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WRITTEN QUESTIONS TO COMMISSIONER HAHN 
Hearing on 19 December 2011 

 
1. What kind of legality and regularity indicators have been established for financial 

engineering instruments? Does the Commission use a kind of "error rate" for these 
instruments?  How high is this error rate for financial engineering instruments? 
Commission's answer :  
For the set-up and implementation of financial engineering instruments (FEI) 
legality and regularity objectives are to ensure: 
- Compliance with applicable regulations 
- Consistency with most recent Commission guidelines and interpretations; 
- Member States' statements of expenditure and contributing reports present 
accurately, in all material respects, the expenditure actually incurred; 
- Proper and effective management and control over Financial Engineering 
Instrument operations. 
The Commission has advised Member States managing and audit authorities to 
preferably verify/audit FEIs at several stages throughout the programming period. 
The Commission has as well launched a specific enquiry on FEIs, based on an audit 
framework that it has developed in close cooperation with Member States' audit 
authorities. 
There is no specific error rate for FEIs. On one hand, this is so because these 
operations are normally included in the sample of operations drawn by the audit 
authority and the resulting error rate covers all types of operations audited. On the 
other hand, Article 78(6) of Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006 sets out the provisions 
concerning FEI, according to which the "statement of expenditure shall include the 
total expenditure paid in establishing or contributing to such funds or holding 
funds" and only "at the partial or final closure of the operational programme, 
eligible expenditure" is determined and the corresponding statement of expenditure 
is corrected accordingly. As the programming period is not yet at closure phase, 
conclusions cannot yet be drawn. 
 

2. On page 24 in the Commission Staff Working Paper on Analysis of errors in 
Cohesion Policy (SEC(2011)1179 the following is stated: 
 
"Audit of high risk programmes and themes, including financial engineering 
instruments." 
 
What is meant by "high risk"? How does the Commission distinguish "high risk" 
from "not high risk"? 
Commission's answer :  
In the context of the sentence quoted from the Staff Working Paper, "high risk" 
means that the risk of non-compliance of management and control systems with 
Structural Funds rules can be higher in some programmes than in others. This 
reasoning may also apply to thematic or horizontal risks covering one or more 
programmes of a given Member State. 
Concerning the programmes co-financed by ERDF and Cohesion Fund, 
DG Regional Policy has an audit strategy in place (shared and coordinated with DG 
Employment) comprising a series of enquiries (audit programmes) based on risk 
assessments established by the Audit directorate. These risk assessments are the 
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result of an analysis of several elements (so called risk factors), such as, inter alia, 
any deficiencies detected in the design of the management and control systems, any 
audit findings from the Commission and European Court of Auditors, inherent risks 
linked to the nature of the programme (such as risks linked to public procurement, 
financial engineering, State aid), results from the audit authority's work and reliance 
placed by the Commission on this work. Based on the result of this assessment of 
risks, programmes are ranked from the most affected by the risk factors ("high 
risk") to the least affected ("low risk").  
If the Commission considers that for a given programme, the work of the audit 
authority is not sufficient to cover the risks identified or does not cover them in a 
timely fashion, and the expenditure declared to the Commission for these 
programmes is relevant, then this programme is considered as high risk and may be 
selected for a Commission audit (after a decision to allocate audit resources to the 
various needs over an 18-month audit plan). 
 

3. Which indicators does the Commission use to measure the effectiveness of financial 
engineering instruments? Please provide complete, reliable and relevant information 
on the financial engineering instruments currently funded by ERDF funds.  
Commission's answer :  
Financial engineering instruments under cohesion policy are part of the tools 
available to national authorities to implement multi-annual programmes. Under 
shared management the Commission's monitoring is exercised at the level of 
operational programmes, based on aggregate data, without distinction of the form of 
assistance (grants or repayable forms of assistance, including financial engineering 
instruments). Indicative indicators used at programme level are published as part of 
the guidance on FEIs provided to managing authorities. Examples of programme 
level indicators which can be delivered through financial instruments are: number 
of SME start-ups supported, jobs created, additional investment induced, number of 
projects ensuring sustainability and improving the attractiveness of towns and cities, 
etc. According to recent information collected from Member States and managing 
authorities on a voluntary basis, Member States reported that they committed an 
amount of EUR 8.6 billion to more than 380 FEI by 31 December 2010. Such FEI 
are diverse and cover equity, loan and guarantee funds investing in enterprises, 
primarily SMEs, urban development funds (urban regeneration/renewal) and 
investment in energy efficiency and renewable energy in buildings. In the same way 
as any other form of support, actions comprising financial engineering instruments 
are appraised, decided and implemented by national authorities. The effectiveness 
of such instruments, which varies according to their type, is thus to be monitored by 
the responsible managing authorities.  
The existing framework for cohesion policy in 2007-2013 sets out an obligation for 
Member States to submit annual implementation reports and a final report. 
Following a recent Commission proposal, reporting on financial engineering 
instruments will from now on become part of the annual report for each 
programme. The information to be provided will allow for the identification of the 
financial engineering instruments in place. Further annual reporting obligations are 
also proposed for 2014-2020 to improve monitoring (Articles 44 and 101 of the 
Commission proposal for the Common Rules Regulation).  
The Commission also refers to its reply in questions 10 and 6 (the one placed after 
question 10) below. 
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4. The ERDF is implemented by the regions of the Member States. In the Commission 
Staff Working Paper on the analysis of the Court's errors (SEC(2011) 1179 final), 
three Member States were singled out to have most contributed to the error rate of 
the Court of Auditors. On the basis of the Court's or the Commission's data, is it 
possible to also single out particular regions? 
"Could the Commission please provide us with error rates for the specific programs 
most affected by errors within the ERDF?" 
 
Commission's answer :  
According to the Staff Working Paper (paragraph 5.1, 2nd bullet point, page 12), 
almost all errors in the Court's samples for the period 2006-2009 in Italy originated 
from three regions and in Spain, a limited number of programmes contributed to 
three quarters of the detected errors. These regions are Calabria, Campania and 
Puglia in Italy; in Spain these are Andalucía, Valencia and CastillaLa Mancha. 
Concerning the error rates, the Commission notes that the Court of Auditors does 
not provide error rates per programme, but only for the EU budget or policy area as 
a whole (see Annex 1.1, paragraph 13, paragraph 4.24 and Annex 4.1 of the Court's 
Annual Report for 2010). For the Commission's assessment of individual 
programmes, the Honourable Members are referred to the 2010 Annual Activity 
Reports of DGs Regional Policy and Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion. 
 

5. The co-financing rate was increased for Member States in difficulties. What does 
the Commission believe are possible consequences for the risk of error? Does the 
Commission intend to increase controls and audits in these Member States? 
Commission's answer :  
The Commission notes that the co-financing rate does not have an impact on the 
risk for a specific programme, nor is it considered as a risk factor. Therefore, the 
Commission does not intend to increase controls and/or audits in these Member 
States. The risk factors taken into account for the purposes of the Commission's risk 
assessment are the ones mentioned in the reply to question 2 above. Therefore, the 
increase in the co-financing rate does not have any impact on the assessment of 
risks. 
The increase of the co-financing rate was intended as a temporary relief measure for 
Member States with budgetary difficulties. However, it is underlined that the budget 
allocations for the programmes in question are not modified or increased. 
The Commission also refers to the reply in question 2 above. 
 

6. Advance payments have been an issue mentioned by the Court. Paragraphs 1.26-
1.37 highlighting inter alia lack of clearing of pre-financings (para. 1.29) which 
increases the financial risk for the EU Budget. The Court's analysis had considered 
pre-financings paid by the Commission. Do Member States' authorities also have 
the possibility to pay pre-financings to the final beneficiaries in the Structural Funds 
and the Cohesion Fund? 

If yes, in the Commission's view, do these payments entail similar risks as those 
highlighted by the Court? Does the Commission have relevant, reliable and 
complete information on the amount of pre-financings paid by Member States' 
authorities to final beneficiaries in the Structural Funds and the Cohesion Fund for 
the year 2010? 
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Commission's answer :  
Paragraph 1.29 of the Court's Annual Report concerns different EU budget areas 
than cohesion policy. Under cohesion policy, it is in the discretion of the Member 
States' authorities to include pre-financing in the financing schemes for Structural 
and Cohesion Fund projects. Therefore pre-financing of projects by the programme 
authorities to the beneficiaries is a national decision. It is financed through the EU 
pre-financing to programmes at the beginning of the programming period and 
through national public sources. Pre-financing is usually linked to conditions set in 
national rules of funding of projects (proof of start of project implementation etc.). 
Since this is a national issue, Member States do not have to report information on 
such pre-financing to the Commission. 
This possible pre-financing of projects does not entail any risk to the EU budget, 
and do not have to be reflected in the EU accounts, since such prefinancing is not 
eligible for EU reimbursement: the Member States' authorities can only submit 
payment claims to the Commission that are based on real costs and expenditure 
incurred by beneficiaries (and not on prefinancing paid to beneficiaries). 
Prefinancing to projects is nevertheless eligible to EU reimbursement under State 
aid schemes, and the contribution to the constitution of financial engineering 
instruments, before any funding to companies on the ground, is also eligible 
according to the regulations. These amounts declared to the Commission entail a 
risk only if implementation of effective projects is slower than scheduled in the 
funding agreements. 
As far as the FEIs (Financial engineering instruments) are concerned, pre-financing 
has been reported in detail as from the closure of 2010 accounts (see paragraph 1.30 
of the Court's Annual Report). More accurate tools for reporting on the FEIs and 
State aid schemes are provided through the recent amendment of the current 
Structural Funds Regulations and will require Member States to provide the 
information on a regular basis within an annex to payment claims. 

 

7. Die vom Hof im Jahresbericht geschätzte Fehlerquote liegt im Kohäsionsbereich bei 
7.7%.  

1) Welche Zahlstellen in welchen Ländern waren besonders auffällig? Was waren 
die Konsequenzen? 

2) Wie hoch sind die Wiedereinziehungen und Finanzkorrekturen (absolut und 
prozentual) für die Jahre 2000 - 2006 und 2007 - 2011 (jeweils) in den einzelnen 
Mitgliedstaaten? 

3) Bittet die Kommission um ein Update der tabellarischen Übersicht zu den 
Wiedereinziehungen und Finanzkorrekturen (s. Annex) 

Commission's answer :  
1) – The Commission is not in a position to disclose details on the Court of 
Auditors' methodology and findings. The Honourable Member is requested to 
address the question directly to the Court. The Commission services are available to 
participate to technical meetings with the Court and the interested Honourable 
Members on these issues, based on all audit information at the disposal of the Court 
(and not of the Commission in its totality) for its 2010 audits. 
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In order to get a broader view on the Court's findings, and the types of quantifiable 
errors contributing to the error rate and their geographical distribution over several 
years, to draw the lessons for the future, the Commission services have prepared a 
Staff Working Paper presenting an analysis of errors in Cohesion Policy for the 
years 2006-2009 (SEC(2011) 1179 final). The analysis shows that mainly three 
Member States were mostly affected by quantifiable errors during this period 
(Spain, Italy und the United Kingdom). Taking into consideration in this overall 
analysis the figures presented by the Court in its 2010 Annual Report, the 
geographical concentration for the period 2006-2010 remains basically unchanged 
(Spain, Italy and with some distance the United Kingdom). Commissioner Šemeta 
referred in his hearing to the CONT committee that programmes in three Member 
States, Italy, Spain and the Czech Republic were more particularly affected by 
quantifiable errors in DAS 2010. The Commission also refers to the reply in 
question 4 above.  
 
2) and 3) The Commission is currently preparing an update of the requested table 
and will send it to the Parliament as soon as possible.  The Commission would also 
like to draw the Parliament's attention to annexes 3 & 4 to the Note 6 of the Annual 
accounts of the European Union – financial year 2010 "financial corrections and 
recoveries" which contain detailed information – broken down by Member States in 
relation to the existing programming period and the two previous programming 
periods – on the total financial corrections confirmed and implemented.  

 

4) Welche Programme in welchen Ländern und mit welchem Betrag wurden im 
Programmplanungszeitraum 2007-2013 bisher eingefroren und/oder suspendiert? 
Wie lange dauerte diese Maßnahme jeweils? Wie oft nacheinander wurden 
dieselben operationellen Programme ausgesetzt? 

5) Die Programmaussetzungen für die Jahre 2007 - 2010 für die Strukturfonds 
betrafen in erster Linie Spanien und Italien. Welche Konsequenzen zieht die 
Kommission aus diesen Erkenntnissen? 

Commission's answer :  
4) – The requested information can be found in the attached table. 
5) – Interruptions of payment deadlines for Italian ERDF programmes occurred in 
the years 2009-2011 at seventeen occasions, affecting 7 out of a total of 28 Italian 
ERDF programmes. In most cases the issues underlying these interruptions could be 
resolved quickly. For three programmes, Calabria, Campania and Sardegna this is 
still not the case. They are related to weaknesses in the management and control 
systems of the programmes and to problems in particular domains, notably EU 
public procurement law. The Commission has addressed recommendations to the 
regions concerned on improving the management and control systems and it is 
currently considering the answers given by the relevant managing and audit 
authorities. As regards public procurement, Commission services have already since 
2008 implemented a series of actions (training sessions, seminars, targeted audits 
etc.) in order to improve awareness of public procurement law issues among 
programme management and audit authorities, intermediate bodies and final 
beneficiaries. As regards Italy it intends to continue such actions, but more focussed 
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on the regions/programmes with the largest amounts at stake and where the 
problems are most recurrent. 
Spain: 
The Commission's analysis of cohesion policy errors from 2006 to 2009 shows that 
between 2006 and 2009 around 31% of all quantifiable errors reported by the Court 
for the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and for the Cohesion Fund 
(CF) have originated from Spanish programmes. The Spanish share of errors 
exceeds significantly its share in Cohesion Policy allocations.  
In 2006, the Commission adopted two action plans together with the Spanish 
authorities to improve management verifications for 2000-2006, and to apply 
financial corrections for weaknesses in the area of public procurement. In the 
current programming period, national eligibility rules for public procurement have 
changed to ensure that errors do not occur. 
Good progress has been made by Spanish authorities this year. If this commitment 
and good work continues, it is expected to lead to better audit results. The 
Commission is committed to helping the Spanish authorities. 

 

8. Wie stellt der Kommissar die Kohärenz der Strukturfonds-Verordnungen und der 
Haushaltsordnung sicher? 

Commission's answer :  
The Commission's proposal for the legislative framework of Cohesion Policy in 
2014-2020 takes account of the proposal for the revision of the Financial 
Regulation, in particular of Article 56 of the latter, which sets out common rules for 
instruments under shared management. The sectoral rules set out detailed provisions 
for the implementation of principles and general rules laid down in the Financial 
Regulation e.g. for the national accreditation of authorities and for the process of 
annual clearance of accounts under Cohesion Policy. The final outcome of the 
negotiations on the Financial Regulation will be taken into account in the 
finalisation of the legislative texts for Cohesion Policy. 

 

9. Es gibt schwerwiegende Korruptionsprobleme in Bulgarien und Rumänien: 

 Überwacht die Kommission diese Mitgliedstaaten stärker als andere? 
 Welche Maßnahmen zur Betrugs- und Unregelmäßigkeitsprävention, wurden 

ergriffen? 
 
Commission's answer :  
The Commission is indeed attentive to this type of problems and integrates these 
elements in its risk analysis and audit strategy. It is notably the case for Romania 
and Bulgaria. As soon as suspicion of conflict of interests or fraud is identified, the 
cases are notified to OLAF, with which DG Regional Policy is actively cooperating, 
and the national anti-fraud institutions. The Commission underlined at several 
occasions to Member States the role of audit authorities and management 
authorities in fraud prevention and detection. 
As an illustration and further to Commission recent audit work, the Romanian 
authorities committed to organise for all Operational Programmes (1) an awareness 
campaign and a (2) training initiative on the basis of a detailed vade mecum 
(legislative frame, institutions' roles, tools, code of conduct and transparency 
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initiative) at managing authorities and beneficiaries level with a clear timetable. The 
Romanian authorities also agreed to reinforce the verification of the conflict of 
interest issue during the management verifications.  
The Commission has a Joint Fraud Prevention Strategy for structural actions in 
place; inter alia, it has put at the disposal of the Member States a set of red flags 
which the Member States' managing and audit authorities can use in order to better 
detect fraud in the area of public procurement and contracts. 

 

10. Finanzinstrumente/Bürgschaften der Kommission im Bereich der Regional-
/Kohäsionspolitik: 

 Wie hoch ist der Betrag, mit dem die Kommission aktuell an Finanzinstrumenten 
im Bereich der Kohäsionspolitik beteiligt ist? 

 Welche verschiedenen Formen von Finanzinstrumenten werden derzeit 
eingesetzt? 

 Für welche Art von Projekten werden Finanzinstrumente zurzeit vorwiegend 
eingesetzt? 

 Wie hoch ist der Anteil des bisher gehebelten privaten Kapitals an den Projekten 
durchschnittlich? 

 Ist bei der Hebelung eine eher steigende oder fallende Tendenz zu beobachten, 
d.h. nimmt das privatwirtschaftliche Engagement eher zu oder ab? 

 Wie hoch ist der Betrag der bisher fällig gewordenen Bürgschaften der 
Kommission? 

 Inwieweit beabsichtigt die Kommission, in der nächsten Zeit ihre Aktivitäten im 
Bereich Finanzinstrumente zu verstärken? 

 Durch welche Maßnahmen stellt die Kommission sicher, einen Überblick über 
ihre finanziellen Engagements durch Finanzinstrumente zu behalten? 

 Welche Kontrollmechanismen nutzt die Kommission, um die 
Ordnungsmäßigkeit der Mittelverwendung bei Strukturförder-
Finanzinstrumenten zu kontrollieren? 

 Welche Möglichkeiten und Notwendigkeiten sieht die Kommission, die 
Dokumentation und Kontrolle der Aktivitäten im Bereich Finanzinstrumente zu 
verbessern? 

Commission's answer :  
1. - Under cohesion policy implemented through shared management,  as for any 
other form of support, actions comprising financial engineering instruments are 
appraised, decided and implemented by national authorities (see for details reply to 
question 3). The Commission estimates that, at the end of 2010, national authorities 
committed (programmes resources comprising ERDF and national contributions) 
some EUR 8.1 billion to financial engineering instruments for enterprises and some 
EUR 1.6 billion to financial engineering instruments for urban renewal/urban 
regeneration and energy efficiency/renewable energy. However, the amounts 
effective paid were lower (respectively EUR 4.9 billion and EUR 1.1 billion), since 
payments into financial engineering instruments are normally made in tranches.  
2. - Financial engineering instruments implemented with Structural Funds support 
normally take the form of venture capital funds, as well as guarantee and loan 
funds. In the case of financial engineering instruments for urban renewal/urban 
regeneration, support is normally provided through urban development funds, 
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which in turn provide equity, guarantees or loans for onward investments in 
projects. 
3. - Structural Funds regulations currently foresee three types of actions which can 
be implemented through financial engineering instruments: financial engineering 
instruments for enterprises, primarily small and medium-sized ones, urban 
development funds and funds and other incentive schemes for investments in 
energy efficiency and use of renewable energy in buildings, including existing 
housing. 
4. - Under shared management the Commission does not have detailed information 
on individual operations, their monitoring falls within the responsibility of 
programmes' managing authorities. While some estimation can be made regarding 
the levels of leverage achieved by Structural Funds contributions to different types 
of financial instruments, the Commission does not have the tools to distinguish 
between sources (public/private) of the additional resources leveraged. 
5. - As indicated the Commission does not have the tools to distinguish between 
sources of additional funding leveraged by Structural Funds contributions to 
financial engineering instruments. It is not possible therefore to determine, on the 
basis of objective data, the trends in private sector commitments to financial 
engineering instruments implemented by national authorities with cohesion policy 
funding. 
6. – As indicated above, it is not possible to determine, on the basis of objective 
data, the amount of matured guarantees supported through financial engineering 
instruments implemented by national authorities. 
7. – The Commission proposals for post-2013 cohesion policy encourage a wider 
use of financial instruments. They should no longer be restricted to specific types of 
actions and/or final recipients, as in the current period, rather financial instruments 
should be used for a wider range of investments, particularly those which generate 
sufficient revenues to pay-back the resources invested. The Commission's proposals 
foresee that financial instruments can also be used for funding provided through the 
Cohesion Fund which in the current programming period is not possible. It is 
expected therefore that the share of Structural Funds resources delivered through 
financial instruments will increase. 
8. – One of the amendments to the current Structural Funds regulations, that was 
adopted by the European Parliament and the Council on 13 December 2011 
includes provisions for reporting some specific information regarding financial 
instruments in the annual report provided by the managing authorities for each 
programme supported through Structural Funds and Cohesion Fund. The 
Commission's proposals for the post-2013 framework also include such requirement 
with additional information to be provided on an annual basis.    
9. – The Commission services have identified specific risk assessments 
underpinning thematic audits on implementation of FEI, which are starting in the 
beginning of 2012.  
The Directorate General for Regional Policy has: 
- Elaborated and thoroughly discussed with Member States a guidance note on the 
implementation of FEI (adopted in February 2011) 
- Prepared in May 2011 a common audit framework to audit the FEI, finalised and 
distributed to Member States in September 2011. Audit authorities are encouraged 
to carry out thematic audits on the implementation and use of FEIs, in addition to 
audits made in the early years of programmes' implementation and to ensure that 
Managing authorities also verify effective and correct implementation through their 
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management checks. The results of these audits will be reported by the audit 
authorities in the Annual Control Reports (to be received by December 2011) and 
are being analysed by the Commission services in view if the Annual Activity 
Report.  
10. – The Commission refers the Honourable Members to its replies in question (6.) 
here below, which provides information on the Commission's proposals for the 
2014-2020 period. 

 

6. Die Ehemalige Kommissarin Hübner, Berichterstatterin für KOM (2011) 483 führt 
aus, dass die in diesem Kommissionsvorschlag gemachten Vorschläge für 
Berichterstattung nicht durchführbar seien und deshalb Änderungen, 
parlamentsseitig notwendig wären: 

 Welche Folgen hat der Verzicht auf die Forderung, Geld aus den 
Finanzinstrumenten binnen 2 Jahren auszugeben (Recital 6)?  

 Welche Folgen hat der Verzicht auf Berichterstattung (Art. 67 a)? 
 Betreffend die Zusammenfassung der Daten, die nach einem mit Rat und 

Kommission angeblich abgesprochenen Änderungsantrag geliefert werden 
sollen: wird in dieser Zusammenfassung detailliert über die Verwendung der 
einzelnen Gelder berichtet (Art. 4 a) 

 Welche Folgen hat die Streichung von Art 78 (6)? 
 Welche Regionen haben bis jetzt welche Gelder für welche Financial 

Engineering Instrumente in den Strukturfonds abgerufen? 
 Wer behält das Geld der revolvierenden Fonds nach dem Ende des Fonds? 
 Wie viele Gelder liegen, noch nicht ausgegeben, auf Konten in der EU? Im Jahr 

2010? Im Jahr 2009? 
 Was passiert mit den Zinsen, die auf diesen Konten eingehen? Hat die 

Kommission einen Überblick? Um welche Beträge handelt es sich? 
 Wie viele Finanzinstrumente wurden von den Managing Authorities aufgesetzt? 

Für welche Instrumente? 
Commission's answer :  
1. –The Commission proposes for 2014-2020 a system where Member States can 
declare to the Commission expenditure which has been paid into financial 
instruments and is paid or is expected to be paid to final beneficiaries (e.g. 
businesses) within two years. Therefore, if not invested in beneficiaries within the 
given time frame, the amounts would be deducted from the amount of eligible 
expenditure declared to the Commission. However, the Member State would be free 
to reinvest these funds.  
The Commission notes that its proposal to amend the 2007-2013 regulations in 
order to include the same obligation was unanimously rejected by the Member 
States. The Commission was sensitive to the concerns expressed by the Member 
States but also by Members of European Parliament regarding the potential negative 
impact on existing financial engineering instruments and agreed to withdraw this 
amendment. The Commission is of the opinion that such measure is important 
regarding financial instruments in the post-2013 cohesion policy framework 
therefore it remains part of its proposals for the future regulations. 
2. –The existing framework for cohesion policy in 2007-2013 sets out an obligation 
for Member States to submit annual implementation reports and a final report. The 
Commission's proposal regarding "Article 67a" has been accepted with 
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modifications. Reporting on financial engineering instruments will become part of 
the annual report for each programme. The information to be provided will allow 
for the identification of the financial engineering instruments in place but will be 
insufficient to assess their performance per se. A similar obligation to submit 
annual reports on implementation is also proposed for 2014-2020 (Articles 44 and 
101 of the Commission proposal for the Common Rules Regulation). These annual 
reports shall include details on the implementation of financial instruments, such as 
the following elements: description of the financial instrument and implementation 
arrangements, the bodies to whom implementation has been entrusted, total amount 
of support by programme, total amount of support paid or committed in guarantee 
contracts to the final recipients, revenues of, and repayments to, the financial 
instrument, multiplier effect of investments made and value of investments and 
participations, contribution of the financial instrument to the achievement of 
programme objectives. 
3. – Based on the Commission proposal for 2014-2020, Member States shall submit 
information on the use of the Funds on annual basis (Articles 44 and 101 of the 
Common Provisions Regulation) and data on the financial progress on quarterly 
basis (Article 102). The annual implementation reports shall include a detailed 
report on the implementation of financial instruments (Article 40). This shall be 
complemented by the annual declaration on management, annual accounts and the 
associated audit opinion, which will provide information on control measures taken 
and eligible expenditure (Article 75). 
4. – The deletion of Article 78(6) means that the current Structural Funds legal 
framework will continue not to provide incentives for faster investments into 
companies by financial engineering instruments. The rule remains that it is only at 
closure that resources paid into financial engineering instruments but not invested in 
companies will be deducted from eligible expenditure. Nevertheless, the change in 
the current regulation concerning reporting from Member States will allow the 
Commission to detect earlier such funds which are not being used fast. Thus the 
Commission will be able to request the concerned Member States to reprogram 
such funds into more efficient types of measures / projects. 
Moreover the Commission made proposals to have such provisions to ensure 
quicker disbursement and investment of financial instruments in companies for the 
new programming period (Articles 35 and 36 of the Commission proposal). Article 
69 of the same proposal also states that "The request for payment to be submitted to 
the Commission shall provide all the information necessary for the Commission to 
produce accounts in accordance with Article […] of the Financial Regulation", 
which is a similar provision to that was proposed for the amendment of Article 
78(6) of the current regulation. 
5. – According to recent information collected from Member States and managing 
authorities on a voluntary basis, the Commission estimates that there are more than 
380 financial engineering instruments in various forms and types supported with 
Structural Funds in 25 Member States. It is reasonable to conclude therefore that the 
vast majority of the EU regions have access to financial instruments supported 
through cohesion policy. 
6. – Structural Funds regulations (Article 78(7) of Council Regulation 1083/2006) 
impose that the resources returned to the funds from investments shall be reused by 
the competent national authorities for the purpose of continuing support to the same 
categories of target beneficiaries. The Commission provided additional guidance to 
Member States and managing authorities, recommending that such use should be 
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continued through financial engineering instruments, with a view to maximise the 
benefits to the regions concerned. 
7. – Within cohesion policy the Commission commits resources on the basis of 
multi-annual operational programmes and reimburses Member States on the basis 
of declarations of expenditure presented and certified by national authorities, 
regarding expenditure effectively incurred by them on all payments made within a 
given priority axis (including therefore not only financial engineering instruments 
but also all other operations and beneficiaries). Therefore, there are no resources 
lying in EU accounts regarding financial engineering instruments. 
8. – As explained in the previous question there are no resources lying in EU 
accounts regarding financial engineering instruments, therefore there are no 
interests generated on EU accounts for financial engineering instruments set up in 
Member States. In what concerns interests generated by payments made by national 
authorities into financial engineering instruments in the Member States in 
accordance with the provisions of Article 78(7) of Regulation 1083/2006 such 
interests shall be used to support the same type of activities and the same type of 
beneficiaries as those targeted by the original contribution into the financial 
engineering instruments (i.e. support to enterprises primarily SMEs, urban 
development funds and energy efficiency/renewable energy in existing buildings). 
9. - As indicated above the Commission estimates that, at the end of 2010, more 
than 380 specific financial engineering instruments were being implemented in 25 
Member States with Structural funds funding. They cover equity, loan and 
guarantee funds investing in enterprises, primarily SMEs, urban development funds 
(urban regeneration/renewal) and investment in energy efficiency and renewable 
energy in buildings. 

 

11. Commissioner Šemeta named three Member States, i.e. Spain, Italy and the Czech 
Republic, for poor implementation of Structural Funds and for unreliable 
management and control systems. The Annual Activity Report of DG Regional 
Policy mirrors this concern for Spain, but not as much for Italy and the Czech 
Republic. 

What is your position on the concerns expressed by Commissioner Šemeta on 
these three Member States with regard to their respective implementation of 
the European Regional Development Fund and the Cohesion Fund? What 
specific measures and actions have been implemented by DG Regional policy 
in order to properly address the shortcomings existing in Spain, Italy and 
Czech Republic and to prevent similar weaknesses in the future? 

Is DG Regional Policy participating in the pilot project initiated, in March 
2011, by DG Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion with the Spanish 
authorities which aims to identify the root causes of the aforementioned 
problems?  

Did DG Regional Policy plan or intend to plan, in the near future, similar 
projects with Spain, Italy, the Czech Republic or other Member States 
experiencing weaknesses in funds implementation? 
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Commission's answer :  
 
Same question addressed to Commissioner ANDOR N°3 
I share the concerns expressed by Commissioner Šemeta as regards shortcomings in 
the management and control systems for these three Member States.  However I 
wish to comment on the introductory analysis made by the Honourable Member 
that "the Annual Activity Report of DG Regional Policy mirrors this concern for 
Spain, but not as much for Italy and the Czech Republic". I refer the Honourable 
Members to a synthesis table on the assessment of national control systems 
included in the 2010 annual activity reports. For DG Regional Policy, the table 
(inserted at the end of the Executive summary and in page 69 of the 2010 Annual 
Activity Report) shows that Italy and the Czech Republic are contributing to almost 
50% of the quantified risk of error for that year (the other 50% being due to 10 
other Member States and ETC programmes). The list of 2007-2013 operational 
programmes in reservation for DG Regional policy (page 87 of the 2010 Annual 
Activity Report) also presents the 12 programmes in reservation for these two 
countries. 
ITALY: The problems observed in Italy appear to be concentrated in a number of 
programmes, in particular in the programmes of Southern Italy which are managed 
by regional authorities. The Director General for Regional Policy expressed in its 
Annual Activity Report for 2010 detailed reservations for these programmes at risk. 
Commission services work closely with the regional authorities to remedy 
identified weaknesses, and to address problems in particular domains, notably EU 
public procurement law. They have addressed recommendations to the regions 
concerned on improving the management and control systems. As regards public 
procurement, Commission services have already since 2008 implemented a series of 
actions (trainings, seminars, targeted audits etc.) in order to improve awareness of 
public procurement law issues among programme management and audit 
authorities, intermediate bodies and final beneficiaries and to remedy detected 
deficiencies. It intends to continue such actions, but more focussed on the 
regions/programmes with the largest amounts at stake and where the problems are 
most recurrent.  
SPAIN: Concerning the Spanish programmes, the Commission holds bi-monthly 
meetings with the managing authorities of programmes with interrupted payments 
in addition to participating in the management committee meetings for all 
programmes. In these meetings, the Commission discusses with Member State 
authorities the action plans to overcome the reasons for the interruptions. The 
Commission also screens the payment applications to make sure payments from 
problematic authorities (intermediate bodies) are not included until problems are 
solved there. The Commission is also assisting the managing authority to enforce 
rules on public procurement to avoid further errors is declaration of public 
procurement expenditure and targeted audit work is carried out to cover all 
identified risks. 
The CZECH REPUBLIC: Based on the analysis of the annual control reports and 
opinions for the year 2010, the national system audit reports and the findings from a 
number of audit missions carried out in 2010, DG Regional Policy identified 
deficiencies which may have a negative impact on the overall effectiveness and 
efficiency of the management and control systems of the Czech 2007-2013 
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programmes. Corresponding reservations were expressed by the Director General 
for Regional Policy in his 2010 Annual Activity Report. The Czech authorities were 
informed about the main deficiencies; actions were requested to be carried out in 
order to remedy the situation. In addition, warning letters (in the absence of any 
pending payment claim to the Commission at that stage) were issued for another 
three operational programmes informing about the specific deficiencies in the 
management and control systems and requesting the adoption of the corrective 
measures. For the fifth operational programme at risk sufficient measures were 
undertaken. 
The implementation of the corrective measures is being closely followed by DG 
Regional Policy in a close cooperation with the Czech authorities. Several meetings 
took place in 2011 concerning the 5 above mentioned programmes as well as 
concerning horizontal issues related to the work and status of the audit authority. As 
a result, interruptions for two out of five programmes were lifted. Concerning three 
remaining programmes the Czech authorities have not yet provided the requested 
corrective measures. The Commission will continue its stringent audit work with a 
view to further reducing the incidence of the errors.  
DG Regional Policy takes equivalent preventive and corrective measures for any 
programme identified as being high risk. Measures put in place are described here 
above (as well as in the reply to written question 7.5) and include, inter alia, regular 
technical, monitoring and ad hoc meetings at the highest level, an intensified audit 
planning, immediate interruption of payments as soon as there is evidence of 
weaknesses, etc.  

 

12. Transparency is an important aspect of sound financial management and the 
beneficiaries of the European funds should be known to the European population. 

In order to increase transparency and to ease the tracking of the European Regional 
Development Fund and Cohesion Fund allocations down to the final beneficiary in 
the Member States, it is essential to have a public system where all beneficiaries of 
these two Structural Funds are published on the same website, independently of the 
administrator of the fund and based on standard categories of information to be 
provided by all Member States in at least one working language of the European 
Union. 

What actions is DG Regional Policy undertaking to implement such a system? 
Which is the foreseen timeframe for the system to be fully implemented and 
made public? 

Commission's answer :  
 
Same question addressed to Commissioner ANDOR N°4 & question 34 addressed 
to Commisisoner Šemeta 
 
The Commission considers that it is fulfilling the requirements of transparency as 
defined in Article 30 of the Financial Regulation (FR). 
 The Commission directly publishes information related to beneficiaries of EU 
funds that it implements under centralised management. This information is 
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available through Financial Transparency System (FTS), a central online search 
engine. 
As for EU funds implemented in a non-centralised management mode by our 
implementing partners (Member States, third countries, international organisations, 
etc.), the transparency requirements constitute a pre-condition for the delegation of 
implementation of EU funds. The Commission considers that it should remain so, 
as they are the best positioned to have full and reliable information regarding the 
beneficiaries of the funds they manage.  
Providing information on and publicising EU co-financed operations and 
programmes is mainly the responsibility of Member States. They have to provide 
information to EU citizens to highlight the role of EU funds and ensure that 
assistance from the Funds is transparent. Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006 
foresees that Member States, in particular their managing authorities for the 
Structural funds operational programmes, are responsible for the publicity of 
operations and co-financed programmes. Commission Regulation (EC) No 
1828/2006 adds that managing authorities are responsible for the publication, 
electronically or otherwise, of the list of beneficiaries, the names of the operations 
and the amount of public funding allocated to the operations. The Commission 
provides a portal with access to lists of beneficiaries of ERDF/CF support available 
on national websites. 
 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/country/commu/beneficiaries/index_en.htm 
For the 2014-2020 programming period the Commission proposes to further 
enhance this facility, by the provision that Member States shall maintain a list of 
operations by operational programme and by Fund in CSV or XML format, which 
shall be accessible through the single website or the single portal providing a list 
and summary of all operational programmes in that Member State. The list of 
operations shall be updated at least every three months. 

 

13. Recoveries are only one means to implement financial corrections, as it is stated in 
the 2010 Annual Accounts Report of the Commission.  

For each case of recovery, for the European Regional Development Fund and 
the Cohesion Fund respectively, how did DG Regional Policy reallocate the 
money recovered and based on which criteria? 

Commission's answer :  
 
Same question addressed to Commissioner Šemeta N°22 & n°7 Andor 
Recoveries done during the programming period  at the Member State level can be 
re-used in accordance with the rules (article 98 of regulation 1083/2006 as 
modified). Member States deduct those amounts from the next statement of 
expenditure to the Commission and can re-use them for the same purpose of the 
programme. Member States can not re-use those resources for the same operation or 
type of operation subject to the same irregularity or for the operations under the 
same priority or part of the priority where the systemic irregularity occurred. With 
the deduction of the irregular amount, the EU budget is protected. In order to ensure 
that Member States' systems for recoveries function satisfactorily, the Commission 
is carrying out a specific audit enquiry. The Honourable Members are referred to 
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the reply to question 32 to Commissioner Hahn, where information on the enquiry 
is presented. 
Recoveries are done by the Commission whenever it issues a formal decision for 
financial correction, i.e. when the Commission disagrees with the Member State on 
the amount to be corrected or when the Commission decides to make a flat rate 
correction for systems deficiencies. Following the decision a recovery order is 
issued by Commission services and is compensated by DG Budget against any 
subsequent payment to the concerned Member State. This is a net reduction of the 
allocation to the programme / Member State. As per the budgetary principles, such 
recovered amounts are revenue to the general budget (no affectation of such 
recoveries in the budget). The Commission can also issue recovery orders against 
closed programmes, when amounts have to be corrected following national or 
Community additional audits or verifications.  
For the 2014-2020 period, Commissioner Šemeta referred, in his speech in the 
meeting of the Budgetary Control Committee on the 10th of November 2011, to a 
new concept of “net financial correction”, as referred to in article 137.6 of the 
proposed new regulation ("where irregularities affecting annual accounts sent to 
the Commission are detected by the Commission or by the European Court of 
Auditors, the resulting financial corrections shall reduce support from the Funds to 
the operational programme"). 

 

14. The European Court of Auditors' Report states that more than ½ of all quantifiable 
errors in the policy group Cohesion, Energy and Transport are due to costs wrongly 
declared eligible by Member States (point 4.29). 

The European Court of Auditors' Report presents various examples of declaration of 
ineligible costs: (i) cases where the problem was detected in the Member States, by 
the Intermediate Body, but the expenditure was still declared eligible to the 
European Commission; (ii) cases of incorrect use of the co-financing rate; (iii) cases 
where excessive costs were charged to the project; and (iv) cases where the 
supporting evidence for the claimed costs was missing. 

Please provide the Budgetary Control Committee with a list containing all the 
cases of declaration of ineligible costs funded by the European Regional 
Development Fund and the Cohesion Fund, including: (i) the Member State 
where the cases took place; (ii) a short description of the situation; (iii) the 
fund concerned by the project; (iv) the amounts wrongly declared, together 
with the correct amounts, where this is applicable; and (v) the actions 
undertaken by the European Commission for each case. 

Commission's answer :  
 
Same question addressed to Commissioner Šemeta n°26 
The Commission is not in a position to disclose details on the Court of Auditors' 
methodology and findings at project level. The Honourable Member is requested to 
address the question directly to the Court. The Commission services are available to 
participate to technical meetings with the Court and the interested Honourable 
Members on these issues, based on all audit information at the disposal of the Court 
(and not provided to the Commission in its totality) for its 2010 audits. 



 

 16

The Commission Staff Working Paper presenting an analysis of errors in Cohesion 
Policy for the years 2006-2009 (SEC(2011) 1179 final) shows that shortcomings in 
complying with eligibility rules are amongst the most common quantifiable errors 
(39%) found by the Court since 2006. Within this category, eligibility issues 
concerned mainly: selection of projects (and namely selection of ineligible 
retrospective projects), lack of loss of audit trail, wrong calculation of revenue for 
revenue-generating projects, projects or expenditure not related to the programme 
or to the period of eligibility. As it indicated in its annual report the Court detected 
similar issues in 2010.  
In general, eligibility rules are set in the 2007-2013 period at national or programme 
level, so that Member States' authorities can adapt the rules in order to suit the 
specific needs of a programme or region and to align to already existing national 
and/or regional rules. Even though this is an important simplification compared to 
the 2000-2006 programming period, some Member States have set rules which are 
stricter than the general rules set at EU level. This increases the complexity and the 
risk of errors. To further address the issue of complexity for beneficiaries, the 
concept of simplified costs was introduced for the 2007-2013 programming period, 
in order to reduce the administrative burden and the risk of errors. In its proposals 
for the 2014-2020 programming period, the Commission is further developing this 
concept to focus the policy more on outputs and results and less on complex 
accounting rules which turns beneficiaries of EU funds. 
Concerning the follow-up of the Court's findings, the Commission is currently 
analysing all cases and will decide on appropriate measures, including on financial 
corrections where necessary, once the current contradictory procedure with Member 
States is over. The Court audits the follow-up given to the Commission to its 
findings each year, and has repeatedly expressed a positive opinion (for example, 
see Annual report for 2009, annex 4.4, point 1). 

 

15. The European Court of Auditors' Report states that 1/5 of the transactions in the 
policy group 'Cohesion, Energy and Transport' are affected by breaches of public 
procurement rules. These breaches account for approximately 31% of the estimated 
error of 7.7% (point 4.26). 

The European Court of Auditors presents cases of unlawful award of a contract to 
an offer with an abnormally low price, cases with artificial split of works/services 
and cases with absence of tendering for additional works foreseen by initial tender 
documentation.  

Please provide the Budgetary Control Committee with a list containing all the 
cases of breaches of public procurement rules for projects funded by the 
European Regional Development Fund and the Cohesion Fund, including: (i) 
the Member State where the cases took place; (ii) the fund concerned; and (iii) 
the actions undertaken by the European Commission for each case. 

Commission's answer :  
 
Same question addressed to Commissioner Šemeta n°27 
The Commission is not in a position to disclose details on the Court of Auditors' 
methodology and findings for the Annual Report 2010. The Honourable Member is 
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requested to address the question directly to the Court (see also reply to question 
14). 
The Commission refers to its analysis in the Staff Working Document on an 
analysis of errors in Cohesion Policy for the years 2006-2009 (SEC(2011) 1179 
final). Shortcomings in the implementation of public procurement rules are amongst 
the most common quantifiable errors found by the Court since 2006 (41%), though 
only 20% in this year's audit. The Commission has also raised deficiencies in 
implementing public procurement rules in many of its audits and considers this as a 
major risk in its risk assessment. The Commission takes breaches of public 
procurement rules very seriously, because tendering requirements exist to ensure 
value-for-money for taxpayers and a proper functioning of the internal market. 
However, public procurement legislation covers both EU and national public 
policies and is therefore not strictly related to the implementation of Cohesion 
policy projects. The Commission's focus is on a) continuing to ensure the detection 
and correction of errors, and b) continuously providing guidance to national 
authorities and requiring that they provide further guidance to implementing bodies. 
The Commission has organised and will continue to organise numerous seminars, 
workshops, presentations and training sessions for programmes' authorities, 
particularly in Member States where particular problems have been identified 
(events were held in 2011 in the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, Italy, 
Slovenia and Portugal). It is also taking action on a bilateral basis, in order to assist 
Member States to tackle specific issues. The Commission has presented an analysis 
of the most frequent errors identified by Community audits in Cohesion in the 
implementation of public procurement rules to Member States' representatives in 
the Consultative Committee of the Council in May 2011 and asked Member States' 
representatives to reflect on actions that could be shared / taken at national level to 
ensure better compliance with public procurement rules in Cohesion policy. 
Concerning the follow-up of the Court's findings, the Commission is currently 
analysing all cases and will decide on appropriate measures, including on financial 
corrections where necessary, once the current contradictory procedure with Member 
States is over.  In particular some complex cases require detailed legal 
interpretation. The Court audits the follow-up given to the Commission to its 
findings each year, and has repeatedly expressed a positive opinion (for example, 
see Annual report for 2009, annex 4.4, point 1). 

 

16. The ECA annual report states that for Cohesion expenditure the main risk to 
regularity is that beneficiaries declare ineligible costs. Could you provide us with 
figures for 2010 about the percentage of declared ineligible costs by beneficiaries? 
What type of instruments will be considered by the EC in order to improve the 
situation and to avoid overpayments from the EU budget?  (page107) 

Commission's answer :  
The Commission refers to its reply to question 14 above. Actions taken by the 
Commission to tackle eligibility issues in the current programming period and in 
the proposals for the future are also developed in the Commission Staff Working 
Paper (SEC(2011) 1179 final). 
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17. According to Annex 4.1 of the Chapter on Cohesion, energy and transport of the 
2010 ECA report there is a net increase of the percentage of errors found in the 
tested transactions (affected by one or more errors - 49% in 2010, compared to 33% 
in 2009). What are the reasons of this increase in the error rate? What are your 
proposals to lower the error rate steadily?  

Commission's answer :  
The increase in the frequency of error is partly due to the fact that large and more 
risky programmes were fully up and running in 2010. More actors are now involved 
in the implementation of 317 ERDF and Cohesion Fund programmes, thus 
increasing the inherent risk of error .  
However, the Commission notes that the frequency of error in the Court's sample 
includes any type of error, from formal and without any financial impact till serious 
quantifiable errors. More than half of the errors counting towards frequency are 
non-quantifiable, i.e. they are likely not to have any financial impact (they are, for 
example, only minor administrative errors such as publicity requirements or delays 
in publishing award notices after the set deadlines). Such errors normally have no 
impact on the quality of the project and are usually put right very fast and without 
any financial corrections.  
The Commission underlines that the frequency of error should not be confused with 
the error rate calculated by the Court. The frequency of error is an indicator which 
is used by the Court to show how many of the transactions audited in the sample are 
affected by errors of any kind. Therefore, the frequency of errors presents the 
proportion of the sample affected by any type of errors and indicates how 
widespread errors are likely to be within a policy group as a whole. Frequency of 
error is thus a different indicator than the error rate, which is calculated on the basis 
of quantifiable errors only and provides an estimation of the overall financial risk. 
Concerning the Commission's actions to reduce the error rate, the Honourable 
Members are referred to the reply in questions 14-15 above and 25 below. 

 

18. According to Annex 4.1 of the Chapter on Cohesion, Energy and Transport of the 
2010 ECA report most of the quantifiable errors in 2010 were related to eligibility 
(96% of all quantifiable errors). Is there any specific reason for this high percentage 
of eligibility errors? 

What types of measures are considered by the EC in order to improve the current 
situation?  

Commission's answer :  
The Honourable Member is advised to address the question directly to the Court 
since it concerns the Court's methodology to classify errors. According to our 
understanding of the Court of Auditors' methodology for the definition and 
treatment of errors, errors resulting from ineligible items included in cost statements 
or serious non-compliance with public procurement rules are defined as “eligibility 
errors”. On the other hand, if quantities declared do not correspond to reality, this is 
defined as an “accuracy errors”, while costs not supported by an invoice or some 
other document of probative value is defined as an “occurrence error”. Due to the 
nature of the errors identified and the fact that, based on the above definitions, 
errors in public procurement fall under the category “eligibility errors”, most of the 
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quantifiable errors (96%) found are classified as such. On the types of measures 
taken by the Commission, the Honourable Members are referred to the replies in 
questions 14 and 15 above. 

 

19. The Court identifies in its annual report a certain error rate which is significantly 
higher than the reservations quantified by the Director-General of DG REGIO. 
Could you explain the differences in the Court and the EC data?  

Commission's answer :  
The Court of Auditors does not identify a specific error rate in its Annual Report 
that relates to the Directorate General for Regional Policy only. The error rate 
published by the Court in chapter 4 of its Annual Report 2010 refers to Cohesion, 
Energy and Transport as a whole. 
In general, the Commission considers that the quantification of reservations in the 
Directors-General's annual activity reports cannot be compared with the Court's 
annual estimated error rate. The assessment on assurance to be allocated to each 
programme by the Director General for Regional Policy is based on a broad 
analysis of information from various sources, including audit reports from the 
Member States, the Commission and the Court of Auditors and management 
information (implementation reports, participation in monitoring committees, 
reports on meetings with managing authorities etc.). The estimation of the amount 
at risk in the Annual Activity Reports is thus related to the estimation of the 
financial impact for the operational programme of the possible deficiencies and the 
potential financial correction for the payments in the reference year. This method is 
therefore totally different from an error rate calculated on a statistical sample of 
projects audited.  
Following an observation by the Court in its 2010 Annual Report (cf. annex 4.3) the 
Commission services are going as from the 2011 Annual Activity Reports to further 
develop their methodology to quantify the risk for all programmes, using in a more 
systematic way the error rates by programme or groups of programmes reported by 
audit authorities. 

 

20. The EC is expected to provide a more systematic and methodological support to 
national authorities for audit and control in order to have a more coherent EU 
approach at national levels, therefore: 

 How does the EC treat errors identified by the annual inspection reports of the 
national audit authorities concerning Operational programmes?  

Commission's answer :  
The Commission services have assessed annual control reports with errors provided 
for the first time in January 2011 for year 2010. Based on this first experience, the 
Commission services provided a more systematic and methodological support to 
national audit authorities in view of the new 2011 exercise (reports to be received in 
January 2012) in order to have a more harmonised approach at national levels. This 
is in line with recommendations 5 and 6 in chapter 4 of the Court's 2010 Annual 
Report.  
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This support has been provided through several means, the most important of which 
through additional guidance to the existing notes that has been thoroughly discussed 
with audit authorities at various occasions in 2011. 
The Commission analyses the errors resulting from audits of operations and 
identified in the national annual control reports, on the basis of the relevant 
regulatory requirements and benchmarks (set out in existing guidelines and 
international audit standards). Services also consider consistency with the other 
national audit activity disclosed in those reports, the Commission's own audit 
results as well the audits carried out by the European Court of Auditors. The 
Commission also carried out an extensive audit enquiry since 2009 to review in 
detail the working methods and performance of key audit authorities, reperforming 
their audit work in order to assess reliance that the Commission can put on such 
audit authorities' work. The error rates are also appreciated against these audit 
results. 
The Commission also analyses the assessment made by the national audit 
authorities in regard to the errors detected and reported in the annual control report. 
This means, for example, that: 
- when systemic irregularities are detected by the national audit authorities, the 
Commission analyses also the steps taken by the Member State to extend its 
enquiries to cover all operations liable to be affected; 
- in operational programmes for which the projected error rate is above the 
materiality level (2% of the expenditure declared as set in the regulations), the audit 
authority is expected to analyse its significance and to indicate the necessary actions 
taken, including making appropriate recommendations to the concerned 
programmes authorities, which should be communicated in the annual control 
report. 
The error rate is a key element used by the Commission to obtain a high level of 
assurance on the effective functioning of the management and control systems, but 
is not the only one: the results of the systems audits done by the national authorities 
and by the Commission (as well as the Court's audits) also constitute an important 
factor to that assurance. 

 

21. How does the EC use the technical assistance received from Structural Funds in 
accordance with Art. 45 of Regulation 1083/2006 in order to facilitate MS with the 
requirements for monitoring, reporting cost and performance reporting? 

Commission's answer :  
Member States mainly decide, within an overall framework discussed with the 
Commission, on the use of technical assistance for the operational programmes. 
This includes capacity building actions with regards to the monitoring requirements, 
reporting cost and performance reporting. The Commission supports these efforts 
by providing expertise and facilitating the logistics and organisation of these 
measures. It also complements the activities of the Member States by carrying out 
capacity building measures in specific key areas. Examples of concrete actions 
include: 
- Guidance and advice to the Member States' authorities that implement the 
programmes, on issues related to the application of the relevant Structural Funds 
Regulations; 
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- Technical meetings that are organised as part of the Coordination Committee of 
the Funds (COCOF); 
- Common training sessions that are organised for managing and certifying 
authorities such as the "Train the trainers" seminar; 
- Targeted training sessions/seminars that are organised in regions in cooperation 
with managing authorities and technical meetings with audit authorities; 
- Annual Homologues Group meetings (with participants from the Member States, 
the Commission, and the Court of Auditors) that serve to increase cooperation with 
the audit authorities and to exchange ideas on good practices; 
- At level of the Directorate for Regional Policy, an in-depth analysis of 
characteristics of public procurement problems by Member State will be carried out 
and discussed with the public procurement administrations of the Member States in 
order to help them to develop a more targeted approach. 
In cooperation with Member States, the focus will be to providing guidance, to 
remind that auditing compliance with the rules on public procurement is a key 
priority as well as providing guidance to final beneficiaries and following up the 
audit findings and recommendations related to public procurement rules. In 
addition, the Directorate General for Regional Policy in cooperation with the 
Directorate General for Internal Market will provide assistance to the Member 
States in their capacity building activities on the ground where recurrent 
weaknesses have been revealed and/or where major projects have a high inherent 
level of risk regarding the compliance with public procurement rules. 

 

Shortcomings of DG REGIO's 2010 Annual Activity Report  

22. In its 2010 Annual Report, the ECA identified a significant number of shortcomings 
in DG REGIO's Annual Activity Report that raise serious questions about reliability 
of Commission's reporting. Following deficiencies were highlighted by the Court: 
Lack of analysis of differences between the targets and the achieved results; lack of 
objectives and related indicators to assess economy or efficiency; lack of 
appropriate interim milestones within multiannual programming periods; 
insufficient description of policy achievements providing only for limited 
information on results and impacts. How does the Commission intend to improve its 
reporting practices and standards?  

Commission's answer : 
 
Please see reply to question n° 38 addressed to Commissioner ŠEMETA. 
For issues raised in chapter 8 of the Court's Annual Report, the Honourable 
Members are refered to the  reply to question n° 38 addressed to Commissioner 
ŠEMETA. 

 

Little added value of annual summaries - voluntary national declarations 

23. A study by Moore Stephens LLP assessing the compliance and added value of 
annual summaries submitted by the Member States concluded that the annual 
summaries in their current form provide little added value. Moreover, the voluntary 
national declarations so far provided by four Member States contained almost 
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identical information already provided in the annual summaries and other reports. 
Would the Commission consider providing the Member States with common 
standards in order to tackle the lack of efficiency in reporting? What measures does 
the Commission intend to take to reduce the administrative burden, to avoid 
duplication of information and, at the same time, to make sure that all information 
needed is delivered in a complete and timely manner?  

Commission's answer : 
 
Please see reply to question n° 37 addressed to Commissioner ŠEMETA. 

 

Divergent views between ECA and Commission on the quantification of public 
procurement errors  

24. Concerning the differing views between ECA and Commission regarding the 
quantification of errors related to public procurement, what proposals does the 
Commission want to put forward in order to reconcile the differences between the 
Commission and the Court and thus to tackle this problem? Or does the 
Commission satisfy itself that both institutions simply agree to disagree on this 
issue?  

 
Please see reply to question n° 40 addressed to Commissioner ŠEMETA. 
 

 

Action plan  

25. The Commission published in 2008 an action plan to strengthen the Commission's 
supervisory role under shared management of structural funds. The action plan set 
out 37 actions in order to address the high level of errors in reimbursements for 
structural actions and weaknesses in the member states management and control 
systems. Is the Commission satisfied with the implementation of these actions? 
How was the cooperation with the member states with regard to the implementation 
of the action plan? Is the Commission of the opinion that the action plan needs be 
carried forward? 

Commission's answer :  
The 2008 Action Plan to strengthen the Commission's supervisory role in the area 
of shared management of structural actions (COM(2008) 97) was aimed at 
improving the Commission's supervisory work and comprised of a series of 
corrective and preventive actions for both periods 2000-2006 and 2007-2013. The 
Commission is satisfied with the implementation and had reported about first 
indications of the positive impact of its Action Plan already in February 2010 with 
an impact report (COM(2010) 52), following the issuance of various progress 
reports. The Court has also confirmed in its Annual Report 2010 that the Action 
Plan allowed the Commission to indeed strengthen its supervision of the national 
management and control systems (cf. paragraph 4.49 of the Court's 2010 Annual 
Report). Improvements achieved are confirmed by the much lower error rates 
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reported for Cohesion by the Court in its Annual Reports for 2009 and 2010 
compared to previous years (2006-2008).  
Under the Action Plan, the Commission had explained and agreed actions with 
Member States. This concerned measures such as to improve management 
verifications and the certification of expenditure to the Commission. The 
Commission's actions included improved guidance, advice and training and focused 
audits on high risk areas, as well as implementing more systematic and timely 
interruptions, suspensions and financial corrections through streamlined procedures. 
In addition, the Commission has improved the cooperation with audit authorities 
and verifies the quality of their work on a regular basis.  
The concerned Commission services transposed several ongoing actions of the 
Action Plan in their audit strategy and the Commission continues to apply the 
rigorous supervision generated by the Action Plan in its day-to-day work. 
Therefore, the practices initiated with the Action Plan, far from being terminated or 
abandoned, have been transposed to the daily work of the Commission services. 

 

Financial engineering instruments  

26. In its 2010 Annual Report, the ECA concluded that Commission does not have 
detailed information on the funding of financial engineering instruments. It is 
estimated that financial engineering instruments with a total endowment of 
approximately 8,1 billion EUR have been set up. What further measures, beyond 
the proposed amendment to the regulation 1083/2006, does the Commission intend 
to take in order to improve reporting and to make sure that appropriate management 
and control systems, especially provisions on auditing, are put in place and 
enforced?  

Commission's answer :  
According to the principle of shared management and in line with the subsidiarity 
principle, the Commission does not monitor in detail the implementation of 
individual operations. This is also valid for financial engineering instruments 
implemented with Structural Funds support. It is the responsibility of national 
authorities to ensure that individual operations are implemented in accordance with 
the applicable legal provisions, including sound financial management. With the 
entry into force of the amendments to Article 67a of Regulation 1083/2006 the 
Commission will have the legal basis to collect information on financial 
engineering instruments in place. The Commission obtained in 2011 on voluntary 
basis information on the implementation of FEI. It refers to its reply in questions 4, 
10 and 6 (after question 10) for further details. 
The Commission also prepared and thoroughly discussed with Member States a 
detailed and exhaustive guidance note on the implementation of financial 
engineering instruments (adopted in February 2011, see COCOF/10/0014/001).  
The Commission has identified financial engineering instruments as a potential 
source of complexity and errors. Therefore, the Commission has prepared and 
distributed to the audit authorities in October 2011 a common audit framework for 
the audit of financial engineering instruments to verify the correct implementation 
of the instruments until closure of the programmes. It encouraged both audit 

                                                 
1 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/archive/funds/2007/jjj/doc/pdf/cocof_guidance_note3_en.pdf 
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authorities and managing authorities to fully supervise and control the 
implementation of financial engineering instruments and to prepare thematic audits 
in parallel to their day-to-day audits.  
The Commission has taken the risk into account also for its own audit work and has 
planned specific thematic audits on financial engineering instruments that will start 
in 2012. 

 

Programmes under reservation 

27. According to DG REGIO's AAR, the number of ERDF and Cohesion Fund 
programmes under reservation within the current programming period 2007-2013 
significantly increased from 51 in 2009 to 69 in 2010 mainly due to a higher 
volume of operations and to the increased capacity of the DG REGIO and the 
Member States to detect weaknesses at an early stage. What further concrete 
measures does the Commission intend to take to lower the numbers of programmes 
under reservation?  

Commission's answer :  
For the last years, the scope and the nature of the reservations in the context of the 
Annual Activity Reports have been assessed as relevant in the Court of Auditors' 
Annual Reports. 
By putting programmes into reservation in its annual assurance process and 
consequently interrupting payment deadlines, the Commission services intend to 
identify operational programmes that present systemic weaknesses. The expression 
of reservations means indeed that systems are not functioning as expected for these 
programmes. Reservations are accompanied by proposed remedial actions with a 
view to improve management and control systems and thus ensuring that underlying 
transactions, both already declared and to be declared in future payment claims, are 
legal and regular. 
The Commission implements such measures on a multi-annual basis, increasing the 
ex-post audit coverage and applying financial corrections, e.g. during the 
implementation and/or at closure, to ensure that the residual misuse of EU Funds is 
kept to a minimum. For the current programming period, the Commission has 
reinforced the preventive measures: ex-ante approval of the set-up of the systems, 
systems and thematic audits, interruptions of payment deadlines and if necessary 
suspension of payments or financial corrections at the level of the Commission. It is 
expected that these preventive measures will increase Member States capacities to 
ensure the sound financial management of EU funds and as a consequence to 
increase the assurance the Commission has on 2007-2013 programmes and systems. 
The in-depth analysis of the annual control reports and audit opinion of the audit 
authorities, allows the Commission to assess such progress on the effectiveness of 
management and control systems year after year.  
The Commission noted that interruptions, a new legal tool at its disposal for 2007-
2013 programmes, has already proved to be effective in ensuring that Member 
States take timely remedial measures when deficiencies are detected, as well as in 
having a positive preventive effect on other programmes in the concerned region or 
Member State. 
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Increase of irregularities in Cohesion Policy including suspected fraud  

28. In 2010, according to the Commission's 2010 annual report on the protection of 
EU's financial interests and fight against fraud of 29.9.2011, there were 7062 
irregularities in the area of Cohesion Policy with a total estimated financial impact, 
including suspected fraud, of more than 1,5 billion EUR. It's a steep increase 
compared with 2009 when there were 4737 irregularities with an estimated financial 
impact of 1,18 billion EUR. What measures has the Commission taken or is 
planning to take in order to decrease these numbers?  

Commission's answer :  

The steep increase in irregularities in 2010 is due to two main reasons: 
 
1) The cyclical nature of the Cohesion Policy, with an increased number of controls 
and reports at the end of the programming period (in this case the 2000-2006 
period). 2010 was a particular case in point as it showed a sharp increase in 
irregularities linked to the period 2007-2013 which is now in full implementation 
after a slow start in earlier years. The higher number of detected and reported 
irregularities can also be a signal of improved control systems together with greater 
compliance with the reporting obligation. 
2) An extended use of the new electronic reporting system, the Irregularities 
Management System (IMS), by the large majority of national authorities. This has 
accelerated the reporting of irregularities. This effect should level off over the 
years. 
The figures in the 2010 annual report on the protection of EU's financial interests 
and fight against fraud must be interpreted with caution. The figures given, 
including those on suspected fraud, are based on the information declared by 
Member States. In 2010, the tendency towards an increase concerning both reported 
irregularities and irregular amounts already noted in the previous year was 
confirmed. Several reasons could explain this increase, but the most significant ones 
relate to the increase in control activities linked to the closure of the programming 
period 2000-2006, the full implementation of the programmes of the programming 
period 2007-2013 and the introduction of IMS (the electronic irregularity reporting 
system). The detailed analysis of the methods for detecting irregularities suggests 
that control systems are now functioning more effectively. All the irregularities 
reported are subject to correction, in the first instance by the Member States. Should 
a Member State not comply with the obligation to correct, the Commission will 
make the correction by cancelling all or part of the Structural Funds contribution. 

 

Naming and shaming 

29. In response to the ECA's finding that 49% of the audited sample of transactions 
were affected by error and that the most likely error in Cohesion policy in 2010 was 
7,7%, Commission noted that the large majority of high quantifiable errors are 
concentrated in seven ERDF operational programmes of three Member States, out 
of the 16 Member States included in the Court's sample. Can the Commissioner 
name the Member states and the operational programmes concerned? Does, in 
Commission's view, the naming and shaming provide for a useful tool towards 
gradual improvements of shared management in Cohesion policy? What does the 
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Commission intend to do to make the naming and shaming a positive tool 
effectuating improvement?  

Commission's answer :  
The Commission is not in the position to disclose details on the Court of Auditors' 
sample and findings. This includes information about specific programmes affected 
and their exact contribution to the error rate, the details of which are not provided to 
the Commission. The Honourable Members are requested to address the question 
directly to the Court. 
Commissioner Šemeta pointed out to the CONT committee on 10 November 2011 
that programmes in three Member States, namely in Italy, Spain and the Czech 
Republic were more particularly affected by quantifiable errors in DAS 2010. The 
Commission also refers to its analysis on the geographical distribution of 
quantifiable errors detected by the Court in its audits in the period 2006-2009 (Staff 
Working Paper SEC(2011) 1179 final; see also reply to questions 4 and 7).  
The Commission considers that naming and shaming is not an objective in itself, 
but it can contribute to transparency and accountability. The Commission services 
present each year detailed information in the Annual Activity Reports, including an 
assessment of the Commission's assurance on the effective functioning of 
management and control systems for each operational programme.  
The main objective of the Commission's supervisory role is to ensure sound 
financial management of EU funds. In this context, it aims at increasing 
responsibility, accountability and assurance provided by the responsible programme 
authorities in the Member States. Therefore, the Commission has proposed in its 
triennial revision of the Financial Regulation to introduce annual management 
declarations of assurance, as part of the proposals for the 2014-2020 programming 
period. The proposal includes also agreeing on development and investment 
partnership contracts between Member States and the Commission to outline 
preconditions for successful implementation of cohesion policy and to strengthen 
the administrative capacity where necessary. Furthermore, the proposal to provide 
for an accreditation of bodies at national level aims at placing more responsibility 
for the compliance of management and control systems on the Member States. 

 

Reporting of irregularities  

30. In its 2010 Annual Activity report, the DG REGIO concluded that, in a number of 
Member States, significant weaknesses still existed in respect of the completeness 
of data and the system for recording and reporting irregularities for programmes 
within the past as well as current programming periods. Under these circumstances, 
can some irregularities stay undetected and what does the Commission intend to do 
to improve this situation?  

Commission's answer :  
In the system of shared management, management verification and first level 
controls by the programme authorities are of utmost importance to avoid that 
irregular amounts are declared to the Commission. Therefore, the Member States 
have to set up effective systems to detect and record errors, to recover unduly paid 
amounts from beneficiaries, and to report aggregated figures on withdrawals and 
recoveries to the Commission.  



 

 27

The Commission wants to increase the reliability of the information provided by the 
Member States on withdrawals and recoveries and has therefore launched an audit 
on their Member States' systems in place (results are to be reported by end February 
2012) and to issue recommendations for improvement, where needed. 
The Honourable Member is referred also to the Commission reply to question 32. 

 

Interruptions and suspensions  

31. In 2010, DG REGIO interrupted payments to 49 programmes amounting to 2,15 
billion EUR. Can the Commission inform the Parliaments in which Member States 
and in which regions most of these payments interruptions had occurred? What 
measures does the Commission apply in order to improve the management and 
control mechanisms in these Member States / regions?  

Commission's answer :  
Concerning the information on interruption of payments deadlines, the Honourable 
Members are referred to the Commission reply to question 7.4 and to the 
corresponding annex. The Honourable Members are also invited to consult the 
detailed table on 2010 interruptions presented in DG Regional Policy 2010 AAR, 
pages 43 to 47. 
When interrupting payment deadlines, the Commission informs about detailed 
actions that need to be taken in order to improve the functioning of the management 
and controls systems and to be again in the position to resume payments. The 
programme authorities have to implement the action according to an established 
schedule and to report to the Commission about the progress. Before resuming 
payments, the national audit authority is required to verify the implementation of 
the actions by the programme authorities and to verify the improvements in the 
management and control systems. Only then the Commission can resume the 
interrupted payments. Based on a risk assessment, the Commission carries out own 
verifications on the spot in order to satisfy itself of the improvements. 
The Commission would like to clarify that in 2010, the Directorate General for 
Regional Policy interrupted 49 payment deadlines referring to 31 programmes (see 
2010 AAR). 

 

Inquiry on the systems for recoveries 

32. What have been the results of DG REGIO's planned inquiry on the systems for 
recoveries in Member States where risks (doubts, inconsistencies) were identified? 
What measures does the Commission want to take in order to make the systems of 
recoveries more efficient and more effective?  

Commission's answer :  
 
The Commission's enquiry, jointly designed and carried out by DG Regional 
Policy, Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion and Maritime Affairs and 
Fisheries, covers a sample of 32 programmes funded by the European Regional 
Development Fund, the Cohesion Fund, the European Social Fund and the 
European Fisheries Fund, thus corresponding to a joint effort from the Directorates 
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General in charge of structural actions. The general objective of the enquiry, which 
follows-up on a 2009 discharge recommendation, is to determine if the Certifying 
Authorities (responsible for the programmes selected) have satisfactory 
arrangements for keeping an account of amounts recoverable and for recovery of 
undue payments, in line with the applicable EU regulatory requirements2. 
The conclusions on the enquiry are planned for February 2012, covering the 12 
missions carried out between September and November 2011. As at the present 
date, reports are being drafted or the contradictory procedure with the Member 
States is ongoing, thus it is too early for the Commission to disclose possible results 
that will be known once the current procedures are completed.  
Based on the final conclusions of the enquiry, the Commission will decide on the 
follow-up actions, in coordination with the national authorities (namely the Audit 
and Certifying Authorities) to render the systems of recoveries more efficient and 
more effective. Possible actions may involve further targeted audits to verify if the 
deficiencies detected in the Member States audited under this enquiry have been 
appropriately mitigated and sharing of experience with all Certifying authorities in 
the Member States through additional guidance and advice, to ensure further 
improvements in the completeness and accuracy of data transmitted to the 
Commission.  
The Commission also intends to continue this enquiry in 2012 and beyond and 
extend it toother Member States which were not yet covered, after analysis of the 
next annual report on withdrawals and recoveries to be received from Member 
States by end of March 2012. 

 

Retrospective projects; co-financing  

33. What measures can the Commission take to reduce the numbers of so called 
retrospective projects that are submitted by Member States for co-financing but that 
were already financed from national budgets? Does the Commission see a link 
between the numbers of retrospective projects on one hand and lack of financial 
resources for co-financing on the other? Is there a detectable trend in the availability 
for co-financing for ERDF and Cohesion Fund programmes in the Member States? 
What measures would the Commission propose to close the gap between 
commitments and payments in EU general budget?  

Commission's answer :  
The regulations do not explicitly interdict retrospective projects. However, there is a 
specific high risk of non compliance with Structural Funds rules linked with those 
projects. The use of retrospective projects is not a general practice but it is used by 
some Member States more frequently or exceptionally for particular types of 
measures. 
To mitigate the particular risks linked with the retrospective projects the 
Commission is implementing the following actions:  
- Providing additional guidelines to specific operational programmes to clarify 
under which circumstances such projects can be funded by the Structural Funds.;  

                                                 
2  Articles 61.f) and 70 of Regulation (EC) N° 1083/2006 and Article 20(2) of Regulation (EC) 

N° 1828/2006,  Articles 60.f) and 70 of Council Regulation (EC) No 1198/2006, Article 46(2) 
of Commission Regulation (EC) N° 498/2007, Article 101 of Regulation (EC) N° 1083/2006 
and Article 99 of Regulation 1198/2006. 
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- Raising awareness of the involved managing and certifying authorities to 
adequately and timely check eligibility of retrospective projects with EU rules. This 
can for instance include targeted management verifications. 
- The Commission's proposals for the 2014-2020 period further clarifies the 
eligibility of retrospective projects.  
The Commission does not see a causal relation between the number of retrospective 
projects and the availability of national financial resources and/or structural funds. 
But some programme authorities may be under pressure at year end, due to the 
decommitment rule, to find sufficient expenditure to declare. The Commission 
takes this additional risk of declaration of unjustified retrospective projects at year 
end into account when selecting projects to audit.  
Article 93 of Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006 imposes budget discipline to close the 
gap between commitments and payments for the Structural Funds. This automatic 
decommitment procedure ensures that commitments are used for payments within a 
given period, or (with some exceptions) funds are lost for the programme. The 
proposed regulation for the 2014-2020 programming period further strengthens this 
procedure, by removing the 3 year exception and also removing other exemptions. 

 

Cooperation with national highest audit authorities 

34. What has been Commission’s experience with working with national highest audit 
authorities in the Member States in terms of independence, quality of audit work 
and potential conflict of interests? Can the Commission give some examples of best 
practices? What has been Commission’s experience with working with the highest 
national audit authorities of The Netherlands and the Czech Republic which the 
ECA conducted so called joint or coordinated audits with?  

Commission's answer :  
If the Honourable Member means by "national highest audit authorities in the 
Member States" the Supreme Audit Institutions, these are counterparts of the 
European Court of Auditors and the Commission is not co-operating with them in 
the framework of audits in cohesion policy. Therefore it cannot speak about their 
independence and quality of work. 
If the Honourable Member refers instead to programmes audit authorities (some 
112 for ERDF, Cohesion Fund and ESF), the Commission is in constant interaction 
with these audit authorities to provide guidance, support and advice contributing to 
improved administrative capacity, to exchange audit results and share on technical 
issues pertaining to their work and the Commission assurance process. For this 
purpose, technical meetings with the audit authorities are regularly organised in 
order to share experiences and best practices gained on different aspects of the 
assurance building. In addition, annual "Homologues Group meetings" of national 
and EU audit representatives have become a useful tool to strengthen the 
coordination, exchange best audit practices and jointly reflect on future needs. 
Finally, bilateral coordination meetings with audit authorities are organised 
annually to monitor the effective implementation of the audit strategies and audit 
plan, as well as to exchange audit results and follow-up on audit opinions. 
In the current programming period the regulations allow the Commission to rely on 
the work of these audit authorities, if certain conditions set in the regulations are 
met. For this purpose, the Commission is carrying out an intensive audit enquiry on 
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the review of the work of audit authorities covering a large number of programmes 
and funds, in order to assess the issues raised by the Honourable Member, namely 
compliance and effectiveness of the national audit activities, the effective 
independence and quality of their audit work and to obtain assurance on the 
functioning of 2007-2013 systems covered by these authorities. Results from the 
2009 and 2010 audits for ERDF and the Cohesion Fund are reported in DG 
Regional Policy's 2010 annual activity report (see section 3.1.1.3 pages 29-32). This 
enquiry allows the Commission to verify that the required pre-conditions for relying 
on audit authorities are fulfilled, and then to decide whether the Commission can 
rely mainly on the Audit Authority's audit results and opinions to draw assurance 
for the concerned programmes. 

 

EU2020 targets 

35. Besides calling on the Member States to put in place action plans to overcome 
delays, what concrete measures does the Commission want to take, what concrete 
proposals does it intend to make, to accelerate project implementation in the 
Member States in the following EU2020 sectors: rail, energy and environment, 
digital economy and social inclusion? 

Commission's answer :  
The Commission can make a significant contribution to capacity building and 
technical assistance for Member States for project preparation in the field of the 
environment. This is very important as regards environmental projects that have to 
be built mostly at the municipal level, e.g. waste water and drinking water projects 
and solid waste. Correct project preparation is crucial and the Commission Services 
together with Jaspers and EIB, where appropriate, will have to be proactive in 
helping Member States to come up with good projects. Certain capacity 
building/training initiatives could be supported by the ESF in the Convergence 
regions and also co-financed by the technical assistance OP or relevant OPs actions. 
Cohesion policy played key role in the European Economic Recovery Plan to help 
the Member States counter the effects of the crisis. To that end, the Commission 
proposed a set of legislative changes and targeted recommendations. The legislative 
changes entered into force in April 2009. 
The aim was to use cohesion policy as an instrument to assist in combating the 
crisis without compromising its long term objectives. The means available for 
cohesion policy were speeding up procedures through administrative simplification 
and introducing more flexibility for the programme managers, frontloading of 
actions, cash injections, opening new areas of eligibility and increased use of 
technical assistance. 
Within these areas a set of 13 individual measures was proposed under the cohesion 
policy in the context of the recovery action plan. 
The most important measures are: 
- An additional advance payment of EUR 6.25 billion for the ERDF and ESF 
programmes to boost the cash flow to national, regional and local authorities; 
bringing up the advances to a total of EUR 11.25 billion; 
- Greater flexibility in programme management allowing reprogramming as a 
response to the crisis in order to accelerate spending in areas with more growth 
potential, to simplify the delivery mechanism and content of the programmes; 
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- Several regulatory changes to provide simplifications of procedures and more 
flexibility e.g. for state aid, major investment projects as well as an opening of 
eligibility for energy efficiency and energy saving in the housing sector; 
- Increased technical assistance support for the preparation of major projects 
through JASPERS and simplified use of financial engineering instruments under 
JEREMIE and JESSICA (in cooperation with the EIB group). 
Following the Commission Communication on the 2010 Strategic report on the 
implementation of the programmes 2007-2013, the Commission identified a 
number of investment categories, notably rail, energy and environment and the roll-
out of broadband which were lagging behind the average level of commitment to 
operations in a number of countries. 
In order to remedy the situation the Commission undertook a series of bilateral 
meetings with the relevant managing authorities in the countries most concerned by 
these implementation delays. In terms of rail, for example, several interactions have 
taken place between Commission services and Polish authorities in order to identify 
blockages and to accelerate investments. In the area of energy and environment, the 
Commission services are working closely with managing authorities to address 
specific issues that have arisen, with a view to speeding up the rate of 
implementation and ensuring the full utilisation of funds during the current 
programming period. The Communication "Regional Policy contributing to 
Sustainable Growth in Europe 2020" (COM(2011) 17 final) and its accompanying 
document (SEC(2011) 92 final) contains a wealth of good practices in these areas. 
In particular, following the 2009 amendment of the ERDF Regulation, which made it 
possible to invest up to 4% of national ERDF amounts in energy efficiency and 
renewable energies in residential buildings throughout all the 27 Member States, so 
as to support social cohesion, the Commission is promoting the take-up among 
Member States of these possibilities through awareness raising events, good 
practice exchange and bilateral contacts. In terms of ICT, an EU Guide on 
Broadband investment models has recently been published to facilitate the 
absorption of EU funds in broadband investments particularly at regional and local 
level. This guide aims to provide the basis for a reliable and independent guidance 
for broadband investment with a view to assist managing authorities and other 
implementing agencies in the preparation of broadband investment projects. In 
parallel, technical workshops have been planned in the Member States most 
affected by implementation delays (Poland, Greece and Bulgaria) with the objective 
of better understanding the underlying barriers to broadband implementation and to 
identify concrete steps to boost investments. 

 

36. p. 103, footnote 1: This footnote says that in 2010 32, 8 billion (88% of total 
payments in cohesion funds) were related to commitments of the current MFF 
2007-2013, while 4,3 billion (12% of total in cohesion) was coming from the 
previous MFF. How does the EC expect this amount and percentage to develop in 
the coming years and how does it relate to the N+2 rule?  

Commission's answer :) 
 
Same question addressed to Commissioner Andor n° 17 
The payments for the 2000-2006 programming period will reduce in the coming 
years, and the amounts for the 2007-13 programming period will increase. For 2011 
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and 2012, it is expected that about 6% of the credits are used for the 2000-2006 
period, and 94% for the 2007-13 period. In 2013 there will be a considerable 
pressure caused by the ending of the exception to the n+2 rule, and therefore this 
will be the base for developing the 2013 draft budget. 

 

37. p. 104, 4.11: How many additional controls have the Certifying Organizations 
executed and in how many cases material errors have been found? Can the EC 
elaborate on the specific cases en the countries/regions those have taken place? Do 
the results correspond with the ECA's findings? 

Commission's answer :  
 
Same question addressed to Commissioner Andor n° 18 
Paragraph 4.11 of the Court's annual report is an introductory paragraph, in which 
the Court describes the Management and Control System to be put in place by the 
Member States. It is noted that the Court has not audited certifying authorities. 

According to article 61 of Regulation 1083/2006, the certifying authority has to 
check every statement of expenditure submitted to the Commission, certifying that 
it is accurate, resulting from reliable accounting system and based on verifiable 
supporting documents. This certification is based on desk checks by the Certifying 
authority as well as information on checks preformed by the Managing and Audit 
Authorities. 

However and as noted by the Court, additional checks may be performed by the 
certifying authorities only where appropriate, and not in all cases. This has been 
reflected in the Commission guidance note on the functions of the certifying 
authority presented to all Certifying authorities between 2008 and 2009 in various 
training events (such as the "train the trainers seminars").  

For the purpose of its supervision, the Commission has covered this element of the 
certification function in the framework of its review of the work of the audit 
authorities (by analysing the results of the systems audits of the latter) and through 
its own, risk-based audits. Furthermore, based on all information available, the 
Commission provides an assessment of the overall functioning of the management 
and control systems for all programmes, including the certification function. 
However, the Commission does not have detailed information on the number of 
additional controls performed by certifying authorities in all 317 ERDF and 
Cohesion Fund programmes, which would go beyond the scope of its supervisory 
role. 
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38. p. 105: In how many cases member states control systems in the member states 
were not functioning before the first payment? In how many cases as a result the 
payments were suspended/interrupted etc? Could the EC elaborate on the 
country/region/sort of projects?  

Commission's answer :  
 
Same question addressed to Commissioner Andor n° 19 
The 2007-2013 regulatory framework included new instruments, aiming to ensure 
that management and control systems which are in conformity with regulatory 
requirements are set up as from the start of the period, notably the "compliance 
assessment" according to Article 71 of Regulation 1083/2006. 

Member States had to send to the Commission the systems descriptions and reports 
on the compliance of these systems with the regulations, as well as an opinion of 
the compliance assessment, given by an independent body for all programmes. 

The Commission's acceptance of this opinion was the condition for the 
reimbursement of the first intermediate payment. By the end of 2010, all 
compliance assessment reports have been approved for the ESF (except 1 which 
was approved in 2011) and for ERDF the Commission had accepted the reports for 
313 programmes out of 316 received (one ETC cross border missing in 2010 but 
received in February 2011). No EU reimbursement was made before acceptance of 
the compliance assessments by the Commission.  

The Commission (DG BUDG) has sent regularly progress reports to the European 
parliament on this procedure and on the programmes for which the compliance 
assessment was not approved, and therefore the first EU payment could not be 
released. This situation evolved each week in 2009 and early 2010. In its 2010 
Annual Activity report, DG Regional Policy indicates that at the end of 2010 four 
compliance assessments (for 2 Italian, one German and one ETC programmes) 
could not be accepted and therefore the respective programmes have been put in the 
2010 reservation. 

It is underlined that the compliance assessment procedure referred to the design and set 
up of systems and not to their effective functioning. After completion of the 
compliance assessment exercise, the Commission exercises its supervisory role with 
a view to obtaining assurance that all systems function as described and in 
compliance with the regulations.  

39. p. 107 4.20: ECA sys that claiming cost which are not eligible for subsidy form the 
majority of material errors. What can and will the EC do about this problem? What 
should the Member States do according to the Commission to reduce errors? 

Commission's answer :  
 
Same question addressed to Commissioner Andor n° 20 
Eligibility rules are set in the 2007-2013 period at national or programme level. 
This means that Member State authorities can adapt the rules in order to suit the 
specific needs of a programme or region and to align to already existing national 
and/or regional rules. 
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Even though this is an important simplification compared to 2000-2006, some 
Member States have set rules which are stricter than the general rules set at EU 
level. This increases the complexity and the risk of errors. 
The current regulatory framework has been improved to ensure that beneficiaries 
are better informed of all conditions which must be fulfilled before receiving 
funding. Managing authorities have to satisfy themselves that beneficiaries have the 
capacity to fulfil the requirements before approving projects and they have more 
stringent obligations to verify all expenditure submitted by beneficiaries, including 
'on the spot' verifications for selected projects. 
To further address the issue of complexity for beneficiaries, in 2007-2013, the 
concept of simplified costs was introduced. According to this, for specific types of 
costs, a beneficiary can receive a flat rate or lump sum payment for costs it has 
incurred, without the need to maintain detailed financial documents. This is 
expected to reduce the administrative burden and the risk of errors because of 
complex apportionment methods or heavy accounting procedures which are more 
prone to mistakes. 
The Commission in its proposals for 2014-2020 is developing this concept to focus 
our policy more on outputs and results and less on complex accounting rules which 
turns beneficiaries off EU funds. 
The Commission has also provided more training and guidance for Member State 
authorities in the current programming period. 
The Commission also refers to its reply in question 14.  

 

40. p. 108: The random check ECA has performed contained 243 payments in 229 
projects. Where have these random checks been performed? What can be said of the 
results?  

Commission's answer :  
 
Same question addressed to Commissioner Andor n° 21 
The Commission is not in the position to disclose all details on the Court of 
Auditors' samples and findings since it does not have all elements which are at the 
disposal of the Court of auditors who carried out these audits. Aggregated results 
are reported by the Court of Auditors in its Annual Report. Annex 4.1 of the Court's 
report provides details about the composition of the sample audited by the Court per 
directorate general, EU policy (cohesion including ISPA, other social matters, 
transport and energy). The Honourable Member is requested to address the question 
directly to the Court. 
Concerning the geographical distribution over several years of the Court's 
quantifiable errors for cohesion policy, the Commission refers to its Staff Working 
Paper with an analysis of errors in Cohesion Policy for the years 2006-2009 
(SEC(2011) 1179 final). This analysis shows that mainly three Member States were 
mostly affected (Spain, Italy und the United Kingdom) by quantified errors over the 
period. Taking into consideration the figures presented by the Court in its 2010 
Annual Report, the geographical concentration for the period 2006-2010 remains 
basically unchanged (Spain, Italy and with some distance the United Kingdom). 
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41. p.109, 4.25 : According to the EC member states did not have enough info on 42% 
of payments which contained errors. How is this possible according to the EC?  

Commission's answer :  
 
Same question addressed to Commissioner Andor n° 22 
This indicator (58% in 2010) which was disclosed by the Court in its Annual Report 
2009 for the first time, gives the proportion of errors which could have been 
detected by national controls before certification. This concerned compliance errors 
(without financial consequence) in approx. 2/3 of the cases quantifiable errors in 
approx. 1/3 of the cases. As cohesion policy programmes are implemented over 
several years, expenditure is subject to several levels of control during this time. 
Subsequently, the errors detected after certification can always be corrected, in 
subsequent payment claims up to the closure of the programme.   
This indicator also demonstrates that for almost half of the errors, the Member State 
did not have sufficient information to detect and correct the errors which means that 
due to their nature, some errors can only be detected through an on-the-spot 
verification, which often takes place after certification of expenditure to the 
Commission (contrary to desk reviews which are implemented for 100% of the 
expenditure before certification). Moreover, on-the-spot verifications are usually 
carried out on a sample basis and sometimes not immediately after the closure of 
individual operations. This means that for the specific cases, at the time of the 
Court's audit, the national authorities did not have the information necessary to 
detect the errors, though this may probably happen in a subsequent stage as the 
additional layers of control take effect. 
The Commission will strictly follow-up every single case identified by the Court 
and requests the Member State to recover the irregular amounts and to reinforce 
their management verifications to prevent errors. 
In order to mitigate the risk, the Commission takes the following actions: 
- Carries out specific (risk-based) audits in the Member States, with a view to 
reinforcing the management verifications (1st level checks) before certification, 
where weaknesses have been detected.  
- Continues to timely interrupt or suspend payments where weaknesses in 
management verifications (1st level checks) are detected. 
- For the next programming period (2014-2020), the Commission proposed to 
introduce "net financial corrections", i.e Member States would loose definitely part 
of the EU funds allocated to them if EU audits detect errors that remained 
undetected by national controls after annual certified accounts have been sent to the 
Commission. 
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42. p.117, 4.42: The ECA says that the investigation by the EC into the audit authorities 
has been satisfying. To what degree both ECA and the EC consider this 
investigation to be satisfying as only 17 AA´s have been researched?   

Commission's answer :  
 
Same question addressed to Commissioner Andor n° 23 
The Commission underlines that the 17 reviewed audit authorities cover 82,5% of 
the ERDF/CF allocations. For the period 2007-2013 for ERDF and CF there are a 
total of 81 audit authorities in charge of 317 programmes. Based on the 
Commission's risk assessment, 28 audit authorities have been rated as 'high risk'. 
The first phase of the audit enquiry to obtain assurance on the work of the audit 
authorities has been focusing on these 28 high risk audit authorities, which cover 
approximately 92% of ERDF and CF allocation.  
The Audit Directorate of DG Regional Policy had also partially audited 3 of the 6 
audit authorities for which initially no audit work was foreseen in 2009-2010.  
As indicated in the report of ECA, based on the audit work carried out as at the end 
of 2010, the Commission services concluded that they can rely fully or partially on 
the audit work for 14 out of 17 high risk audit authorities audited. The results of the 
review have greatly assisted DG Regional Policy in identifying the risky areas in 
the management and control systems, on which audit work has continued in 2011 
and will further focus in 2012. It therefore contributed to establishing the assurance 
level and the necessary reservations in the 2010 AAR.  The results of the first phase 
of the enquiry have facilitated the desk analysis of the annual control reports for 
2010, increased the assurance that ACRs and the expressed audit opinions at the 
end of 2010 were reliable for 14 audit authorities covering substantial allocation of 
ERDF and CF funding and allowed to better target future EC audit work.  
The second phase of the enquiry covers both the audit work to complete the 
coverage of the 28 initially selected high risk audit authorities and the review of 
additional medium and low risk audit authorities to widen the number of Member 
States covered. In this context, a second group of 12 additional audit authorities 
(medium and low risk) has been selected for audit. The audit work for this group of 
audit authorities has been started in 2011 and will continue in 2012. 

 

43. Concerning the "effectiveness of systems" which are the consequences for the 
Commission that the Court states in paragraph 4.38 that seven of the eight selected 
Audit Authorities "were at least partially effective in ensuring the regularity of 
payments"?  

Commission's answer :  
The Commission notes that out of the eight audit authorities selected by the Court, 3 
are considered as effective, 4 partially effective and only one (Sardinia) not 
effective. 
Furthermore, the assessment by ECA has been taken into account in the risk 
assessment which was made for the preparation of the second phase of the enquiry 
on the work of the audit authorities and is thus taken into account in the audit 
strategy for 2011-2012. The Honourable Members are referred to the reply to 
question 42 above for further information. 
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Regarding the specific case of Sardinia, DG Regional Policy has adopted a 
preventive approach by interrupting payments to the programme in March 2011 and 
by closely following up the implementation of the corrective actions agreed with 
the Member State in order to address the issues arisen.  

 

44. In paragraph 4.51 the Court recommended "in particular that, so as to maximise the 
potential impact of Community resources, Member States should carry out an 
analysis of expected economic benefits and that the allocation of funding should be 
based on objective and relevant criteria"? When the Commission will present the 
ex-ante evaluations taken by the Member States in preparing the post-2013 period?  

Commission's answer :  
 
The "proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council 
laying down common provisions of the ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD and the EMFF 
covered by the Common Strategic Framework and laying down general provisions 
for the ERDF, ESF and CF…" (reference: COM(2011) 615 final) contains a 
number of detailed provisions as regards evaluation, and in particular ex ante 
evaluation. In article 14 it is foreseen that the member States will have to submit a 
Partnership contract that shall set out "ex ante evaluations of the programmes 
justifying the selection of thematic objectives and the indicative allocations of CSF 
(Common Strategic Framework Funds)." 
 
The Partnership contracts are expected to be submitted at end of 2013-beginning of 
2014, depending by the duration of negotiations for the approval of the regulatory 
package for structural funds 2014-2020. 
 
In addition article 47 provides general provisions on evaluation, complemented by 
article 48 with detailed provisions on "ex ante evaluation". This article states at the 
start that the ex ante evaluation shall be carried out to improve the quality of the 
design of each programme. The article identifies under which responsibility the 
evaluation is to take place and what the evaluation shall appraise. In this regard, 
specific mention is made to the internal coherence of the proposal (48.3(b) and the 
consistency of the allocation of budgetary resources with the objectives of the 
programme (48.3.(c )). 
 

 

45. In paragraph 4.58 the Court states concerning the Galileo programme "the 
Commission has requested the Member States political objectives so that they can 
be translated into final strategic and operational objectives, common position has 
not been agreed". Does that mean that the programme was launched by the start of 
the first of the projected satellites in October 2011 without such common position? 

Commission's answer :  
 
This question falls under the responsibility of VP Tajani 
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The overall political and strategic objectives for Galileo are clearly defined in 
Regulation 683/2008 of the Parliament and the Council on the further 
implementation of the European satellites navigation programmes (Galileo and 
EGNOS), as well as in the High-Level Definition Document which has been shared 
with Member States. The European Commission, which is responsible for the 
management of the GNSS programmes since 2008, put in place the required 
programmatic framework to implement the objectives, taking also into account the 
Court's recommendations. In accordance with Article 15 of the abovementioned 
regulation and following a comitology procedure involving the European 
Parliament, a Strategic Framework has been adopted in September 2008. This 
framework is implemented through annual work programmes (established in 
agreement with Member States) where strategic objectives are translated into 
operational objectives. 

 

46. What are the consequences for the Galileo project due to the fact that China 
meanwhile pursues successfully its own satellite navigation programme "Compass" 
and it is therefore no longer a partner of the Galileo programme of the EU? Is it true 
that the Chinese programme use the same frequency with the consequence that the 
Galileo project could be blocked by the advanced Chinese system eventually?  

Commission's answer :  
 
This question falls under the responsibility of VP Tajani 
 
The European Commission and the Chinese authorities responsible for COMPASS 
have proposed to each other constructive solutions with regard to the improvement 
of the compatibility of the two systems. The Commission and China have been both 
satisfied with the work that was implemented by the joint technical working group 
which worked to promote the mutual understanding of the respective systems. 
On the basis of the progress in the framework of the International 
Telecommunication Union and the technical working group, and realising that the 
participation of China in Galileo has changed following the development by China 
of its own satellite navigation system, both sides have agreed to continue 
cooperation and mutual support in radio-spectrum issues, and work towards 
compatibility and interoperability of the two systems to provide better service for 
users of the People's Republic of China and of the European Union and for users 
worldwide. 

* * * 



Interruptions 2010 and 2011 Directorate General for Regional Policy (as of 14/12/2011)

Interrupted 
payment 
claims

Interrupted 
programmes Country CCI Payment claim 

nbr Detail Amount Open Amount Interrupted 
(Y/N)

Interruption start 
date

Interruption 
end date

Interruption 
elapsed days

1 1 Balgarija 2007BG161PO005 20107644 10.161,75 N 24/11/2010 13/05/2011 170

2 Balgarija 2007BG161PO005 20107645 5.661.146,84 N 24/11/2010 13/05/2011 170

3 Balgarija 2007BG161PO005 20107646 187.501,15 N 24/11/2010 13/05/2011 170

4 Balgarija 2007BG161PO005 20107659 4.590.373,80 N 24/11/2010 13/05/2011 170

5 Balgarija 2007BG161PO005 20107674 4.170.012,18 N 24/11/2010 13/05/2011 170

6 2 Ceska Republika 2007CZ161PO004 20108012 80.159.862,62 N 07/03/2011 21/10/2011 228

7 Ceska Republika 2007CZ161PO004 20110028 50.206.957,61 N 07/03/2011 21/10/2011 228

8 3 Deutschland 2007DE162PO002 20097290 1.528.414,73 1.528.414,73 Y 8/12/2011  6

9 Deutschland 2007DE162PO002 20097883 5.648.616,08 5.648.616,08 Y 08/12/2011 6

10 Deutschland 2007DE162PO002 20108040 9.956.303,99 9.956.303,99 Y 08/12/2011 6

11 4 Deutschland 2007DE161PO002 20107678 42.602.585,17 N 21/10/2010 02/03/2011 132

12 5 Deutschland 2007DE161PO003 20108022 129.419.411,26 N 18/02/2011 25/07/2011 157

13 6 Deutschland 2007DE161PO005 20097776 21.824.444,46 N 12/02/2010 29/06/2010 137

14 Deutschland 2007DE161PO005 20097792 38.307.192,83 N 12/02/2010 29/06/2010 137

15 Deutschland 2007DE161PO005 20097813 3.569.111,38 N 12/02/2010 29/06/2010 137

16 Deutschland 2007DE161PO005 20097836 48.512.069,21 N 12/02/2010 29/06/2010 137

17 Deutschland 2007DE161PO005 20097911 4.491.707,44 N 12/02/2010 29/06/2010 137

18 Deutschland 2007DE161PO005 20097974 2.506.817,42 N 12/02/2010 29/06/2010 137

19 Deutschland 2007DE161PO005 20108065 3.165.193,31 N 21/03/2011 03/08/2011 135

20 Deutschland 2007DE161PO005 20108098 585.582,66 N 21/03/2011 03/08/2011 135

21 Deutschland 2007DE161PO005 20108144 2.733.058,38 N 21/03/2011 03/08/2011 135

22 Deutschland 2007DE161PO005 20110008 937.131,86 N 21/03/2011 03/08/2011 135

23 7 Deutschland 2007DE161PO007 20107924 101.047.294,90 N 10/01/2011 10/02/2011 31

24 8 Deutschland 2007DE162PO004 20097657 56.000.000,00 N 28/09/2010 20/10/2010 22

25 9 Deutschland 2007DE162PO008 20108018 7.733.001,03 N 23/02/2011 04/08/2011 162

26 10 Ellada 2007GR161PO004 20108175 44.554.188,22 N 01/03/2011 18/07/2011 139

27 Ellada 2007GR161PO004 20108178 87.877.890,42 N 01/03/2011 18/07/2011 139

28 11 España 2007ES161PO005 20108155 619.743,98 N 25/03/2011 05/10/2011 204

29 12 España 2007ES161PO008 20097683 94.370.752,75 N 12/02/2010 28/04/2010 75

30 España 2007ES161PO008 20097695 479.712.483,22 N 12/02/2010 28/04/2010 75

31 España 2007ES161PO008 20107588 44.571.689,20 N 18/10/2010 07/12/2010 50

32 España 2007ES161PO008 20107761 199.976.398,89 N 28/10/2010 07/12/2010 40

33 España 2007ES161PO008 20108079 80.786.275,30 N 16/02/2011 01/08/2011 166

34 13 España 2007ES161PO009 20097835 75.617.938,86 N 12/02/2010 29/04/2010 76

35 España 2007ES161PO009 20097970 8.091.177,66 N 12/02/2010 29/04/2010 76

Programa Operativo Fondo de Cohesión - 
FEDER
Programa Operativo Fondo de Cohesión - 
FEDER

Programa Operativo FEDER de Andalucía

Programa Operativo FEDER de Andalucía

Programa Operativo FEDER de Andalucía

Programa Operativo FEDER de Andalucía

���s��s� t�� ���spe�as�µ�t�ta�

���s��s� t�� ���spe�as�µ�t�ta�

Programa Operativo FEDER de Galicia

Programa Operativo FEDER de Andalucía

Operationelles Programm EFRE Verkehr 
2007-2013
Operationelles Programm EFRE Sachsen-
Anhalt 2007-2013
Operationelles Programm EFRE Berlin 
2007-2013

Operationelles Programm EFRE Baden-
Württemberg 2007-2013

Operationelles Programm EFRE Verkehr 
2007-2013
Operationelles Programm EFRE Verkehr 
2007-2013
Operationelles Programm EFRE Verkehr 
2007-2013
Operationelles Programm EFRE Verkehr 
2007-2013

Operationelles Programm EFRE Verkehr 
2007-2013
Operationelles Programm EFRE Verkehr 
2007-2013
Operationelles Programm EFRE Verkehr 
2007-2013
Operationelles Programm EFRE Verkehr 
2007-2013

Operationelles Programm EFRE 
Brandenburg 2007-2013

Operationelles Programm EFRE 
Mecklenburg-Vorpommern 2007-2013

OP Saarland

Operationelles Programm EFRE Verkehr 
2007-2013

Title

Operational Programme Environment

OP Saarland

OP Saarland

Operational Programme Environment

Operational Programme Environment

Operational Programme Environment

Operational Programme Environment

OP Podnikání a inovace

OP Podnikání a inovace



36 14 España 2007ES162PO001 20097698 4.697.332,79 N 12/02/2010 29/04/2010 76

37 España 2007ES162PO001 20108097 3.071.015,19 N 16/02/2011 30/09/2011 226

38 15 España 2007ES162PO002 20108133 28.030.719,19 N 24/03/2011 28/09/2011 188

39 España 2007ES162PO002 20108135 8.065.642,14 N 24/03/2011 28/09/2011 188

40 16 España 2007ES162PO003 20108157 5.082.092,29 N 25/03/2011 01/07/2011 113

41 17 España 2007ES162PO005 20108134 284.301,60 N 25/03/2011 29/08/2011 188

42 18 España 2007ES162PO006 20097701 15.392.569,98 N 12/02/2010 29/04/2010 76

43 España 2007ES162PO006 20097907 27.095.226,69 N 12/02/2010 29/04/2010 76

44 19 España 2007ES162PO007 20097903 7.131.830,33 N 12/02/2010 29/04/2010 76

45 España 2007ES162PO007 20108158 3.823.643,84 N 25/03/2011 18/07/2011 115

46 20 España 2007ES162PO008 20097654 12.451.358,48 N 12/02/2010 29/04/2010 76

47 España 2007ES162PO008 20108168 17.202.847,85 N 25/03/2011 16/05/2011 96

48 21 España 2007ES162PO009 20097906 63.631.061,78 N 12/02/2010 29/04/2010 76

49 22 España 2007ES162PO010 20097914 17.004.511,20 N 12/02/2010 29/04/2010 76

50 España 2007ES162PO010 20097954 166.460.008,81 N 12/02/2010 29/04/2010 76

51 España 2007ES162PO010 20097982 1.769.830,54 N 12/02/2010 29/04/2010 76

52 España 2007ES162PO010 20108169 54.701.697,03 N 25/03/2011 05/10/2011 196

53 23 España 2007ES162PO011 20097941 92.486.830,78 N 12/02/2010 29/04/2010 76

54 España 2007ES162PO011 20097983 213.677,41 N 12/02/2010 29/04/2010 76

55 24 España 2007ES16UPO001 20097955 154.629.273,30 N 12/02/2010 28/04/2010 75

56 España 2007ES16UPO001 20097972 6.747.830,03 N 12/02/2010 28/04/2010 75

57 España 2007ES16UPO001 20097984 1.880.864,57 N 12/02/2010 28/04/2010 75

58 España 2007ES16UPO001 20108131 68.857.793,06 7.854.000,00 Y 24/03/2011 265

59 25 España 2007ES16UPO002 20097985 3.341.996,04 N 12/02/2010 28/04/2010 75

60 España 2007ES16UPO002 20108129 6.106.990,70 N 25/03/2011 01/09/2011 165

61 26 EU cross-border 
cooperation 2007CB163PO001 20110064 2.120.222,01 N 21/03/2011 06/09/2011 169

62 27 EU cross-border 
cooperation 2007CB163PO006 20108148 10.247.902,76 N 10/03/2011 13/12/2011 278

63 28 EU cross-border 
cooperation 2007CB163PO031 20110118 3.765.299,46 N 03/05/2011 26/07/2011 84

64 29 EU cross-border 
cooperation 2007CB163PO033 20107996 1.695.084,58 N 11/04/2011 25/07/2011 105

65 EU cross-border 
cooperation 2007CB163PO033 20108110 747.669,83 N 11/04/2011 25/07/2011 105

66 EU cross-border 
cooperation 2007CB163PO033 20108145 3.320.174,57 N 11/04/2011 25/07/2011 105

67 30 Italia 2007IT161PO002 20110369 3.748.301,38 N 08/07/2011 03/10/2011 87

68 Italia 2007IT161PO002 20110373 32.131.341,44 N 08/07/2011 03/10/2011 87

69 31 Italia 2007IT161PO003 20110375 3.285.647,08 N 08/07/2011 27/09/2011 81

POI Energia rinnovabile e risparmio 
energetico FESR

Pon Governance e AT FESR

PO Italia-Francia frontiera marittima

PO Italia-Francia frontiera marittima

PO Italia-Francia frontiera marittima

POI Energia rinnovabile e risparmio 
energetico FESR

Programa Operativo FEDER de Asistencia 
Técnica y Gobernanza

Operationeel Programma Euregio Maas 
Rijn 2007-2013

Programa Operativo FEDER Cooperación 
Transfronteriza España-Francia

Lithuania - Poland 2007-2013 European 
Teritorial Cooperation Objective 
Operational Programme

Programa Operativo FEDER de 
Investigación, Desarrollo e innovación por y 
para el beneficio de las empresas

Programa Operativo FEDER de 
Investigación, Desarrollo e innovación por y 
para el beneficio de las empresas

Programa Operativo FEDER de 
Investigación, Desarrollo e innovación por y 
para el beneficio de las empresas

Programa Operativo FEDER de Asistencia 
Técnica y Gobernanza

Programa Operativo FEDER de 
Investigación, Desarrollo e innovación por y 
para el beneficio de las empresas

Programa Operativo FEDER de la 
Comunidad Valenciana

Programa Operativo FEDER de Canarias

Programa Operativo FEDER de Canarias

Programa Operativo FEDER de la 
Comunidad Valenciana

Programa Operativo FEDER de Aragón

Programa Operativo FEDER de Castilla y 
León
Programa Operativo FEDER de la 
Comunidad Valenciana
Programa Operativo FEDER de la 
Comunidad Valenciana

Programa Operativo FEDER de Cataluña

Programa Operativo FEDER de Baleares

Programa Operativo FEDER de Baleares

Programa Operativo FEDER de Aragón

Programa Operativo FEDER de Cantabria

Programa Operativo FEDER de Cantabria

Programa Operativo FEDER del País 
Vasco
Programa Operativo FEDER del País 
Vasco

Programa Operativo FEDER de Navarra

Programa Operativo FEDER de La Rioja

Programa Operativo FEDER de Cataluña



70 Italia 2007IT161PO003 20110488 1.129.181,12 N 08/07/2011 27/09/2011 81

71 32 Italia 2007IT161PO005 20108041 40.309.541,79 N 17/03/2011 07/10/2011 204

72 Italia 2007IT161PO005 20110348 10.799.094,29 N 27/05/2011 07/10/2011 133

73 33 Italia 2007IT161PO008 20107978 18.918.241,69 18.918.241,69 Y 23/02/2011 294

74 Italia 2007IT161PO008 20108113 17.363.364,00 17.363.364,00 Y 23/02/2011 294

75 Italia 2007IT161PO008 20110678 5.278.725,33 5.278.725,33 Y 15/09/2011 90

76 Italia 2007IT161PO008 20110887 56.823.060,49 56.823.060,49 Y 28/10/2011 47

77 34 Italia 2007IT161PO009 20097971 83.836.966,07 N 26/02/2010 22/06/2010 116

78 Italia 2007IT161PO009 20108124 3.779.320,54 3.779.320,54 Y 28/02/2011 289

79 Italia 2007IT161PO009 20108172 68.432.970,99 68.432.970,99 Y 28/02/2011 289

80 35 Italia 2007IT162PO004 20108123 8.284.980,08 N 28/02/2011 16/06/2011 108

81 36 Italia 2007IT162PO016 20108121 10.403.839,38 10.403.839,38 Y 18/03/2011 271

82 Italia 2007IT162PO016 20110097 2.088.444,18 2.088.444,18 Y 18/03/2011 271

83 Italia 2007IT162PO016 20110889 28.796.550,19 28.796.550,19 Y 28/10/2011 47

84 37 Lietuva 2007LT161PO002 20107927 31.861.253,93 N 13/01/2011 15/07/2011 183

85 38 Magyarország 2007HU161PO003 20110191 14.743.242,39 N 31/05/2011 25/07/2011 55

86 39 Magyarország 2007HU161PO004 20110197 25.706.421,55 N 31/05/2011 25/07/2011 55

87 40 Magyarország 2007HU161PO005 20110193 9.971.168,15 N 31/05/2011 25/07/2011 55

88 41 Magyarország 2007HU161PO006 20110195 24.392.450,26 N 31/05/2011 25/07/2011 55

89 42 Magyarország 2007HU161PO007 20107565 32.955.568,83 N 13/09/2010 23/11/2010 71

90 43 Magyarország 2007HU161PO008 20110205 28.936.376,68 N 01/06/2011 20/10/2011 141

91 Magyarország 2007HU161PO008 20110315 47.707.372,15 N 01/06/2011 20/10/2011 141

92 44 Magyarország 2007HU161PO009 20110194 10.683.773,56 N 31/05/2011 28/07/2011 58

93 45 Magyarország 2007HU161PO011 20110196 26.650.579,08 N 31/05/2011 25/07/2011 55

94 46 Magyarország 2007HU162PO001 20110192 22.604.555,86 N 31/05/2011 25/07/2011 55

95 47 Portugal 2007PT161PO001 20107344 103.280.025,40 N 28/07/2010 11/11/2010 106

96 48 Slovenska Republica 2007SK161PO001 20110435 29.856.615,57 N 04/08/2011 07/12/2011 125

97 49 Slovenska Republica 2007SK161PO002 20110310 48.935.684,53 48.935.684,53 Y 15/07/2011 152

98 Slovenska Republica 2007SK161PO002 20110311 22.091.589,64 22.091.589,64 Y 15/07/2011 152

99 50 United Kingdom 2007UK161PO001 20108002 13.581.664,84 N 22/12/2010 18/04/2011 117

100 51 United Kingdom 2007UK161PO003 20107673 15.958.936,87 N 11/10/2010 10/12/2010 60

101 52 United Kingdom 2007UK162PO001 20107870 27.887.941,27 N 22/12/2010 18/04/2011 117

102 53 United Kingdom 2007UK162PO002 20107475 112.882,97 N 11/10/2010 20/12/2010 70

103 54 United Kingdom 2007UK162PO004 20107476 451.651,19 N 11/10/2010 16/12/2010 66

104 55 United Kingdom 2007UK162PO005 20107531 5.737.892,31 N 11/10/2010 10/12/2010 60

105 United Kingdom 2007UK162PO005 20110099 21.509.596,01 N 31/03/2011 27/07/2011 118

106 56 United Kingdom 2007UK162PO006 20107477 2.701.128,54 N 11/10/2010 16/12/2010 66

Por Sardegna ST FESR

OP Environment

OP Environment

North East England ERDF Regional 
Competitiveness and Employment 
programme

Por Campania FESR

PO Factores de Competitividade

OP Information Society

Operational Programme for Transport

Operational Programme for Social 
Infrastructure
Operational Programme for Social 
Infrastructure
Operational Programme for North Great 
Plain

Por Sardegna ST FESR

Operational Programme for South 
Transdanubia

Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly ERDF 
Convergence programme

Lowlands and Uplands of Scotland ERDF 
Regional Competitiveness and Employment 
programme

South East England ERDF Regional 
Competitiveness and Employment 
programme

North East England ERDF Regional 
Competitiveness and Employment 
programme

Operational Programme for Central 
Hungary

London England ERDF Regional 
Competitiveness and Employment 
Programme

East of England ERDF Regional 
Competitiveness and Employment 
programme

Highlands and Islands of Scotland ERDF 
phasing out Convergence programme

Operational Programme for West Pannon

Operational Programme for South Great 
Plain
Operational Programme for Central 
Transdanubia

Operational Programme for North Hungary

Pon Reti e mobilità

Por Campania FESR

Por Lazio FESR

Operational Programme on Economic 
Growth for 2007-2013

POR Calabria FESR 2007 - 2013

POR Calabria FESR 2007 - 2013

Por Sardegna ST FESR

Por Campania FESR

POR Calabria FESR 2007 - 2013

POR Calabria FESR 2007 - 2013

Pon Governance e AT FESR

Pon Reti e mobilità



107 United Kingdom 2007UK162PO006 20110101 16.710.459,42 N 31/03/2011 27/07/2011 118

108 57 United Kingdom 2007UK162PO007 20107530 19.480.669,72 N 11/10/2010 10/12/2010 60

109 58 United Kingdom 2007UK162PO008 20107597 98.275.907,53 N 11/10/2010 10/12/2010 60

110 United Kingdom 2007UK162PO008 20110102 32.008.621,30 N 31/03/2011 27/07/2011 118

111 59 United Kingdom 2007UK162PO009 20107671 25.706.288,10 N 11/10/2010 10/12/2010 60

112 United Kingdom 2007UK162PO009 20110103 14.004.879,53 N 31/03/2011 27/07/2011 118

113 60 United Kingdom 2007UK162PO010 20107529 12.687.575,96 N 11/10/2010 10/12/2010 60

114 United Kingdom 2007UK162PO010 20110104 19.695.289,74 N 31/03/2011 27/07/2011 118

115 61 United Kingdom 2007UK162PO011 20107672 3.219.219,72 N 11/10/2010 10/12/2010 60

116 United Kingdom 2007UK162PO011 20110105 5.355.248,17 N 31/03/2011 27/07/2011 118

116 61 3.744.661.890,20 307.899.125,76

Overview of interrupted payment claims
2010 2011 Total

Interrupted 
payment 49 67 116
Interruptions 
lifted 49 52 101
Payment 
claims still 
interrupted 0 15 15

Overview of interrupted programmes
2010 2011 Total

Programmes 
interrupted 30 46 61*
Interruptions 
lifted 30 40 55*
Programmes 
still 
interrupted 0 6 6
* Payments to 15 programmes were interrupted in both years, 2010 and 2011

N.B. There an additional programme, for which the compliance assessment report has not yet been approved. Payment claims linked to this programme are thus 
deemed non admissible. This is:
IT: programme "Attrattori culturali, naturali e turismo" (2 claims for an amount of EUR 44,9 million)

South West England ERDF Regional 
Competitiveness and Employment 
programme
South West England ERDF Regional 
Competitiveness and Employment 
programme

East Midlands England ERDF Regional 
Competitiveness and Employment 
programme
East Midlands England ERDF Regional 
Competitiveness and Employment 
programme

Yorkshire and Humberside England ERDF 
Regional Competitiveness and Employment 
programme

London England ERDF Regional 
Competitiveness and Employment 
Programme
West Midlands England ERDF Regional 
Competitiveness and Employment 
programme
North West England ERDF Regional 
Competitiveness and Employment 
programme
North West England ERDF Regional 
Competitiveness and Employment 
programme
Yorkshire and Humberside England ERDF 
Regional Competitiveness and Employment 
programme

N.B. In addition to the formal interruption of payment deadlines, the Commission sent out "warning letters" to 46 programmes, thus blocking payments linked to 
them. When the Commission has evidence of serious deficiencies but has not received a payment claim, it addresses "warning letters" to those programmes, 
warning that any payment claim received will be immediately interrupted.
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