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Additional Questions to Commissioner CIOLOS

1. Which Commission services were consulted when drafting the replies to the questionnaire
before sending it to the Parliament?

Commission's answer :

DG BUDG, DG REGIO, DG EMPL, DG HOME-JUST, DG SANCO, IAS, OLAF and SG were consulted on and
contributed to some of the replies.

2. Concerning the reply to question 1a:

a. What is the foreseen schedule for the payments to the Commission?

Commission's answer :

The Greek authorities will have to start reimbursing this amount in three annual instalments
commencing in January 2014. For Portugal, 108 million EUR has been deferred.  The deferral period
expires at the end of May 2014 and then the Portuguese authorities will also have to reimburse this sum
in three annual instalments, commencing in June 2014.

b. Are the 504 million set off against payments due to the Commission?

Commission's answer :

For EAFRD, recoveries are offset against payments. Regulation (EU)375/2012 modifying
Regulation(EC)885/2006 foresees the following :" As regards the EAFRD, the deductions from Union
financing shall be made by the Commission from the payment for which the declaration of expenditure is
submitted by the Member State after the decision pursuant to Article 31 of Regulation (EC) No
1290/2005 has been adopted."

c. Can the Greek administration in reaction to financial corrections (and in this case
the end of the deferral period) cancel projects to evade future payments in order to
balance their accounts?

Commission's answer :

The Commission refers to its reply to question 4 concerning the mechanism of net financial corrections in
the agriculture area.

d. What interest rate has been applied to the amounts outstanding?
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Commission's answer :

The outstanding amounts are not subject to payment of interest. Only amounts which are not repaid
within the agreed schedule will generate payment of interest calculated at the ECB refinancing rate
increased by 3.5%. [Art 78 of Regulation (EU, EURATOM) 966/2012 and its Rules of Application :
Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 1268/2012].

3. Concerning the reply to question 1b: In how many other cases has the possibility of
deferral in regulation 885/2006 been used since its entry into force?

Commission's answer :

Only Greece and Portugal have used the possibility of deferral so far.

4. Concerning the reply to question 2: Amounts of Community financing in the EAFRD that
are subject to financial adjustments and that have already been paid to the beneficiary can
be reused according to Article 33 (3) c. How many funds have been reused in each
Member State for each year according to Article 33 (3) c. since 2007?

Commission's answer : The Commission would like to point out that question 2 and the respective
Commission reply, mentioned in the question at hand, concern financial corrections imposed by the
Commission on Member States, whereas Article 33 (3) c of Council Regulation (EC) No 1290/2005, cited
in the question at hand, refers to recoveries effected by Member States, subsequent to a detection of
irregularities by the Member States themselves and where payments had already been made to final
beneficiaries. The concerned amounts are disclosed by the Commission in table 6.1 of the
Communication to the Parliament on the Protection of the EU budget to end 2012 [COM(2013)682/2]
and table 2.4 of the related Staff working document (166 million euros in 2012).

On the other hand, since the first clearance of accounts decision in 1976, financial corrections imposed
by the Commission on the Member States in agriculture have always been and will continue to be net
corrections leading to a loss of EU funds for the Member State concerned. The corrected amounts are
actually reimbursed by the Member States to the EU budget, and the amounts received are treated as
assigned revenue to the EU budget. They are used to finance CAP expenditure as a whole without being
earmarked for any particular Member State. Based on Art. 33(5) of Reg. 1290/2005 the Commission may
also impose a (net) financial correction to charge to the Member State irregular payments to be
recovered from the beneficiaries when the concerned Member State is considered negligent in the
recovery procedure.

5. Concerning the reply to question 3: We understand that Greece implemented a new LPIS.

a. Is it correct that in 2012 it has been the first time that an LPIS is operational in
Greece with a low error rate since the introduction of IACS in 1997?
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Commission's answer :

No, the level of error in Greece has gone down since the claim year 2010, which is the 2nd year of
introduction of the LPIS.

b. Could you please describe the Greek efforts regarding IACS and LPIS since 1997?

Commission's answer :

After many years of non-compliance and almost complete absence of appropriate action, Greece has in
the period 2007-2008 set-up an LPIS which was in line with the applicable technical and legal
requirements.
Since then, with the financial crisis, the efforts to keep the new system up to date have been (too)
limited. This is followed up by the Commission - see question 26.

c. Could you please describe the Commissions role regarding the Greek efforts
regarding IACS and LPIS since 1997?

Commission's answer :

Please see answer to question 26.

d. Could you inform us how the Greek LPIS is run without a cadastre?

Commission's answer :

There is no obligation for LPIS to run on cadastre as reference bases for agricultural subsidies. As allowed
to be one of the systems, Greece has chosen the physical block as reference parcel. This "unit" being the
most appropriate to correctly record the maximum eligible are for CAP-subsidies.

6. Concerning the reply to question 5: Only 68% of the irregularities discovered in the year
2007 have been recovered by the Member States. For all irregularities discovered from
2007 to 2012, only 43% have been recovered. Since 2007 Bulgaria recovered only 4%.
Also, Belgium, France and Greece recovered only less than a quarter of the irregularities
discovered since 2007.

EAGF

a. How many financial corrections have been made to the Member States due to
weaknesses in the recovery system in line with the provision of Article 32 (8) a. of
regulation 1290/2005 in the EAGF per year since 2007?

Commission's answer :
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The total financial corrections in relation to individual irregularity cases and weaknesses in the debt
management system (EAGF and EAFRD) add up to approximately EUR 111 million if, in addition to those
which have been included in a Commission decision, financial corrections which have been
communicated to the Member States but not yet included in an Commission decision are considered. Of
this amount, EUR 22 million has (in the end of 2013) been subject to conciliation and the final correction
may as a consequence be adjusted downwards.

Financial corrections already included in decisions:

NL EUR 5.277.577,43

ES EUR 8 587 012,81

UK GBP 1,452,109.17

Financial corrections which have already been communicated to the MS in the context of the
contradictory procedure but are not included in a decision yet (some of these cases might consequently
still be subject to some revision):

IT (IR/2007/153/IT) EUR 67,733,468.48

IT (IR/2009/015/IT) EUR 5.106.147,56

BE EUR  9 393 240,57

GR (IR/2009/004/GR) EUR 8 987 570,44

GR (IR/2009/017/GR) EUR 2 479 740,41

SK EUR 1.463.549,56

b. Article 32 (5) subparagraph 5 of regulation 1290/2005 (EAGF) stipulates that “if
for reasons not attributable to the Member State concerned, recovery could not
take place within the time limits specified in the first subparagraph, and the
amount to be recovered exceeds EUR 1 million, the Commission may, at the
request of the Member State, extend the time-limits by a maximum of 50 % of the
initial time-limits.”

i. In how many cases has the Commission extended the time limits of 4 or
respectively 8 years given in Article 32 (5) subparagraph 1 of regulation
1290/2005 (EAGF)?

Commission's answer :

The Commission has never extended the time limit of 4/8 years for the application of Art 32(5) of
R.1290/2005.
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ii. For which countries?

Commission's answer :

N/A

iii. Which amounts were concerned in each country?

Commission's answer :

N/A

iv. To which financial year do the non-recovered amounts of expenditure
concerned correspond in each country?

Commission's answer :

N/A

c. According to Article 32 (6) of regulation 1290/2005 (EAGF), Member States may
decide not to pursue recovery, if there is justification for doing so in the case that
the costs of the recovery exceed the amount to be recovered or if recovery proves
to be impossible due to insolvency of the debtor.

i. What were the amounts not recovered under this provisions by the
respective Member States for each financial year since 2007 in which
Member States?

Commission's answer :

Please see the annexed table, column EAGF total Art 32(6), for the amounts declared irrecoverable under
Article 32(6) and reported in the table of Annex III of R.885/2006.

ii. What were the total amounts not recovered due to the justification in
Article 32 (6) a. (costs exceed recovery) for each financial year since 2007
for each Member State? For which amount did the Commission deem the
justification invalid?

Commission's answer :

All amounts are well justified. Please see the annexed table, column EAGF Art 32(6)(a), for the amounts
declared irrecoverable under article 32(6)(a) and reported in the table of Annex III of R.885/2006.
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iii. What were the total amounts not recovered due to the justification in
Article 32 (6) b. (insolvency)? For which amount did the Commission
deem the justification invalid?

Commission's answer :

Please see the annexed table, column EAGF Art 32(6)(b), for the total amounts declared irrecoverable
under Article 32(6)(b) and reported in the table of Annex III of R.885/2006. If we refer to the EC
enquiries, such reported amounts have been found improperly unjustified for one enquiry concerning
Italy and a related financial correction of EUR 614.536,19 has been proposed.

EAFRD

d. How many financial adjustments and reused funds have been charged to the
Member States due to weaknesses in the recovery system in line with the
provision of Article 33 (5) a. of regulation 1290/2005 in the EAFRD per year
since 2007?

Commission's answer :

In financial years 2007-2012, no financial correction has been charged to any MS under Art 33(5)(a) of
R.1290/2005.

e. How many financial adjustments and reused funds have been charged to the
Member States due to non-compliance with the obligations in paragraph 3 (a) and
(c) of Article 33 in line with the provision of Article 33 (5) b. of regulation
1290/2005 in the EAFRD per year since 2007?

Commission's answer :

So far, no financial corrections under 33(5)(b) of R.1290/2005 have been made in the context of debt
management conformity audit.

f. Article 33 (8) subparagraph 5 of regulation 1290/2005 (EAFRD) stipulates that “if
for reasons not attributable to the Member State concerned, recovery could not
take place within the time-limits specified in the first subparagraph, and the
amount to be recovered exceeds EUR 1 million, the Commission may, at the
request of the Member State, extend the time-limits by a maximum of 50 % of the
initial time-limits.”

i. In how many cases has the Commission extended the time limits (end of
programming period, 4 or respectively 8 years) given in Article 33 (8)
subparagraph 1 of regulation 1290/2005 (EAFRD)?

Commission's answer :
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No request for extending time limits has at this point been received. Thus, the Commission has never
extended the deadline of the 4 /8 years.

ii. For which countries?

Commission's answer :

N/A

iii. Which amounts were concerned in each country?

Commission's answer :

N/A

iv. To which financial year do the non-recovered amounts of expenditure
concerned correspond in each country?

Commission's answer :

N/A

g. According to Article 33(7) in connection with Article 32 (6) of regulation
1290/2005 (EAFRD), Member States may decide to halt the recovery procedure, if
there is justification for doing so in the case that the costs of the recovery exceed
the amount to be recovered or if recovery proves to be impossible due to
insolvency of the debtor.

i. What were the amounts not recovered under this provisions by the
respective Member States for each financial year in which Member States
since 2007?

Commission's answer :

Please see the annexed table, column EAFRD total Art 36, for the total amounts declared irrecoverable
under Article 32(6) and reported as such in the table of Annex III of R.885/2006.

ii. What were the total amounts not recovered due to the justification in
Article 32 (6) a. (costs exceed recovery) for each financial year for each
Member State since 2007? For which amount did the Commission deem
the justification invalid?

Commission's answer :
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Please see the annexed table, column EAFRD Art. 32(6)(a), for the total amounts declared irrecoverable
under Article 32(6)(a) and reported in the table of Annex III of R.885/2006.

Following the provisions of Article 32(7) of R.1290/2005 the MS can decide to halt recovery subject to
the conditions laid down in Art 32(6) only after closure of the program. Consequently, all amounts in
relation to EAFRD debts declared irrecoverable in the financial years 2007-2012, i.e. EUR 0.9 million of
debts, do not have any valid justification.

iii. What were the total amounts not recovered due to the justification in
Article 32 (6) b. (insolvency)? For which amount did the Commission
deem the justification invalid?

Commission's answer :

Please see the annexed table, column EAGF Art.32(6)(b), for the total amounts declared irrecoverable
under Article 32(6)(b) and reported as such in the table of Annex III of R.885/2006.

Following the provisions of Article 32(7) of R.1290/2005 the MS can decide to halt recovery subject to
the conditions laid down in Art 32(6) only after closure of the program. Consequently, all amounts in
relation to EAFRD debts declared irrecoverable in the financial years 2007-2012, i.e. EUR 0.9 million of
debts, do not have any valid justification.

iv. Since some Member States run multiannual programmes, some Paying
Agencies are obliged to undertake recoveries from beneficiaries even if
small amounts in the area of Cents are concerned, since Article 33 (7) in
connection with Article 32 (6) is only applicable after closure of a rural
development programme. For these small amounts costs for the recovery
clearly exceed the amount to be recovered.

1) Has the Commission been aware of the situation?

Commission's answer :

The Commission has been aware of the situation. The provisions of Article 32 and 33 of R.1290/2005
allow for the application of de minimis rules only after the closure of the program.

2) What has the Commission undertaken to remedy this inefficient use
of Paying agencies staff and resources in the respective countries?

Commission's answer :

The new regulation provides for the application of de minimis rules also for EAFRD debts before the
closure of the program.

7. Concerning the reply to question 7:
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a. Concerning the 8 “quasi closed” programmes.

i. Have the recoveries from the 3 Member States concerned been made?

Commission's answer :

The concept of "quasi closed" programme only applies to programmes with a positive balance to be paid
to 5 MS (1 MS –Spain – had 3 "quasi closed" programmes). These 8 "quasi closed" programmes were in
the meantime closed by 8 final payments made in December 2013.

ii. What amount was concerned?

Commission's answer :

No amounts to recover (see reply to question 7.a.i).

b. For the balancing payment of 6,3 Million EUR to Hungary.

i. What is the balancing amount the Member State argues for?

Commission's answer :

MS's request is approximately 6.7 M€.

ii. What is the balancing amount the Commission will propose?

Commission's answer :

MS's request is based upon their updating of the irregularity database.

The Commission must now assess the deduction of irregularities on a case by case basis. The final
balance shall therefore lie between 6.3 and 6.7 M€. As 6.3 M€ were paid to Hungary in December 2013,
the final payment is theoretically between 0 and 0.4 M€ depending upon the result of the re-
examination of irregularity cases.

c. For the enquiries in Italy and Greece.

i. When have the enquiries been started?

Commission's answer :

The enquiry in Italy (Sicily) was started on 25/03/2013 (date of the letter communicating the
observations resulting from the desk audit in relation to the closure of the operational programme
Objective 1 Sicily - 2000-2006). The enquiry was launched following the non-acceptance by Italy of the
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Commission proposal for the final amount for the closure of the programme in question. The latest
communication from Italy in this respect was on 1 February 2013.

The enquiry in Greece was started on 13/11/2013 (date of the letter communicating the observations
resulting from the desk audit in relation to the closure of the operational programme Objective 1
National Rural Reconstruction - 2000-2006). The enquiry was launched following the non-acceptance by
Greece of the Commission proposal for the final amount for the closure of the programme in question.
The latest communication from Greece in this respect was on 19 September 2013.

ii. What are the reasons and what is the subject of the enquiries?

Commission's answer :

The enquiry in Italy was opened as the winding-up declaration provided by the Sicily Region highlighted
that the residual error rate at closure of the programme was higher than the generally accepted error
rate (materiality level) of 2%, as per the Guidelines on closure of assistance (2000-2006) from the
Structural Funds. Moreover some ineligible expenditure regarding one measure was also highlighted in
the winding-up declaration.

The enquiry in Greece was also opened because the winding-up report submitted by the Greek
authorities for the above-mentioned programme indicated an overall error rate upon closure above the
generally accepted error rate of 2% according to the Guidelines on closure of assistance (2000-2006)
from the Structural Funds.

For both programmes, the competent national authorities did not agree with the corresponding financial
reductions proposed by the Commission.

iii. How does the Commission justify the duration of the enquiries?

Commission's answer :

The enquiry in Italy has started some 10 months ago. The Commission services are now waiting for the
reply of the national authorities to the minutes of the bilateral meeting with the Member State which
was held on 25/10/2013.

The enquiry in Greece only started two months ago. The Greek authorities are expected to reply to the
observations raised by 13/01/2014.

The above enquiries are foreseen to be concluded during 2014. The duration of the two enquiries is in
the view of the Commission fully justified and can hardly be done faster given the Member State's
legitimate right to presents its argument before a final decision is made by the Commission.

8. Concerning the reply to question 8-10: The Commissioner replied that the Director
General made a reservation in his AAR when he has concerns that more than 2% of the
expenditure for an ABB policy area is affected by error. Furthermore, regarding the table
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provided in Annex 7.II.N to the Director General’s ARR on the estimation of the residual
error rate at Paying Agency level for direct decoupled aids (i.e. ABB 03), the following
questions occur:

a. Are error rates compared with the materiality threshold via a statistical test? If yes,
please describe the test used? Which assumption for the distribution of the test
statistic is used? At which significance level is the null hypothesis that the error
rate is above the materiality threshold rejected? Which empirical significance level
is reached in each test for the respective Paying Agency? What is the standard
deviation of each error rate?

Commission's answer :

The residual error rates are not the result of statistical operations but are based on the results of both
administrative (100% of the population) and on-the-spot  checks (at least 5% of the beneficiaries) carried
out by the Member States.  These control results (to which a flat rate percentage uplift is applied by the
Commission to reflect other audit opinions) are aggregated at ABB and EU level.  It is whether that
aggregated error rate is above or below 2% which determines whether there is a financial reservation.

Deficiencies of a qualitative nature which have a significant impact on the reputation of the Commission
trigger a reservation on reputational grounds, although the financial impact of the errors deriving from
these deficiencies do not exceed the 2% materiality threshold.

b. Latvia reaches a clean error rate (random OTSC minus admin) of 2.16%.
However, no reservation has been made by the Director General for Latvia. Why?

Commission's answer :

In its 2012 AAR, a reservation was applied to those MS which had most contributed to the material error
rate.  As shown in table 3.10 of the AAR and described in the accompanying text, when the error rates of
BG, PT and FR were deducted, the remaining expenditure for the ABB was without material error.
Furthermore, the deficiencies identified by DG AGRI auditors for Latvia will be subject to financial
corrections via an on-going conformity clearance procedure.

c. Romania reaches a clean error rate (random OTSC minus admin) of 2.58%.
However, no reservation has been made by the Director General for Latvia. Why?

Commission's answer :

In its 2012 AAR, a reservation was applied to those MS which had most contributed to the material error
rate.  As shown in table 3.10 of the AAR and described in the accompanying text, when the error rates of
BG, PT and FR were deducted, the remaining expenditure for the ABB was without material error.
Furthermore, the deficiencies identified by DG AGRI auditors for Romania will be subject to financial
corrections via an on-going conformity clearance procedure.
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d. Under which conditions is a top up of 2% proposed to the error rate of the
respective Agency?

Commission's answer :

A 2% top up is made if a Certification Body delivers a qualified opinion or fails to deliver an opinion, or if
the ECA finds a system to be only partially effective or if DG AGRI's auditors have found deficiencies.

e. Under which conditions is a top up of 5% proposed to the error rate of the
respective Agency?

Commission's answer :

A 5% top up is proposed if ECA finds a system to be not effective or if DG AGRI's auditors have found
serious deficiencies.

f. What have been the reasons for each Agency to propose a top up?

Commission's answer :

See replies to d and e.

g. What is the difference between the “residual error rate” and the “error rate taken
into account”?

Commission's answer :

In Annex 7.II.N of the 2012 AAR the "error rate taken into account" is the "error rate OTSC (clean:
random minus admin" plus the percentage in the "proposed top-up" column. This error rate is taken into
account for calculating the residual error rate, i.e. the error rate that remains at the level of beneficiaries
after the reductions applied by the paying agency concerned as a result of its controls.

h. Austria, Bulgaria, Denmark, Spain, Finland, France, Greece, Hungary, Ireland,
Italy, Latvia, Netherlands, Portugal, Romania and Slovenia all have residual error
rates exceeding the 2% materiality threshold. However, no reservation has been
made by the Director General for these countries. Why?

Commission's answer :

See replies to questions b & c.
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i. Why have only Bulgaria France and Portugal been identified “as driving the error
rate for the ABB above the materiality threshold” and why have only for them
reputational reservations been issued although all countries mentioned in the
question above exhibit a residual error rate above 2%?

Commission's answer :

See replies to questions b & c. However it is noted that the reservations issued for Bulgaria, France and
Portugal were made on material and not reputational grounds.

j. Considering that 92% of direct aid expenditure is paid as decoupled aid
expenditure, a functioning IACS and, therewith a functioning LPIS are essential
for the protection of the financial interest of the Union. Why do weaknesses such
as the deficiencies in the LPIS not trigger reservations on a reputational basis?

Commission's answer :

If a reservation is triggered on financial grounds it is not necessary to also make a reputational
reservation.  In the past where serious LPIS deficiencies existed in a limited number of MS and no
financial reservation was necessary (because the residual error rate at ABB level was below the 2%
materiality threshold) the Commission has introduced reputational reservations (e.g. Greece, Romania,
Bulgaria, Portugal).  It will continue to use reputational reservations for such cases where a reservation is
not possible on materiality grounds.

k. The Commissioner replies to question 10 that in the event that the monitoring and
supervisory controls deficiencies of a qualitative nature (e.g. significant systemic
deficiencies or major control failures) which have a significant impact on the
reputation of the Commission a reservation is made on a reputational basis. How
does the Commission define a significant impact on the reputation of the
Commission?

Commission's answer :

The Commission (in its standing instructions and guidelines for AARs and reservations) considers the
following three factors in order to judge the significance of a reputational event:

(i)  The nature of the impact on the reservation

(ii)  The breadth of awareness of the event

(iii)  The duration of the impact on reputation

As pointed out by question j, in the specific case of the IACS, since this is an important control system, its
proper functioning is essential for the protection of the financial interests of the Union.  Therefore if
serious deficiencies are detected and the MS is not remedying them within a reasonable period of time,
the Commission considers that there is a significant impact on the reputation of the Commission and
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thus it has introduced a reservation with accompanying action plan to ensure that appropriate remedial
action is taken.

l. For which countries have “official action plans” been asked in 2012 and 2013
(also mentioned in reply 32)?

Commission's answer :

For rural development expenditure, "official action plans" have been asked for the entirety of Member
States and all of them were submitted to the Commission during the first semester of 2013. Since then,
one follow up of the national action plans was submitted by the 27 Member States in October 2013 and
a second follow up is under preparation and will be submitted in February 2014.

For EAGF: France and Greece. NB the information is also contained in the annex “Overview of action
plans with MS on EAGF” displaying the start and end dates of the different EAGF action plans).

m. For which countries have started “voluntary action plans” in 2012 and 2013?

Commission's answer :

For rural development no other action plans than those requested by the Commission have been drawn
up – see reply to question 8.l.

For EAGF, no "voluntary action plans" started in 2012 or 2013. They all started between 2007 and 2010.

9. Concerning the reply to question 10 sub-question 3: The Commissioner wanted to attach a
table that discloses the amount of corrections proposed. Which table is meant? Has it been
attached?

Commission's answer :

The Commission refers to the table disclosed in its reply to question 62.

10. Concerning the replies to question 10: The reply does not answer the question. Could the
Commissioner indicate why the Director General of DG AGRI made no reservation for
the LPIS in Italy and Spain where there has been problems since 2005?

Commission's answer :

In the period 2005-2011, the decision to have reservations (or not) was geared by a breach of the 2%
materiality level at ABB heading or reputational risk. Even combined, the problems in Italy and Spain did
not represent a risk of >2% of 30 Billion EUR, nor were the deficiencies considered to have a significant
impact on the reputation of the Commission.



15

11. As regards the reply to question 12: Could the Commission explain the high average
values for the number of days to complete an enquiry in 2009 and 2012?

Commission's answer :

The Commission is aware of the increased duration of the conformity procedures in the recent years due
to the very cumbersome legally-binding process it has to follow before imposing financial corrections to
the Member States. The Commission is actively working with a view of reducing this duration.

Carrying out a contradictory procedure is legally indispensable before making financial corrections. Prior
to implementing any net financial correction, the Commission must therefore offer the Member States
the opportunity to provide evidence and arguments that may contradict its initial findings. Indeed the
current CAP financing regulation and the new CAP Horizontal Regulation foresee that "Member States
shall be given the opportunity to demonstrate that the actual extent of the non-compliance is less than
the Commission's assessment". The principle of a contradictory process between the auditor and the
auditee is an essential element of audit quality standards. In addition, the CAP legal framework provides
for a conciliation procedure managed by an independent body.

As indicated in the Commission's answer to paragraph 4.31of the ECA's 2012 Annual report and in the
Commission's Communication to the European Parliament and to the Council on the application of net
financial corrections on Member States for Agriculture and Cohesion policy, there is scope for
significantly speeding up the procedure so that in standard cases the financial corrections can be decided
two years after the initial audit took place.

The Commission has engaged and will continue actions aiming at streamlining the whole procedure.
Firstly, the new CAP Horizontal Regulation describes precisely the nature, scope and sequence of the
successive steps, as well as the different types of financial corrections. Secondly, provisions in the
delegated act (method and criteria for calculating the financial correction) and implementing acts
(details of the conformity procedure, with mandatory deadlines) are intended to further streamline the
legal framework and limit the risk of unnecessary delays. Thirdly, on that stronger basis, DG AGRI will
intensify its monitoring of the progress of the conformity procedures to ensure a strict respect of the
deadlines.

12. As regards the reply to question 21a.: Could the Commission provide the amounts of the
technical assistance used to cover total costs as well as the share of staff costs in 2012 for
each country…

a. …related to the management, monitoring and control of RD Programmes?

Commission's answer :

Please find here attached the Technical Assistance expenditure per "Member States and Year" from 2007
to 2013 (3 quarters only for 2013).
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Summary AT
FEADER.xls

The declared expenditure by Managing Authorities under Technical Assistance does not include a
breakdown of the staff costs incurred. Thus, this information is not available to Commission services on a
systematic and aggregated basis.

b. …related to the design, management and hosting of information systems?

Commission's answer :

See reply to 12.a

c. …for information and dissemination activities?

Commission's answer :

See reply to 12.a

d. …for on-going evaluation activities?

Commission's answer :

See reply to 12.a

e. …for auditing and verification activities?

Commission's answer :

See reply to 12.a

f. … for preparation of the new programming period, in particular the ex-ante
verification?

Commission's answer :

See reply to 12.a

13. As regards the reply to question 21b.: Which measures of technical assistance under pillar
I are co-financed? How do they comply with Article 13 of Regulation 1290/2005?

Commission's answer :



17

Technical assistance is directly financed by the Commission under pillar I of the CAP through budget
items 05 01 04 01 and 05 08 09. Applicable rules do not foresee co-financing of technical assistance for
EAGF schemes under shared management.

14. As regards the reply to question 23: Having regard to the progress report of Croatia from
March 2013, the Commission stated that the capacity of the Croatian Competent
Authority needed to be further strengthened in accordance with transitional arrangements
granted. What were the developments in this regard? What is the status in this regard?

Commission's answer :

The Commission has scheduled a mission to Croatia in order to follow up the status and the
developments of the process for strengthening the capacity of the Croatian Competent Authority, among
other issues detected in the previous accreditation mission. This mission will take place from 20 to 24
January 2014.

15. As regards the reply to question 23: Having regard to the progress report of Croatia from
October 2012, the Commission stated that despite improvements, the absorption capacity
of Croatia needed to be stepped up. What improvements have been reached since? What
issues are still open?

Commission's answer :

The issue of the low absorption in Croatia has been addressed from the beginning by both the Croatian
authorities and the Commission through the implementation of the action plan to improve absorption of
the programme. This plan has addressed all the matters considered obstacles to the effective and
efficient implementation of IPARD. Problems such as potential beneficiaries' access to credit, registration
of illegal structures, property ownership and limited number of private consultancies have been solved
within the life of the programme.

The implementation of the Programme has been boosted significantly in the last year. A large number of
applications received in 2013, exceed the available IPARD funds and if all these projects were to be paid,
the whole IPARD allocation would be spent. Croatia will apply also the possibility given by the
Commission to use the new Rural Development Programme funds for projects contracted under IPARD.
This should be a great opportunity for the country to cover the gap between 2 programmes and to give
beneficiaries the possibility to apply for EU funds.

However the long timing necessary for projects' realisation and the still rather limited capacity of the
Paying Agency (PA) to deal with the increased number of applications might result in another de-
commitment of some of the funds available for spending in 2013. The capacity of the PA, including
regional offices, should be further strengthened. The Commission will monitor the situation closely and
take any action it considers necessary.
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16. As regards the reply to question 23: Having regard to the progress report of Croatia from
October 2012, the Commission stated that Croatia needed to further strengthen resources
in order to meet the EU reporting requirements concerning the legislation in the area of
common market organization. What were the developments in this regard? What is the
status in this regard?

Commission's answer :

The Paying Agency was accredited for the handling of Common Market Organization measures in two
parts. The first part, accredited on 1 July 2013, included measures such as:

- Milk sector

- Sugar sector

- Public intervention

- Public storage

- Trade mechanisms, such as export refunds

-School fruits and processing fruits and vegetables

On 20 December 2013 the Croatian Paying Agency received full and final accreditation for Common
Market Organization measures.

17. As regards the reply to question 23: Having regard to the progress report of Croatia from
October 2012, the Commission stated that Croatia needed further strengthening of the
human and financial resources in the sector of farm accountancy data network (FADN)
and that Croatia needed to prepare for due reporting of 2013 accounting year data in
FADN. What were the developments in this regard? What is the status in this regard?

Commission's answer :

Although the Commission expressed its concerns about certain aspects of the implementation of FADN
in Croatia, later developments in organizational structure of Croatian FADN and increasingly frequent
communication with Croatian Liaison Office (LAO) contributed to reducing of Commission concerns.

As regards the organizational structure of the Croatian FADN, all necessary FADN bodies were set up by
the end of 2012, FADN national committee being the last one established in December 2012. National
FADN committee supervises the work of Croatian FADN LAO which is staffed with 5 employees and is
founded within the Croatian Agricultural advisory service. Further 50-60 advisors from local offices are
part-time involved in FADN activities. Although this number of employees should be able to manage the
FADN in Croatia the Commission is aware of plans to increase the number of LAO staff to 10 when
financial circumstances allow. Croatia has to deliver its first data to the Commission by the end of 2014.

Croatia is regularly attending EU FADN Committees and maintains good two-way communication with EU
FADN. Furthermore, technical meeting with Croatian representatives took place in DG AGRI in March
2013 and a visit to Croatia is planned by EU FADN for late 2014. Main goal of this visit is to strengthen
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the cooperation between the Commission and FADN in Croatia and to address the potential issues that
can arise during the data collection process in the meantime.

All necessary FADN related national legislation is already in place and periodical manuals and procedures
seem to be published on time.

18. As regards the reply to question 23: Having regard to the progress report of Croatia from
October 2012, the Commission stated that Croatia needs to avoid any delay in
restructuring of the regional offices and the recruitment of additional staff. Have delays
been avoided?

Commission's answer :

The Commission has scheduled a mission to Croatia in order to follow up the status of the process of
restructuring of the regional offices and the recruitment, among other issues detected in the previous
accreditation mission. This mission will take place from 20 to 24 January 2014.

19. As regards the reply to question 41: Does the Commission agree that there is a ‘not’
missing in the reply of the Commissioner?

Commission's answer :

Indeed, the reply to question 41 should read as follows: "The existing regulatory framework does NOT
allow much leeway for the Commission to push Certification Bodies and paying agencies to deliver within
the legal deadlines the mandatory documentation for the annual financial clearance procedure.
However, Article 10 of Commission Regulation 885/2006 provides for the Commission to notify the
Member State concerned of additional on-the-spot audits it intends to undertake in those cases where
the Commission is unable to clear the accounts of a Member State before 30 April."

20. As regards the reply to question 43 and 44: For which Paying Agencies did the audit
opinions on the annual accounts of the Paying Agencies indicate important deficiencies?

Commission's answer :

The Certification Bodies gave a "qualified audit opinion" indicating important deficiencies for the
following Paying Agencies:

- Andalucia: in respect of EAFRD;

- La Rioja: in respect of both EAGF and EAFRD;

- Valenciana: in respect of EAFRD;

- Asturias: in respect of EAFRD.
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21. As regards the reply to question 45:

a. The Commissioner replied that for the financial year 2013 8 Paying Agencies had
been disjoined. Which Paying Agencies were these in each fund?

Commission's answer :

The original reply should have referred to the clearance exercise for financial year 2012. The clearance
decision related to financial year 2013 will only be adopted in April 2014. The information thus refers to
financial year 2012 (not 2013) for which the accounts of 9 Paying Agencies were disjoined. The EAGF
accounts were not cleared for BIRB (Belgium) and Hamburg-Jonas (Germany). The EAFRD accounts were
disjoined for Baden-Württemberg (Germany), Thüringen (Germany), ASP (France), PARDF (Romania),
Andalucía (Spain) and DAFA (Denmark). Both the EAGF and EAFRD accounts were disjoined for Helaba
(Germany).

b. For which Paying Agency did the Commission need to request further
clarifications and or information for the clearance of the financial year 2013?
What were the reasons for this missing information?

Commission's answer :

The Commission reply that in 31 cases "further clarifications and or information were requested" refers
to conformity clearance enquiries launched in the meaning of Article 11 or Regulation 885/2006.  In
these cases, the Certification Bodies identified errors that could be subject to a financial correction,
although the Commission received reasonable assurance that the financial errors are below materiality
on Fund level. Therefore, the accounts were cleared even though conformity clearance enquiries are still
ongoing. In no cases was there "missing information".

c. According to the Implementation Decision 2013/210/EU on the clearance of the
accounts of the Paying Agencies of Member States concerning expenditure by the
EAGF for the financial year 2012, three Paying Agencies have been disjoined:
Hamburg-Jonas and Helaba (both Germany) as well as the BIRB (Belgium). What
were the reasons for disjoining them? Why has Hamburg-Jonas been disjoined the
second year in a row?

Commission's answer :

For BIRB, during the clearance exercise the Commission did not obtain sufficient assurance that a
significant positive correction made in the annual declaration following the outcome of a judicial
procedure (with a value far above the level of materiality) was carried out in accordance with the
applicable legislation.

Helaba (Germany) was disjoined because the certification documentation was not submitted in time to
be assessed for the clearance decision.
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For Hamburg-Jonas, during the clearance exercise the Commission did not obtain sufficient assurance
that corrections made in the annual declarations regarding claw-backs of amounts already cleared under
Article 32(5) of Council Regulation 1290/2005 and/or of amounts previously recovered and refunded to
the EU budget were carried out in accordance with the applicable legislation. The accounts of Hamburg-
Jonas were disjoined for the same reason as for financial year 2011. Nevertheless, the Agency once again
included the claw-back in the annual declaration.

d. Which Paying Agencies had been disjoined under the EAFRD in the financial year
2012?

Commission's answer :

The Commission refers to its reply to point a.

e. For which Paying Agencies did the Commission need to request further
clarifications and or information for the clearance of the financial year 2012?
What were the reasons for this missing information?

Commission's answer :

The Commission refers to its reply to point b.

22. As regards the reply to question 49:

a. Which Member States make use of the mentioned support possibilities to target
vulnerable groups of the population, especially targeted at Roma inclusion?

Commission's answer :

SK, RO, BG and HU make use of the above-mentioned support possibilities.

b. What were the results of the high level events on the use of EU funds for Roma
integration?

Commission's answer :

High Level Events (HLE) which took place in 2011 (and the follow- up meetings of the HLE took place in
2012) aimed at raising awareness about the opportunities offered by EU funds, gaining commitments of
stakeholders to use all existing instruments, including the EU funds, reaching targets by established and
specific milestones. More specifically, this events pointed out the imperative of speeding up the inclusion
of Roma communities in all areas of life, including housing, education, employment, health, among
others, drawing attention to the important human, social and also economic consequences of the
exclusion of Roma.
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These events contributed to the process which resulted of putting Roma inclusion firmly on the EU's and
MS agenda. Now all EU Member States with Roma population have appropriate Roma inclusion
strategies in place, which is an imperative before receiving funds for addressing social inclusion,
including of Roma, from the new multiannual Financial Framework 2014-2020. The measures targeting
Roma became more visible in MS Partnership Agreements too.

c. From which EU funds were the high level events (co-)financed? What were the
costs?

Commission's answer :

Three high level events were organised by DG EMPL on the better use of EU funds for Roma inclusion in
Bulgaria in 2011 (Sofia on 21-22 June; Veliko Tarnovo on 23 June and Bourgas on 25 June).

In addition, follow-up meetings to high level events were organised in 2011 and 2012 in Bucharest (on 29
March 2011, 3 November 2011, 31 January 2012 and 1 March 2012); Budapest (on 11 April 2011 and 6
March 2012) and Sofia (on 27 February 2012 and 22 May 2012).

The budget for these high level events and follow-up meetings was approximately 500 000 euros for
each year (2011 and 2012) and was allocated through the ESF Technical Assistance.

23. As regards the reply to question 54: Could the Commissioner provide the Committee with
the mentioned anonymized reference table?

Commission's answer :

The requested tables indicating the allocation of human resources per unit and activity for each unit of
the Audit Directorate of DG AGRI are attached to the present reply.

Copy of Copy of
Staff strategic planning J3 tableau updated-no pers data.xlsx

Copy of 2013-05 -
Staff strategic planning J4 tableau-no pers data.xls

Copy of staff
strategic planning - J1 tableau - 2013-06-17-no persdata.xlsx

Copy of Copy of
Staff strategic planning J5 tableau-no persdata.xls

Copy of Strategic
planning J2 tableau 20130614-no persdata.xlsx

24. As regards the reply to question 74: From the 4 remaining projects, how many OLAF
investigations are still on-going?

Commission's answer :

[It would appear that this question refers to question 73, and not question 74.]

One investigation concerning SAPARD Croatia was closed on 11/12/12 (OF/2010/0596) with
recommendation for financial recovery to DG AGRI.

Currently, OLAF has still an ongoing case referring to the SAPARD projects in Croatia (OF/2013/0040).
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25. Das Problem der Erfassung von Dauergrünland scheint in vielen Staaten erhebliche
Probleme zu verursachen und ist seit Jahren auch der Kommission bekannt. Dabei
funktioniert die Gegenprüfung von erklärten Parzellen mit den Daten aus dem
Flächenidentifizierungssystem (Satellitenbilder etc.) nicht. Nicht-förderfähige Fläche
wurde als Dauergrünland im Flächenidentifizierungssystem vermerkt. Das hat der Hof
auch in diesem Jahr zum wiederholten Mal festgestellt. In Portugal ist dieses Problem
bereits seit 2006 bekannt, damals hatte die Kommission bereits einen Vorbehalt für
Portugal eingezogen – in Bulgarien seit 2008, in Frankreich seit 2007. Es kommt
scheinbar seit Jahren in einigen Ländern zu systematischen Übererklärungen von Flächen.

a. Seit wann ist die Kommission über das scheinbar systematische Problem der
inkorrekten Erfassung von Dauergrünland in mehreren Mitgliedsstaaten
informiert?

Commission's answer :

Commission audits detected already as early as 2005 and 2006 the problem of the incorrect recording of
permanent pasture in the LPIS. This problem has been found, be it in smaller or larger extent, in almost
all Member States.

b. Welche Staaten sind betroffen von diesem Problem?

Commission's answer :

As indicated above the problem was generally present in all Member States in 2005-2006. As a result of
the audits and the Commission's requests for remedial action, since 2008 Member States have been
gradually improving their system and the recording of the relevant information in the LPIS. This means
that the list of MS with problems is confined to those mentioned by the Court, and which were and are
monitored by the Commission.

c. Wie hoch schätzt die Kommission die finanziellen Auswirkungen dieses Problems
europaweit ein?

Commission's answer :

It is not possible to evaluate the financial consequences of this finding over the years. Financial
corrections proposed for the Area aids sector for the claim years 2005-2010 do not distinguish between
land types: unlike before 2005 where permanent pasture could only "generate" animal premia, which
were accounted for separately from arable crops payments, with the 2003 reform and the resulting
decoupling in the Single Payment Scheme (SPS), entitlements attributed to a farmer can be activated on
any type of agricultural land (i.e. pasture or arable). Hence weaknesses in the LPIS are in principle applied
on all SPS expenditure and consequently no financial data are directly available.
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26. Für Griechenland wurde die Aussetzung von finanziellen Korrekturen in Höhe von 25
Mio. EUR  im September 2013 wieder aufgehoben, weil das
Flächenidentifizierungssystem (LPIS) bei der Erfassung von Dauergrünland immer noch
nicht funktioniert. Das Problem ist seit 2006 bekannt und noch immer nicht gelöst. Mit
Ergebnissen kann erst 2015 gerechnet werden. Kann die Kommission einen Überblick
über die Anstrengungen in Griechenland geben?

Commission's answer :

It is recalled that the general problem of the LPIS as implemented in Greece in 2006, was addressed by
Greece by end 2008. The 25 Mio EUR referred to is linked to the pasture element in corrections
proposed and which were subject to the moratorium. The 25 Mio is not a correction in itself, it is merely
an "earlier claw back" of amounts resulting from corrections applied in respect of claim year 2006, that
would under the moratorium have been due in only 2014/2015.

As part of the moratorium Greece was requested to take action by end March 2013. However missions
showed that this was done inappropriately and a 2nd deadline of end September 2013 was given. When
it was found that, despite this extra time, the situation improved but not sufficiently, the 25 Mio was
recovered in line with the provisions of the Moratorium. At the same time further work has been
requested from Greece to remedy the situation. This extra work should be finalised by end April 2014
and thus apply for 2014.

27. Bereits im Jahresbericht 2003 des Rechnungshofs war zu lesen: “a relatively small
number of wholly or largely unjustified claims is a greater source of irregular expenditure
than these small measurement errors” mit der Fußnote “for example, this year the Court’s
testing identified one claim by a farmer in Spain who had sought payment on a piece of
land that was too densely planted with trees to be eligible for subsidy for arable crops. In
2002 the audit identified two payments where the error exceeded 20 % of the area claimed
(in Greece and France). And in 2001 the Court also identified two declarations which
were largely or wholly unfounded, involving protein crops in Italy, and maize production
in Greece.” Das LPIS sollte diese Übererklärung von Flächen verbessern. In
Griechenland, Bulgarien, Rumänien, Portugal, Spanien und Frankreich wurden in der
Vergangenheit Probleme mit dem LPIS gefunden.

a. In welchen Mitgliedsstaaten gibt es derzeit grundsätzliche Probleme mit der
Qualität der Daten der eingesetzten Flächenidentifizierungssysteme?

Commission's answer :

DG AGRI has no detailed information about the situation in Member States in the period 2001-2002. The
situation then can also not be compared with today. The rules for eligible land have changed following
2003 reform; the requirements for LPIS have been gradually upgraded to avoid this situation. In this
respect it is also to be pointed out that the LPIS was never designed to control crop-specific eligibility
requirements as those reported.
As regards the LPIS problems in general, as indicated in the earlier replies to the questions, Member



25

States are taking the necessary measures and evaluate the quality of the LPIS on an annual basis
according to a Pan-European procedure.
Over time actions taken by the Commission and the Member States lead to an overall improved situation
and the Commission monitors that Member States take the necessary steps to keep up-to date the
information in the LPIS as to maintain the standard achieved. Based on its information the Commission
would categorise the cases reported by the Court, with the exception of a few Member States, as being
of an isolated nature and a problem that can be well-confined, which is being addressed. It is recalled
that errors in the DAS directly linked to LPIS are below the 2% materiality threshold.

b. Wann werden diese Probleme bereinigt sein?

Commission's answer :

See reply to question 27.a.

* * *

Annexed Tables (see question 6)

2007 EAGF EAFRD

Art 32(6)(a) Art, 32(6)(b) Total Art 32(6)
Art

32(6)(a)
Art

32(6)(b)
Total Art

32(6)
AT 0,00 -57.161,62 -57.161,62 0,00
BG 0,00 0,00
BE -546,63 -25.521,64 -26.068,27 0,00
CY 0,00 0,00
CZ 0,00 0,00
DE -10.772,49 -4.792.829,93 -4.803.602,42 0,00
DK -238,01 -1.115.291,60 -1.115.529,61 0,00
EE -766,21 -4.563,10 -5.329,31 0,00
ES -118.132,18 -18.199.559,95 -18.317.692,13 0,00
FI -17.463,91 -17.463,91 0,00
FR -18.975,95 -5.436.529,06 -5.455.505,01 -5,14 -5,14
GB -89.560,01 -87.884,63 -177.444,63 0,00
GR -708,18 -10.133,46 -10.841,64 0,00
HU 0,00 0,00
IE -136.321,43 -114,28 -136.435,71 0,00

IT -3.953,53

-
121.621.199,5

4

-
121.625.153,0

7 0,00
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LT -76,86 -76,86 0,00
LU 0,00 0,00
LV -53,89 -53,89 0,00
M 0,00 0,00
NL -193.294,77 -193.294,77 0,00
PL 0,00 0,00
PT -361,65 -261.502,58 -261.864,23 0,00
RO 0,00 0,00
SE -0,05 -25.162,95 -25.163,00 0,00
SI 0,00 0,00
SK -77.865,10 -77.865,10 0,00

Tota
l -380.467,05

-
151.926.078,1

2

-
152.306.545,1

7 -5,14 0,00 -5,14

EAGF EAFRD

2008 Art 32(6)(a) Art 32(6)(b) Total Art 32(6)
Art

32(6)(a)
Art

32(6)(b)
Total Art

32(6)
AT -22.625,98 -22.625,98 0,00
BG 0,00 0,00
BE -221,41 -1.888,97 -2.110,38 -91,50 -91,50
CY 0,00 0,00
CZ 0,00 0,00
DE -863,28 -856.017,99 -856.881,27 -3.223,26 -3.223,26
DK -4.391,26 -37.471,84 -41.863,10 0,00
EE -633,08 0,00 -633,08 -141,79 -141,79
ES -34.086,95 -22.107.059,66 -22.141.146,61 0,00
FI 0,00 0,00
FR -1.870,92 -3.313.673,03 -3.315.543,95 -114,34 0,00 -114,34
GB -165.869,32 -226.535,08 -392.404,40 -115,48 -115,48
GR -56.056,29 -56.056,29 0,00
HU 0,00 0,00
IE -31.311,94 -3.217,38 -34.529,32 -0,08 -0,08
IT -875.335,17 -875.335,17 0,00
LT -23,58 -23,58 0,00
LU -98,51 -1.849,38 -1.947,89 0,00
LV -111,90 -111,90 0,00
M -489,95 -489,95 0,00
NL 0,00 0,00
PL 0,00 0,00
PT -365.678,83 -365.678,83 0,00
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RO 0,00 0,00
SE -271,88 -11.852,44 -12.124,32 0,00
SI 0,00 0,00
SK 0,00 0,00
Tota
l -240.243,98 -27.879.262,04 -28.119.506,02 -463,18 -3.223,26 -3.686,44

EAGF EAFRD

2009 Art 32(6)(a) Art 32(6)(b) Total Art 32(6)
Art

32(6)(a)
Art

32(6)(b)
Total Art

32(6)
AT -184.050,20 -184.050,20 0,00
BG 0,00 0,00
BE -30.537,56 -30.537,56 0,00
CY 0,00 0,00
CZ 0,00 0,00
DE -0,20 -678.033,83 -678.034,03 -157,30 -157,30
DK -81,61 -54.354,57 -54.436,18 0,00
EE -20,08 -20,08 -9,01 0,00 -9,01
ES -85.829,64 -33.873.197,63 -33.959.027,27 0,00
FI -63.508,03 -63.508,03 0,00
FR -5.626,65 -15.594.162,08 -15.599.788,73 -3.206,70 -17.385,06 -20.591,76
GB -20.190,89 -175.948,59 -196.139,48 -114,30 -1.689,17 -1.803,47
GR 0,00 -262,69 -262,69 0,00
HU -0,62 -2.969,24 -2.969,87 0,00

IE -76.991,24 -5.175,02 -82.166,26
-

18.079,81 -18.079,81
IT -2.967.710,99 -2.967.710,99 0,00
LT -64,85 -64,85 0,00
LU 0,00 0,00
LV -4,81 -4,81 0,00
M -5.641,17 -5.641,17 0,00
NL -104,15 -3.854.990,21 -3.855.094,36 0,00
PL -592,97 -592,97 0,00
PT -3.039,03 -347.578,17 -350.617,20 0,00
RO 0,00 0,00
SE -5,68 -4.679,92 -4.685,61 -0,09 0,00 -0,09
SI 0,00 0,00
SK 0,00 0,00

Tota
l -197.535,77 -57.837.816,56 -58.035.352,33

-
21.409,9

1 -19.231,53 -40.641,44
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EAGF EAFRD

2010 Art 32(6)(a) Art 32(6)(b) Total Art 32(6)
Art

32(6)(a)
Art

32(6)(b)
Total Art

32(6)
AT -690,60 -46.378,61 -47.069,21 0,00 0,00 0,00
BG 0,00 0,00
BE -36,07 -16.995,98 -17.032,05 -636,25 -455,00 -1.091,25
CY 0,00 0,00
CZ 0,00 0,00
DE -407,49 -263.649,79 -264.057,28 -48.499,13 -48.499,13
DK -116,21 -433,74 -549,95 0,00
EE -5,41 -5,41 0,00
ES -305,23 -25.581.818,47 -25.582.123,70 0,00
FI 0,00 0,00
FR -12.339,45 -7.816.819,03 -7.829.158,48 -6.399,13 -73.699,07 -80.098,20
GB -31.149,37 -168.110,01 -199.259,38 -3.078,30 0,00 -3.078,30
GR 0,00 0,00
HU 0,00 -399.023,99 -399.023,99 0,00
IE -12.386,57 -19.733,61 -32.120,18 0,00
IT 0,00 -10.443.856,98 -10.443.856,98 0,00
LT -345,20 -345,20 0,00
LU -262,88 -262,88 0,00
LV -1,62 -1,62 -1,61 0,00 -1,61
M -356,87 0,00 -356,87 0,00
NL -551.379,35 -258,75 -551.638,10 0,00
PL 0,00 -4.460,37 -4.460,37 0,00
PT -8.022,94 -495.534,76 -503.557,70 0,00
RO 0,00 0,00
SE 0,03 -4.739,89 -4.739,86 0,00 -858,36 -858,36
SI 0,00 0,00
SK 0,00 0,00

Tota
l -617.805,23 -45.261.813,99 -45.879.619,22

-
10.115,2

9

-
123.511,5

6 -133.626,85

EAGF EAFRD

2011 Art 32(6)(a) Art 32(6)(b) Total Art 32(6)
Art

32(6)(a)
Art

32(6)(b)
Total Art

32(6)
AT -55,13 -9.107,04 -9.162,17 0,00 -43,16 -43,16
BG 0,00 0,00
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BE -192,56 -3.071.858,20 -3.072.050,76 0,00
CY 0,00 0,00
CZ 0,00 0,00
DE -56,51 -577.392,72 -577.449,23 0,00
DK -342,16 0,00 -342,16 0,00
EE -2,24 -1.139,36 -1.141,60 0,00
ES -4.669,25 -10.918.754,10 -10.923.423,35 0,00
FI -2.028,99 -2.028,99 0,00

FR -3.944,65 -578.113,65 -582.058,30 -3.734,50

-
451.152,8

4 -454.887,34
GB -2.191,45 -31.758,83 -33.950,28 -3,27 -3,27
GR 0,00 0,00
HU -47,82 -1.545.139,38 -1.545.187,20 0,00

IE

-
1.781.022,4

1 0,00 -1.781.022,41 -1.208,44 -1.208,44
IT -788,88 -6.968.276,64 -6.969.065,52 0,00
LT -30.720,65 -30.720,65 0,00
LU -18,00 -18,00 0,00
LV -18,07 -18,07 -0,46 -0,46
M 0,00 0,00
NL -11.490,61 -3.552.387,25 -3.563.877,86 -20,91 0,00 -20,91
PL 0,00 0,00
PT -4.586,22 -622.887,84 -627.474,06 0,00
RO 0,00 0,00
SE -0,21 -6.525,72 -6.525,94 0,00 -4.447,09 -4.447,09
SI 0,00 -310,95 0,00 -310,95
SK -399.012,76 -399.012,76 0,00

Tota
l

-
1.840.146,8

3 -28.284.382,48 -30.124.529,31 -5.278,53

-
455.643,0

9 -460.921,62

2012 EAGF EAFRD

Art 32(6)(a) Art 32(6)(b) Total Art 32(6)
Art

32(6)(a)
Art

32(6)(b)
Total Art

32(6)
AT 0,00 -11.870,29 -11.870,29 0,00 -13.609,19 -13.609,19
BG 0,00 0,00
BE -588,80 -37.478,64 -38.067,44 0,00
CY 0,00 0,00
CZ 0,00 0,00
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DE -133.056,04 -133.056,04 0,00 -2.940,00 -2.940,00
DK -279,03 -15.632,40 -15.911,43 0,00
EE -0,72 -0,72 0,00
ES -2.328,72 -23.347.006,01 -23.349.334,73 0,00
FI -80.576,44 -80.576,44 0,00
FR -3.456,82 -1.147.062,06 -1.150.518,88 -3.812,98 -66.966,74 -70.779,72
GB -18.319,68 -447.697,00 -466.016,68 -13,11 -13,11
GR 0,00 0,00

HU

-
2.201.719,1

8 -2,47 -2.201.721,65 0,00
IE -520.799,37 0,00 -520.799,37 0,00
IT -350,47 -15.069.812,38 -15.070.162,85 0,00
LT -2.195,87 -2.195,87 0,00
LU -13,50 -13,50 0,00
LV -51,02 -51,02 -3,76 0,00 -3,76
M 0,00 -4.827,24 0,00 -4.827,24
NL -809,84 0,00 -809,84 0,00
PL -380,33 -42.577,71 -42.958,04 0,00
PT -3.843,29 -134.031,46 -137.874,75 0,00
RO 0,00 0,00
SE -5.973,90 -5.973,90 -0,10 -9,58 -9,68
SI 0,00 -316,62 -316,62
SK 0,00 0,00

Tota
l

-
2.755.136,6

4 -40.472.776,80 -43.227.913,43 -8.973,80 -83.525,51 -92.499,31


