore, the Commission cannot circulate the annual summaries to 
other Member States without the explicit written consent of each Member State who 
transmitted its annual summary to the Commission for the aforementioned purpose of  the 
regulation.  

The Commission has made the annual summaries available to the European Parliament on 
its request, where the Member State concerned has given its permission. 

While most annual summaries are not accessible to the Member States, the Commission 
aims at diffusing best practices and good examples to the Member States through its 
guidelines on annual summaries which are sent each year to the Member States. 

17. In 2009 there were 7 programmes suspended and the money were frozen:  

o 6 ERDF – Programmes: Italy, Germany, Interreg 

o 1 ESF – Programme: Spain 

 What happened with these programmes? What was the amount of each 
suspended programme? 

Commission's answer: 

ERDF 

For Italy payments have been suspended for priority axis 2 of the programme DOCUP 
Abruzzo by decision C(2009)477 of 28 January 2009 because of system deficiencies 
which concerned management verifications which led to high levels of irregularities and 
deficiencies in compliance with public procurement. The ERDF assistance for priority 
axis 2 of DOCUP Abruzzo is EUR 49 334 012. After having received a report showing 
that appropriate corrective measures (improvement of systems through more and better 
management verifications) have been taken and that adequate financial corrections have 
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been applied (583 477 EUR, of which 191 906 EUR of ERDF funds and an additional 
15% flat rate correction for the years 2002-2003, where most errors were detected, 
amounting to a 8 821 762 EUR, of which 2 901 478 EUR ERDF contribution) by the 
Member State, the Commission adopted on 27 October 2009 a decision to lift the 
payment suspension (Decision C(2009)8303). 

With regard to Germany, two objective 2 programmes were concerned (Baden-
Württemberg and Saarland). For Baden-Württemberg, the Commission adopted on 18 
November 2009 a decision suspending interim payments of nearly EUR 12 million for the 
Objective 2 programme in period 2000-2006, because of weaknesses in management 
verifications, in the audit function and in the winding up body. The assistance paid out 
until now under the ERDF in the context of this programme amounts to EUR 86 429 454 
or 88% of the total ERDF amount (EUR 98 320 852). The suspension of interim 
payments and of the final payment can only be lifted when the Commission has satisfied 
itself that the authorities of Baden-Württemberg have performed all actions laid down in 
the action plan which is annexed to the Commission Decision. Since the action plan was 
not fully implemented by 31 July 2010 (deadline for sending closure declaration to the 
Commission services), the Commission has interrupted the closure procedure. A follow-
up audit has taken place on 25-26 November 2010. On the basis of its results the 
Commission will decide whether to close the action plan, resume the closure procedure 
and apply financial corrections if necessary. 

For Saarland, the Commission adopted on 5 October 2009 a decision suspending interim 
payments for the Objective 2 programme in period 2000-2006, because of weaknesses in 
the audit function. The assistance paid out until now under the ERDF in the context of the 
OP amounts to EUR 118 693 109 or 91% of the total ERDF amount (EUR 130 403 389). 
The suspension of interim payments and of the final payment can only be lifted when the 
Commission has satisfied itself that the authorities of Saarland have performed all actions 
laid down in the action plan which is annexed to the Commission Decision. DG REGIO 
carried out a mission end March 2010 and concluded that the progress as well as the 
quality of implementation of the agreed actions is generally satisfactory, except for the 
finalisation and follow up of audit reports for sample checks of operations, treatment of 
errors and irregularities and the verification if compliance with EU public procurement 
rules has been checked satisfactorily for the architects contracts. Based on the analysis of 
the winding-up declaration, the Commission will interrupt the closure procedure and will 
ask the Winding-Up Body to carry out additional audit work. 

Concerning INTERREG, in 2009 6 programmes were suspended (3 decisions taken in 
2009 and 3 in earlier years) because of weaknesses in the audit function and high reported 
error rates. For 3 of them (Greece-Italy, France-UK and Italy-Albania), the suspension 
was lifted without financial correction: for Greece-Italy, the programme authorities 
submitted sufficient information on the audits executed and the expenditure controlled, 
which led the Commission to conclude that actions requested were satisfactorily 
undertaken; for France-UK and Italy-Albania, the programme authorities performed the 
audits and controls requested in the suspension decisions, which showed that the levels of 
error were below the materiality levels. After examination and validation of the results, 
the Commission was in position to lift the suspensions for these programmes. For 
INTERREG IIIB ARCHIMED, a financial correction decision has been taken on 31 May 
2010. EUR 1 267 205 will be offset against the final payment at closure. For the 
programme IIIA Sweden-Denmark Öresund, the programme authorities will provide all 
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necessary information on audits and corrections in the context of the closure of the 
programme. The suspension will thus remain until the closure of the programme. For the 
programme IIIB MEDOOC, a 5% financial correction on expenditure declared until 31 
December 2007 has been applied for an amount of EUR 4 349 683. 

ESF 

This Spanish operational programme has been suspended by a decision of the 
Commission based on the opinion formulated by the Court of auditors in the framework 
of its annual report 2007, which reported several system deficiencies and alleged 
irregularities in public procurement procedures. This procedure is still on going. The 
reply from the Spanish authorities has been received and is currently under evaluation. 
The total value of the ESF cofinancing for this OP is 1.6 billion €, which must not be 
interpreted as a value for suspended payments which represent only part of this amount. 

18. Administration in Campania and the Abruzzi and implementation of the European 
Solidarity Funds in the earthquake area of L'Aquila 

 How can Commission, at the example of Italy, control 700.000 projects 
funded with 31.6 mio. EUR between 2000 and 2006  

Commission's answer: 

Under shared management, the Commission and Member States share responsibilities 
with regard to control of funds. Member States are primarily responsible for setting up 
management and control systems capable of preventing, detecting and correcting 
irregularities. Those systems have various layers of controls, which are performed by 
different bodies: first level checks, certifications controls and audits are intended to 
control overall the use of funds. In the framework of the "single audit" approach, the 
various layers of controls are to be coordinated and bodies are to rely on the work of 
others, in order to achieve better results and to avoid duplication of control work.  

On the top of those systems, the Commission has a supervisory role. Its work aims at 
verifying that Member States' systems, including national audit authorities, function well. 
Even though the Commission carries out itself audits of projects, it is not its role to 
achieve a maximum coverage of controlled projects, or to re-execute the work which is 
done by national systems. It therefore relies on the work done by Member States' 
authorities, including their audit work at national level, where it has assurance that this 
work is reliable. Coverage of projects in accordance with provisions of the Regulations is 
one of the elements it takes into account to reach its conclusions. This includes 
management verifications of the managing authorities for all payment claims and on-the-
spot visits for selected projects, and audits on a randomly selected, representative sample 
of projects by the national audit authorities. It should be noted that for the period 2007-
2013 the Regulations do not foresee any percentages or number of projects to be audited 
by national authorities. The Commission re-performs management verifications and the 
national audit work on a risk-based sample. 

As concerns Italy, the European Commission considers it has carried out sufficient audit 
work for the 2000-2006 period, covering 80% of the funds allocated to get assurance on 
the legality and regularity of the amounts paid. When deficiencies are detected, 
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suspensions procedures were adopted and remedial actions taken, and in some cases 
financial corrections were applied. 

19. The earthquake area L'Aquila was financed with 493 Mio. Euro out of the European 
Solidarity Fund.  

o How was this money controlled? 

Commission's answer: 

Under the terms of the Solidarity Fund Regulation the implementation of European 
Solidarity Fund (EUSF) grants falls under the primary responsibility of the beneficiary 
state. This includes the setting up of an audit and control system able to insure the 
regularity of the spending. The Italian National Civil Protection Department was 
designated as the responsible implementing authority. 

According to the Italian authorities, EUSF expenditure undergoes normal audit and 
control procedures on three levels, internally (Dipartimento della Protezione Civile), by 
the Prime Minister's accountability office and by the national Court of Auditors for some 
200 projects exceeding EUR 500 000. Existing exceptional procedures were not applied 
as would have been possible. The Commissions carried out a monitoring mission in April 
2010 during which the Italian authorities declared that at that time no major errors had 
been detected. 

The April mission was also intended to shed light on the allegations raised in the Italian 
media and during the regional elections campaign of a possible involvement of EUSF 
financed projects in illegal doings in awarding contracts to building companies etc and 
the possible involvement of EUSF projects in an ongoing judicial enquiry in essence 
related to G8 building contracts on the island of La Maddalena, off the coast of Sardinia. 

The EUSF financed building projects were carried out by 16 different firms each building 
between 5 and 25 units. The Italian authorities claimed that none of the contracted firms 
was under judicial scrutiny and that they were not the same as those that in a different 
context (G8-La Maddalena) are the object of a judiciary enquiry.  

At level of the Commission, the EUSF interventions are controlled by DG REGIO on the 
basis of a final implementation report provided by the implementing body in the Member 
State and a statement of validity drawn up by a service functionally independent of the 
implementing body, summarising the conclusions of the checks carried out and 
pronouncing on the validity of the expenditure declared and the legality and correctness 
of the operations concerned (Article 8(2) of Council Regulation 2012/2002). Both 
documents are thoroughly examined by the services of DG REGIO which might request 
additional information from the Member State before agreeing to the closure of the 
assistance. 

Furthermore, each year the audit service of DG REGIO audits on the spot EUSF 
interventions in Member States. The selection is performed on the basis of a risk analysis 
which takes into account the financial exposure (amount of intervention) and other risk 
factors such as the quality of the validity statement and the implementation report, the 
decentralised level of implementation etc. The EUSF assistance in Abruzzo/Italy falls 
under this category. 
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Concerning the EUSF assistance in the aftermath of the earthquake in Abruzzo/Italy, the 
Italian authorities have not yet submitted the documents which would allow DG REGIO 
to plan the audit mission and to close the intervention. However, the authorities are well 
within the time limits set by the legal basis (Council Regulation 2012/2002) "no later than 
six months after the expiry of the one–year period from the date of disbursement of the 
grant". This would be mid 2011 as the funds were disbursed in November 2009. 

After a desk review of the implementation report and the validity statement, DG REGIO 
will then perform the audit of this EUSF assistance on the spot, at the latest in the second 
semester of 2011, focusing on public procurement procedures and the costs of temporary 
housing. 

20. There were about 20 Billion Euro foreseen for the programming period 2007 to 2013 
for Greek. So far it was only spent 5 % of this amount. This shows efficiency based 
problems in the Greek administration. What will the Commission do to solve these 
problems?  

Commission's answer: 

Based on the payment claims submitted up to mid-November 2010 and including the 
advance payments, the absorption rate is at 21.2%, or at 13.7% without the advance 
payments (all Funds included, ERDF, Cohesion Fund, ESF). Despite an improvement in 
the implementation of the programmes and the absorption of the Funds, the situation is 
not at all satisfactory.  

The Commission's services work in close cooperation with the Greek authorities in order 
to raise the absorption rates. Under the Memorandum of Understanding for the Greek 
economic support programme, annual targets for payment claims have been set up. On 
the basis of the payment claims received by mid-November, it seems that the Greek 
authorities will succeed in meeting the target for 2010. Furthermore, a Task Force of 
experts (including one official of DG REGIO) has been established under the Greek 
deputy Prime Minister in order to accelerate the implementation in the domains of 
transport, environment, financial engineering and public administration. 

21. A reservation for Bulgaria concerning priority Axis 1 of the Environment OP 2007-13 
is referenced, but the financial impact was not calculated.  Has this been done since? 

Commission's answer: 

The reservation in the Annual Activity report of DG regional policy for 2009, concerning 
Priority Axis 1 of the Bulgarian Environment programme, was due to the consideration of 
a reputational risk. It has had no financial impact due to the fact that to date the 
Commission has not approved any payments under priority axis 1of this programme. 

This reservation refers to significant deficiencies identified in the area of the selection of 
operations. As a result, DG REGIO requested the managing authority  (Ministry of the 
Environment and Water) to review all related EU co-financing operations, covering all 
relevant aspects (e.g. budgeting, design, procurement plans, eligibility for Environment 
OP/Priority 1 financing etc). In 2010, the managing authority employed an external 
consultancy company to carry out the review / screening of the operations and to propose 
mitigating measures for correcting errors at the selection stage. As a result of the review / 
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screening a number of operations have been cancelled, fully or partially withdrawn or 
made subject to additional conditions and modifications in order to make them 
compatible with the priorities of the national strategy in the water sector. A summary of 
the corrective action taken is set out in the table below. 

Infrastructure projects:  
- 15 unproblematic projects;  
- 9 projects with full or partial withdrawal of funding (upon the application of financial 
corrections);   
- 5 projects cancelled. 

Technical Assistance projects:   
- 5 unproblematic projects that may proceed unconditionally;   
- 119 projects that may proceed under certain additional conditions and modifications;  
- 32 projects cancelled. 

The above actions led to the submission of a group of new corrected payment claims by 
the Bulgarian authorities. However, based on the findings of a 2009 national system audit 
report, and in the absence of adequate assurance with regard to the smooth functioning of 
the management and control systems, DG REGIO has recently interrupted payments 
under this operational programme. 

22. For the reservation for Germany, was required information received to ensure 
interruptions did not need to be send? 

Commission's answer: 

For the period 2007-2013 there was a reservation in the Annual Activity Report of DG 
REGIO for 2009 for 3 German programmes: Federal Transport OP, Brandenburg and 
Mecklenburg-Vorpommern.  

For Federal Transport OP payments were interrupted in February 2010. A follow-up audit 
mission was carried out from 22-26 March 2010 and the national authorities submitted 
required information, which resulted in the lifting of the interruption in June 2010. 

For Brandenburg audit missions have been carried out in June and September 2010 and 
payments have been interrupted in September 2010 since the audit authority has not 
implemented the audit strategy accepted by the Commission. 

For Mecklenburg-Vorpommern audit missions have been carried out in June and October 
2010. DG REGIO has issued an audit report with findings related to deficiencies in the 
work of the audit authority. Actions and recommendations to improve the methodology of 
the audit authority and to carry out further audit work were issued. The Commission is 
closely monitoring the progress made by the audit authority. 
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23. Will DG REGIO provide Parliament with an overview of the error rate by  

 Member State 

 Operational Programme  

 Funds 

Commission's answer: 

Regulatory provisions for 2007-2013 require the audit authorities to audit operations on 
the basis of random, statistical (representative) samples (with the exception of very small 
populations of projects where a random, non statistical method is allowed). Audit 
authorities have to report annually to the Commission the results of their audits, including 
error rates per operational programme or group of operational programmes (in case of 
common systems), and providing an audit opinion on the functioning of the management 
and control systems. However, regulations do not require calculating error rates per 
Member State or per Fund. The aggregation of rates may even be impossible, given the 
specificities of the statistical methods chosen by the audit authorities. 

Each directorate general provides in its Annual Activity Reports detailed information on 
the functioning of the management and control systems for all Member States and 
operational programmes, in order for the Director-General to assess the assurance he has 
on the legality and regularity of underlying transactions during the year. DG REGIO's 
Annual Activity Reports combine information from many sources in order to arrive to 
this detailed assessment. These include the Commission's own audit and supervisory 
work, the results of the Court's audits, audit results and opinions from the audit 
authorities, including the reported error rates for programmes, the annual summaries, 
annual implementation reports and other reports or information at the disposal of Funds 
management. The Director-General's opinion is therefore not simply and directly related 
to the reported error rates. In any event, DG REGIO is willing to communicate to the 
European Parliament the error rates as reported by the audit authorities in their 2010 
annual control reports, if these raw data are deemed useful for the Parliament's analysis. 

24. How many auditors does REGIO employ to control the implementation of the funds? 

Commission's answer: 

DG REGIO has currently 53 posts for operational auditors responsible for legality and 
regularity audits and 8 posts for auditors responsible for horizontal tasks. 

25. The data transmitted by the Member States on the financial corrections and recoveries 
remained not completely reliable in 2009. What does the Commission do to improve 
the reliability of the received information?  

Commission's answer:  

The Commission refers to its reply to question 14. 



 19

26. The Commission refers to its reply to written question No 14 .The majority of the 
estimated error rate was due to eligibility errors resulting mainly from misapplication 
of rules on public procurement and the inclusion of costs which are not eligible for 
reimbursement. Which measures of clarification and simplification of eligibility rules 
have been taken by the Commission to prevent shortcomings? 

Commission's answer :  

Under the 2007-2013 legislative framework, eligibility rules are now set at national level. 
The rules set by the regulations at Community level are very general and leave to the 
Member States a large margin for specifying the eligibility conditions according to 
specific needs of their programmes. This constitutes a simplification measure also in 
order to help to reduce the risk of misinterpretation. 

The Commission has published in February 2009 a detailed guideline for managing 
authorities on eligibility of expenditure for co-financing from structural funds and the 
cohesion fund in the 2007-2013 programming period ("Rules and conditions applicable to 
actions co-financed from Structural Funds and Cohesion Fund. An overview of the 
eligibility rules in the programming period 2007-2013"). It is directed at those responsible 
in the Member States and their regions for managing and implementing cohesion policy 
programmes. 

Public procurement irregularities are not a matter of eligibility as such, but of legality and 
regularity. In this respect, simplifying the sectoral eligibility rules of the structural funds 
won’t allow addressing this specific issue. The Commission intends to simplify and 
clarify the EU procurement directives (see answer to question 3). 

27. According to the Court, at least 30% of the errors found could and should have been 
detected and corrected by the Members States before certifying expenditure to the 
Commission. How does the Commission follow up cases where weaknesses were 
identified in the management and control systems? 

Commission's answer: 

The Commission refers to its reply to question 1. 

28. In the Annual accounts of the European Union 2009, (Note 6 - Annex 3, Financial 
corrections confirmed in 2009) we find several countries (Note 6, Annex 4) which 
have implemented only a fraction of the financial corrections confirmed in the area of 
Structural Actions. For example, Spain has implemented 59 million euro out of a total 
of 2 503 million euro in financial corrections. 

The Commission has not used the instrument of suspension of money in these cases. 
What exact levels of financial corrections, as well as other criteria, does the 
commission use for implementing suspension of money? 

Commission's answer: 

The table in Note 6 Annex 3 shows cumulative financial corrections until the end of 2009, 
while the table in Note 6 Annex 4 shows corrections implemented only in 2009. The 
Commission recognises that its reporting could be improved by  providing the same level 
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of cumulative information in both tables on accepted/decided and implemented 
corrections, in note 6. 

According to the regular reporting on financial corrections in Cohesion that the 
Commission sends to the COCOBU on a quarterly basis the figures are as follows 
(information submitted in November with data until 30 September 2010): 

The total financial corrections for all funds and both 1994-1999 and 2000-2006 periods 
come to EUR 8.439 billion. These are corrections confirmed/decided, which means either 
imposed by a Commission decision or accepted by the Member States (accrual basis 
reporting). 

Out of this, EUR 6.332 billion has already been implemented, which means that the 
Commission has recovered the money from Member States, either by them paying back a 
recovery order or withdrawing irregularities from a subsequent payment claim (cash basis 
reporting). This means that approximately 75% of the total cumulative financial 
corrections have already been implemented. The remaining amounts, which come from 
financial corrections confirmed mainly in 2009, will be implemented at the latest at 
closure of programmes. 

For Spain, the € 59 millions of corrections, reported in note 6 as implemented in 2009 
only, do not reflect the cumulative amounts implemented over the period for all Funds. 
Moreover, a large part of the corrections reported as accepted by Spain in 2009 (approx. 1 
billion ERDF) was accepted only in November 2009 after the conclusion of a large scale 
action plan following Commission audits. Logically this amount could not be 
immediately reported as implemented. Implementation of corrections in Spain is well 
advanced and will be completed with the submitted 2000/2006 closure files:  by the end 
of the 3rd quarter, out of € 2.761 million of corrections accepted/decided for the ERDF 
and Cohesion Fund in Spain for both periods, € 1.093 million were implemented. 

The Commission underlines that all amounts which have been agreed upon by Member 
States or decided by the Commission as financial corrections will be implemented. No 
money, no audit finding nor any detected irregularity remain outstanding at the closure of 
programmes, which allows for a final accounting clearance by the Commission of any 
outstanding payments and liabilities per programme. 

29. The national declaration is an important part of the overall financial audit process. In 
2009, as now, only four countries hand in those. What is the Commission's plan to 
ensure that more countries deliver these reports?  

Commission's answer: 

The current legal obligation set by the Legislative Authority is for Member States to 
provide annual summaries of available audits and declarations (Art 53b3). The 
Commission has put considerable efforts into improving the quality of the summaries 
which are provided, providing for example for the structural funds a guidance note each 
year setting out best practice and calling on Member States to provide an overall level of 
assurance statement, of which nine did so for 2009 – BU, CY, DK, GR, FI, HU, NL, RO 
and SK. 
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The Commission also politically supports Member States that decide to produce national 
declarations on a voluntary basis and has welcomed the initiatives of the four Member 
States which currently provide declarations (in two cases – NL and SE) or statements 
(UK, by the Treasury and DK, by the supreme audit institution). It notes however that 
each of the Member States provides a document which is different in terms of scope, 
timing and the nature of the assurance provided: 

* notably the timing does not match with the Commission's own assurance framework 
(the NL is closest in this respect, delivering a draft covering 2009 in March 2010 but the 
UK for example delivered its statement on the 12 months to end-March 2008 on 30 July 
2009); 

* on scope, not all activities in shared management are covered (NL and SE for example 
do not cover the 2000-06 programmes); 

* on the nature, the provider of the assurance is different (NL is provided by a Minister 
while DK provides a statement from the supreme audit institution destined for the 
national Parliament).  

Given these and other differences, Commission services are currently analysing the 
national declarations which have been provided to date and will finalise early next year 
guidelines aimed to set out the "value adding" aspects of the current national declarations 
as regards the Commission's assurance on the operation of management and control 
systems in the Member States concerned.  

The Commission is also currently conducting an independent study on the added value of 
the annual summaries and of the national declarations; the study will be available by early 
next year. 

Given the voluntary nature of national declarations for the management of EU funds 
under shared management, the Commission has no powers to "ensure more countries 
deliver these reports". It does however provide all Member States (Ministry of Finance 
and/or Supreme Audit Institution, depending on the choice of the Member State ) 
annually with details of all payments made in their countries.  

The assurance model proposed by the Commission - in the context of the triennial 
revision of the Financial Regulation - for indirect budget management modes provides for 
an annual management declaration of assurance (complemented by and subject to an 
independent audit opinion) signed by a senior national official. The timeline proposed fits 
within the Commission's own assurance framework to provide a single standard assurance 
chain for all programmes in shared management and for all Member States. In the 
Commission's view such management declarations are preferable to national political 
declarations as the assurance provided by managers is derived directly from the 
management chain. Enshrining such a provision in the future Financial Regulation would 
therefore be an effective way of obtaining assurance from Member States. 

30. In 2009, the Commission spent 1,4 billion euro in NGO financing (Study: Financing 
of Non-governmental Organisations (NGO) from the EU Budget. Many NGOs that 
receive funding also engage in conversation with the Commission about EU policy as 
well as outright lobbying the institution. What official strategies exist to assure that 
this relationship between the Commission and NGOs does not affect the 
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independence of the Commission as well as the NGOs that depend on Commission 
funding? 

When will the Commission give a definition of "NGO"? 

Commission's answer:  

The structured dialogue mechanisms, as well as the consultation activities developed by 
the various Commission services as part of their policy making processes are totally 
dissociated from the preparation of financing decisions following both tendering 
procedures or calls for projects procedures (grants).  Financing decisions are taken on the 
basis of the own merit of the offers or projects submitted by their promoters, including 
NGOs, and evaluated by ad-hoc experts in relation with the criteria set in each specific 
case. This is in no way affected by the substance of the contacts taking place between the 
Commission services and any organisation at stake. 

Within the European Parliament resolution on 2005 discharge, the Commission already 
indicated that it was not in a position to give a definition of NGOs because many of these 
organisations are national or international in scope and cover a great range of functions. 
Moreover, at the European level coexist different national traditions and varied legal and 
fiscal frameworks apply at national level. 

Nevertheless, in the framework of the financial information provided on NGOs as 
beneficiaries of EU funds and as already indicated within the follow-up of the 2008 
discharge resolution, the Commission has initiated a phased project aiming to establish 
the classification "for-profit" versus "not-for-profit" in the Commission's central data base 
of legal entities. 

The first phase concentrates on legal entities in the Member States, which accounts for 
the vast majority of the registered entities. The Commission targets the implementation of 
this objective as from 2011 onwards. 

In the second phase, reconciliation procedures between the centrally managed legal entity 
data base and the Register of Interest Representatives -the latter being based on voluntary 
self-registration- will be set up by mid-2011. In addition, the feasibility will be assessed 
to broaden the scope to legal entities in non-Member States as from 2012. 

31. Can the Commission please inform about how the solidarity fund money have been 
spent in Aquila after the earthquake?  

Commission's answer: 

The types of emergency operations for which the Solidarity Fund grant was used were 
laid down in an implementation agreement between the Commission and the Italian 
authorities prior to the grant being paid out. The grant was used for three categories of 
emergency operations: rescue operations, temporary accommodation of the homeless and 
building of provisional schools: 

"The grant from the European Union Solidarity Fund shall contribute to the financing of 
operations under the following types of measure: 
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Providing temporary accommodation and funding rescue services to meet the immediate 
needs of the population concerned; 

1. First emergency relief operations and assistance to the affected population including 
search and rescue activities. In this indent is foreseen the reimbursement of the activities 
undertaken by the different components of the Italian civil protection system: Carabinieri, 
Army, National Fire-fighters Corps and volunteers for the following activities: 

a) Supply of material, equipment and human specialized resources for search and 
rescue activities; 

b) Provision of medical assistance; 

c) Set up of tent camps for the homeless including supply of related support structures 
(field kitchens, tents for eating and social purposes, hygienic services, electrical power 
generators, and other logistic support). 

Indicative amount EUR 50 000 000 

2. Immediate temporary accommodation of the homeless population in the camps, in 
hotels and in other accommodation structures ( i.e. to lease promises etc.). 

a) Supply of temporary houses (Progetto C.A.S.E) designed for the people whose 
homes were destroyed or proven unsafe by the earthquake. The houses will be built in 19 
different areas: Arischia, Assergi 2, Bazzano, Camarda, Cese di Preturo, Collebrincioni, 
Coppito 2, Coppito 3, Gignano, Paganica 2, Paganica sud, Pagliare, Roio 2, Roio 
Poggio, Sant'Antonio, Sant'Elia 1, Sant'Elia 2, Sassa and Tempera. 160 buildings 
including 4000/4500 apartments that will accommodate more than 15.000 people will be 
constructed. 

Indicative amount EUR 350 000 000. 

b) Setting up of temporary housing modules (M.A.P. project) for people whose houses 
are either destroyed or declared uninhabitable, within the seismic crater, namely in the 
56 municipalities around L’Aquila. Overall, 2.300 temporary houses will be built. 

c) Building of school temporary modules (M.U.S.P. project). The school temporary 
modules will replace the schools destroyed or damaged by the 6 April earthquake. The 
modules are prefabricated structures especially designed to fit places even at 1500 meters 
above the see level. 34 temporary schools will be set up in the municipalities of L’Aquila, 
Campotosto, Ovindoli, Rocca di Mezzo, Scoppito, Arsita, Popoli. 

Indicative amount EUR 93 771 159." 

A monitoring visit of the responsible Commission services to L'Aquila and Rome in April 
2010 confirmed the early completion of the projects and the apparent quality of the 
execution: 

- The full EUSF grant had already been spent for the projects (mostly housing and school 
buildings) as laid down in the implementation agreement and respecting the (indicative) 
distribution of funds. 
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- All the different emergency projects have been completed on the ground in extremely 
short time, to very high standard (anti-seismic, eco-friendly) and fully serve their intended 
purpose. Since 1 December 2009 none of the 85 000 people made homeless by the 
earthquake remain living in tents or containers. 

- The C.A.S.E. project, the biggest of the housing projects destined for the population of 
L'Aquila, encompasses 185 units (apartment blocks) in 20 areas surrounding L'Aquila 
comprising 4449 apartments for a total of just under 15 000 people. The first 400 
apartments were ready end September 2009, and at the end of February 2010 all 
apartments were completed and assigned. The EUSF contributed 350 m€ to the total cost 
of 792 m€. 

- The M.A.P project encompasses over 3100 smaller temporary housing units for up to 
7000 people, specifically in the vicinity of the smaller villages surrounding L'Aquila. In 
April 2010 all units had been built, some 75% had already been delivered. 

- The MUSP project encompasses 32 (high quality) temporary schools for a part of the 
over 15 000 students concerned by the earthquake. All 32 schools opened for the 2009/10 
school year in September 2009. The EUSF contributed over 93 m€ to MAP and MUSP. 

To sum up the whole allocation of EUR 493,7 million granted by the EUSF was used to 
finance first emergency costs (EUR 50 million) and temporary housing (EUR 350 
million) and temporary schools (EUR 93,7 million). According to the Italian civil 
protection department, these funds represent around 7% of the total allocated funds for 
2009-2010. A detailed breakdown of the costs will be available in the final 
implementation report which is to be issued in due course. 

The Commission also refers to its reply to question no. 19. 

32. What concrete steps has the Commission taken in 2009 to the conclusions in the Court 
of Auditors’ Special Report No 16/2009 on the European Commission’s management 
of pre-accession assistance to Turkey, in which the Court of Auditors criticises the 
fact that the Commission did not ensure that there was an effective system for 
assessing individual projects in the period 2002-2008 and that it is therefore not easy 
to assess how the funds were managed, including whether value for money was 
obtained? 

Commission's answer: 

In 2009, the European Commission decided to move towards a more strategic, multi-
annual and sector based approach to programming of IPA funds. This will result in a 
considerably modified Multi-Annual Indicative Planning Document (MIPD) for 2011-
2013 to be adopted by the Commission in the first half 2011; with a stronger results focus 
which will increase measurability of financial assistance in the future.  

More generally, since the introduction of the Instrument for Pre-Accession (IPA) the 
Commission has worked together with the Turkish authorities to improve project 
objectives. This is step by step resulting in strengthened intervention logic through more 
relevant and measurable indicators and benchmarks. Where necessary, clearly defined 
conditionalities are introduced to ensure that Turkish beneficiaries are implementing 
commitments which are necessary for financial assistance to achieve results and impacts. 
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These efforts combined with improvements introduced in 2010 to the monitoring systems 
are contributing to a much stronger results focus in project implementation. All in all, this 
will ensure that management of funds can be monitored and impact of IPA projects can 
be verified when implemented. Audits, evaluations and close monitoring secure that 
improvements are effective; and that further adjustments are brought under way to the 
system if necessary. 

 

 


