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2018 Discharge to the Commission

WRITTEN QUESTIONS TO COMMISSIONER HAHN

Hearing on 11 November 2019
____________________________________________

1. Could the Commission list all error rates reported in DG REGIO’s AAR and AMPR and provide
an explanation for the basis of calculation (how does the Commission arrive at these error
rates, are they based on historical data or projections?)?

Commission’s answer:
In its 2018 AAR DG REGIO reported 3 error rates:

- a Key Performance Indicator on legality and regularity (KPI5) related to the accepted
accounts in 2018 (); and

- a ‘risk at payment’ and a ‘risk at closure’ related to overall 2018 payments for the
purpose of the AMPR in line with corporate instructions.

This is in line with the recommendation of ECA in its 2017 Annual Report and of the 2017
Discharge Resolution, where DG REGIO and DG EMPL were requested (a) to streamline the
number of error rates reported in the AAR and (b) to focus their reporting (KPI5) on the same
accounting year being part of the population audited by ECA under its Statement of assurance.

For the purpose of its KPI 5 in the AAR, no historical data or projections are used. The
calculations are based on real data provided by audit authorities and reviewed by DG REGIO,
including upwards when necessary. DG REGIO thus assessed all individual residual total error
rates reported by 1st March 2018 by audit authorities for all the 175 programmes with certified
expenditure in the 2016/2017 accounts accepted in 2018, the basis for KPI 5. The purpose is
then to aggregate all reviewed error rates to obtain an overall average for all 175 programmes.
More specifically: the assessment is based on all available audit results for samples of
operations covering around 3.300 operations or part of operations and one third of the
concerned expenditure. Moreover, 85% of the audited expenditure was covered by statistical
samples, selected in line with the Commission exhaustive guidance provided to audit
authorities. The remaining 15% belong to smaller populations that, in line with the regulation
(Article 127(1) CPR) and the Commission guidelines, were selected using non-statistical
random samples.

DG REGIO’s assessment followed a twofold audit approach: a thorough desk review for each
of the 175 programmes, completed where needed by requests for additional information to
the audit authority or fact-finding missions, and on-the-spot compliance audits for
programmes considered at higher risk. On-the-spot compliance audit allow to re-perform
samples of audits at the audit authority’s level if documentation is sufficient or otherwise at
the premises of the beneficiaries, to ensure that all errors were appropriately detected by the
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audit authority in its sample. In 2018, DG REGIO audited on the spot 42 programmes (1/4)
identified as higher risk.

As a result of this two-stage approach, DG REGIO was able to revise error rates upwards in
some cases, and above the 2% materiality threshold for 29 programmes as indicated in page
70 of the AAR. For the remaining 3/4 of the programmes DG REGIO could confirm in the 2018
AAR residual total error rates below 2%.
The Honourable Members can find detailed information with the confirmed error rates and
residual error rates by operational programme, after the Commission’s assessment, in Annex
10 B of the 2018 AAR. This table also provides, for each programme, the state of the effective
functioning of the management and control system per programme, another important
legality and regularity indictor, as well as the latest errors rates reported by audit authorities
by 1st March 2019 but still under assessment by DG REGIO, in view of the 2019 AAR.
Making a weighted average of these confirmed individual error rates for the 175 programmes,
and neutralising the impact of advance payments into financial instruments in line with the
Court’s 2017 recommendation, DG REGIO calculated an estimated overall residual risk (AAR
KPI 5) just below the materiality level (1.96%).

Finally, based on professional judgment and taking account of

- either possible additional undetected errors (in case the DG REGIO audits found
undetected errors in the sample which they re-performed, indicating that further
undetected errors could remain in the parts of the samples of the audit authorities not
audited by DG REGIO)

- or ongoing contradictory procedures on DG REGIO or ECA audits, in which case the
worst case scenario at the time of drafting the AAR was considered,

DG REGIO also transparently disclosed that this overall residual risk could raise up to a
maximum of 2,74%. In our view, this reflects a fair and prudent estimate of the residual error
rate, based on a robust approach. The DG REGIO interval of 1.96% - 2.74% also overlaps with
the range reported by the Court in its 2018 Annual Report (2.5%-7%).

The approach for the calculation of the risks at payment and at closure is disclosed in page
111 of the 2018 AAR, and calculations in page 114 as well as in Annex 10B for a detailed
reporting of the risk calculations and relevant expenditure for each programme. These risks,
which have to follow a corporate approach for the AMPR for the sake of comparability across
all budget areas, apply to 2018 payments, therefore to a different population than KPI 5 (see
above). Expenditure declared in 2018 in relation to 2014-2020 programmes refers to two
programme accounting years, 2017/2018 (for expenditure declared in the first semester 2018)
and 2018/2019 (for expenditure declared in the  second semester 2018). Error rates for the
first semester expenditure are known when drafting the AAR but not yet confirmed, while for
the second semester they will be reported only by 1st March of the next year (2020). Hence
the need to estimate risks to 2018 payments using the most accurate risk indicator.

The risk "at payment" is calculated by DG REGIO for each programme. It applies to a different
population than KPI 5, i.e. to the "relevant expenditure" of the Commission reporting year
(2018) as set in the Commission’s accounts, in line with corporate instructions. The population
of relevant expenditure concerns not only programmes under shared management (2014-
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2020 programmes and 2007-2013 programmes closed in 2018), but also payments made in
2018 to the EU Solidarity Fund, under indirect management (IPA, urban innovative actions)
and direct management (technical assistance and sub-delegation given), with different
financial management then 2014-2020 programmes.

For programmes under shared management, “relevant expenditure” is defined by the
Commission accountant as all payments made during year 2018 (irrespective of the accounting
year concerned) net of any advance, i.e., excluding new pre-financing and including the 10%
retained amounts, and including the cleared pre-financing minus the retentions released and
any deductions applied in the accounts covering the expenditure of the period 1st July 2017
to 30th June 2018).

For 2014-2020 programmes the risk at payment is calculated by applying to the relevant
expenditure (as defined above) the most recent residual total error rate confirmed by the
Commission services (for 2018 the accounting year 2016/2017) or, when it is higher and for
reasons of prudence, the residual total error rate reported by the audit authorities by 1st March
(eg for 2018 the error rates reported by 1st March 2019 and relating to accounting year
2017/2018, but not yet confirmed by the Commission).

In case no error rates were reported yet by the audit authorities by 1st March 2019 (no
expenditure declared in the first semester 2018), but interim payments occurred in the second
semester 2018, a 2% flat rate was used.

The risk “at closure” indicates the remaining risk related to the 2018 relevant expenditure
once the Commission will have applied the necessary financial corrections to bring the total
residual error rates for all OPs down to 2% (future corrections). By using the latest confirmed
residual total error rates (for accounting year 2016/2017) and the reported (but not yet
confirmed) residual total error rate for accounting year 2017/2018 by programme, as detailed
in Annex 10 B of the AAR, DG REGIO was able to forecast for which programmes additional
financial corrections will be required upon finalisation of the ongoing audit contradictory
procedures for accounting year 2016/2017 and the assessment of the legality and regularity
for the accounting year 2017/2018.

The Honourable Members are also referred to replies to questions 5, 49, 50 and 56.

2. Could the Commission provide a description of the auditing process, including the
institutions involved, possibly with a timeline?

Commission’s answer:
The Honourable Members are invited to consult the Annex 10 of DG REGIO’s AAR which
provides a full picture of the control architecture and audit process of our funds implemented
under shared management. For ease of reference, highlights of this annex are presented
below.

For each operational programme (419 for Cohesion Policy, of which 295 for DG REGIO), the
Member State appoints:
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- a managing authority to manage the operational programmes: it performs
management verifications before declaring expenditure, ex-ante documentary checks
on all payment claims and ex-ante or ex-post on-the-spot checks on a sample of
operations;

- a certifying authority to certify the accounts and the payment applications before
their transmission to the Commission: it relies on the first level of verification
(management verifications) before declaring statements of expenditure to the
Commission, including carrying out its own checks when necessary

- an audit authority to oversee the efficient functioning of the management and control
system and to provide yearly professional, independent audit opinions to the
Commission, including residual error rates based on statistical sampling and after
corrections. It designs an audit strategy in order to perform audits of the management
and control systems, of the certified accounts and ex-post audits of a representative
sample of operations, as well as complementary audits on high-risk operations where
necessary. The audit authority may select a global statistical sample for various
programmes when management and control systems are homogenous.

Under shared management, the Commission entrusts Member States with implementing
programmes at national level. Member States allocate funds to beneficiaries and final
recipients. Member States set-up a management and control system for operational
programmes, which complies with the requirements of the Regulations, ensuring that the
system functions effectively and could prevent, detect, and correct irregularities. The
Commission plays a supervisory role, ensuring arrangements for the effective functioning of
the management and control systems. The Commission further verifies the effective
functioning of the systems based on all available audit results, including national and EU audits,
and if necessary, makes financial corrections.

The Regulation has introduced a major change: through the requirement to set up annual
accounts for each operational programme, covering the period from 1 July to 30 June. An
assurance package must be provided each year by 15 February by the national/regional
authorities, which includes:

- Management Declaration and Annual Summary, prepared by the managing authority;
- Certified Accounts, prepared by the certifying authority,
- Annual Control Report and Audit Opinion, prepared by the audit authority.

The assessment of all available audit sources allows the Directorate General to establish a level
of assurance for payments and performance of each programme:

- Audit authorities' work and results on both system audits and audits of representative
samples of operations, reported to the Commission throughout the year (system audit
reports) or by 15 February each year (annual control reports and audit opinions);

- Commission's desk and on-the-spot review of the work of audit authorities, including
re-performance of audits in case of identified risks;

- Commission's on-the-spot system audits at the level of managing authorities,
intermediate bodies considered as higher risk and including at the level of operations
to carry out direct testing, when necessary;
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- Relevant audit information received from other sources such as the European Court
of Auditors;

- OLAF final case reports.
In relation to the assurance packages to be received by 15 February each year (with a
possibility for extension till 1st March), the Directorate-General assesses first the programme
accounts, which it has to accept or to challenge by 31 May year N+1, and then it assesses the
legality and regularity of underlying expenditure included in these accounts (no deadline fixed
in the regulation). The co-legislator has decided to distinguish the acceptance of the accounts
from the treatment of issues linked to the legality and regularity of expenditure (see Article
139(5) CPR). This is similar to the process at EU level, where the Court of auditors can accept
the Commission accounts while at the same time reporting an overall material level of error.

DG REGIO carries out the examination of the accounts to determine whether the accounts are
complete, accurate and true and can be accepted by 31 May. Within 30 days of the acceptance
of accounts, the Commission will pay/recover the balance due. When conditions set in Article
139(2) CPR are fulfilled, the Commission will not accept the accounts. This triggers a
contradictory procedure with the Member State for the Commission to be able to establish
the amount chargeable under the accounts.

In parallel DG REGIO assesses the remaining documents in the assurance packages, namely
annual control reports, including reported residual error rates, audit opinions and annual
summaries. The regulation does not fix any deadline for this assessment, which falls under the
general management responsibility of the Directorate general. DG REGIO endeavors to
complete its assessment and to confirm error rates in view of its subsequent annual activity
report (KPI 5, see reply to question 1 above). When contradictory procedures are still on-going
at the time of the AAR, DG REGIO prudently reports for in its AAR the maximum potential error
rate, on the basis of information known at the date of establishing the AAR (and indicates in
its AAR that this information is not confirmed yet). The regulation also foresees that the
Commission can audit accepted accounts at any time during the period for obligatory
availability of supporting documents (up to 3 years following the year in which accounts were
presented, see combined provisions of Articles 75 and 140 CPR). There is therefore no legal
requirement to definitively close the Commission assessment on legality and regularity by the
next AAR, since the Commission corrective capacity for Cohesion policy is set by the co-
legislator to be on a multi-annual basis.

Validation of reported error rates entails both a thorough desk-review and assessment for
each programme, possibly completed by fact-finding missions or request for additional
information, and, on a risk basis, on-the-spot compliance audits (see also the reply to question
1 above). Annual audit opinions on the effective functioning of systems are also important
legality and regularity information. On the basis of all available audit information, DG REGIO
indicated when signing its 2018 AAR that 85% of programmes covering 80% of expenditure
declared in 2018 had systems that functioned effectively in line with the requirements (see
Annex 10 B of DG REGIO 2018 AAR).

The audit cycle at Commission level may trigger requests for additional financial corrections,
in case the Commission considers the Member State did not apply sufficient corrections (in
case deficiencies or high error rates were identified, or in case the Commission recalculates a
residual error rate above 2% while the Member State had reported a rate below 2%, thus
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requiring additional extrapolated corrections). Financial corrections are net in case of
detection of irregularities demonstrating serious deficiency in the effective functioning of the
management and control system not previously identified/reported and subject to
appropriate corrective measures.

This annual audit cycle leads de facto to the quasi-closure of an annual block of eligible
expenditure (except for advance payments under financial instruments or State aid that need
to be cleared in subsequent years). The Commission can however continue to audit specific
risks or programmes, if necessary, as indicated above.

A timeline of the whole auditing process described above is available in Annex 1.

3. What is the Commission’s opinions about the idea of introducing centralised sampling where
the Commission defines the sample for each Member State as the basis for the national audit
authorities’ checks?
Commission’s answer:
Following the shared management principle, the selection and implementation of the
sampling methodologies is one of the responsibilities of the audit authorities. For information,
only for 295 ERDF-Cohesion Fund programmes there are more than 200 audit samples
selected by audit authorities across Europe (no single sample by Member State) that provide
representative audit results. The sampling methodology is to be chosen for each operational
programme or group of programmes under a homogenous management and control system.
It has to take account of the characteristics of each programme in order to ensure
proportionate (and feasible) audit samples and representative and conclusive audit results.

Audit activities also need to be carried out in the most efficient way within the time given to
audit authorities to carry out their duties (results have to be ready within 7,5 months after the
end of the accounting year). This is why the Commission proposed various tools to audit
authorities to spread their work over the year (multi-period sampling, different sampling
techniques and methods compiled in a comprehensive guidance).

DG REGIO acknowledges that the use of sampling techniques require deep expertise and
sound professional judgement to ensure that results are statistically valid and reliable. In this
context, the audit authorities are benefitting from detailed guidance and training by the
Commission on how to use statistical sampling techniques. Most of them have developed
internal technical expertise or use also outsourced, specialised expertise, for example from
national statistical offices, when necessary. They also have an open, consultancy line with the
Commission audit services with the help, under technical assistance monies, of one of the
most recognised academic experts in the field of statistics at European level.

The Commission does not consider that it would be in a position to introduce a centralised
sampling and that this would be beneficial to the policy. The general main principle remains
that under shared management the Member States’ audit authorities are fully responsible for
the national audit work and results, including an adequate selection and implementation of
sampling methodologies, and for applying the appropriate financial corrections that result
from such audit work, at the level that Member States consider more appropriate in line with
their institutional arrangements.
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The Commission proposals for 2021-2027 continue with this line, but also open three
possibilities for improvement in this area.
(a) First the possibility for Member States to opt for a single statistical sample at national

level, selected by the audit authority or with the help of the national statistical services,
covering all programmes. This could potentially reduce considerably the control effort
while still providing national, valid results. It would also mean that in such case the
Member State would define its internal rules for the application of the required financial
corrections (at national / sub-national level).

(b) An exception for ETC (cross border) programmes that have historically suffered of a
disproportionate audit effort in relation to the funds allocated and the level of risks
identified over years. For such cross-border programmes, the Commission proposed that
it would centrally draw an EU level common sample covering all ETC programmes in
Europe (currently over 70 programmes), based on information to be provided in due time
by programme authorities, and to request each concerned audit authority to carry out the
audits that fall under its competence. This proposal is challenging but would indeed
provide room for reduction of the audit effort for programmes, which globally present
very low risks year after year. This may not be the case for mainstream national and
regional programmes, which present very varied risk levels year on year.

(c) An empowerment for the adoption of a Delegated Act setting out standardised off-the-
shelf sampling methodologies with the objective to provide to audit authorities a stable
legal framework from the beginning of the period. In that regard the Commission also
refers to its common reply to paragraphs 6.44 and 6.45 of the 2018 Annual Report of the
Court, where we call for a community of views between all European Institutions in this
technical area, so that audit authorities act under a stable framework.

4. Could the Commission provide a list of all studies paid for by your DG since 2009 indicating
the topic/title, who conducted the study, if it was published or not (if published, including
date) and the total cost of the study?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission notes that since 2015, the Annual Activity Report of DG REGIO contains an
overview table where the requested information is provided. For 2018, Annex 9 of DG REGIO’s
AAR lists all finalised studies (and evaluations) together with the total cost, short description
and the link to the published study.

The Honourable Members are referred to Annex 2 of the current replies where the available
tables for the last four years are provided. As regard the years prior to 2015, the Commission
refers to InfoRegio website where the Honourable Members can find all published studies (and
evaluations) since 2006:
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/publications?title=&themeId=0&typeId=
15&countryId=0&periodId=0&fundId=0&policyId=0&languageCode=en

The exact date of publication is available on the InfoRegio website and the name of contractor
is mentioned on the first page of the published study. Regarding the total cost of the studies,
this information is not available on InfoRegio and the Commission would need more time to
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address this request (for the years prior 2015). In case the Honourable Members have in mind
any particular study, DG REGIO could provide more details individually.

5. ECA uses a different methodology for calculating the error rate than the Commission. How
does the Commission’s methodology compare to ECA’s methodology? Could the Commission
explain why it uses its methodology and what its reasoning is for using this methodology
rather than the methodology used/and recommended by ECA?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission's methodology and concepts have been developed to fit the Commission’s
management context and obligations, but they largely converge with those used by the
European Court of Auditors in its audit approach (see 2018 AMPR p. 153 and Annex 2). As
explained under the reply to question 1 above, the KPI 5 on legality and regularity in the AAR
is closest to the European Court of Auditors’ "most likely / estimated level of error", in line
with the Court’s recommendation in its 2017 Annual Report. In recent years, the Court has
recognised that the Commission figures are, in most cases, broadly in line with the Court's own
estimates and/or within its range. This year, despite the estimated ranges overlapping
(reported KPI 5 1.96%-2.74% and Court’s estimate 2.5%-7%), the Court considered that the
Commission’s estimate for Cohesion policy is too low, both in the AAR (KPI) and in the AMPR
(risk at payment/at closure). The Commission also refers to its replies to points 6.14-6.15 of
the Court’s report where it expresses its disagreement with five errors quantified by the Court,
with a significant impact on the Court’s estimate.

The different roles and needs of our two institutions are therefore respected. As manager of
the EU Budget, the Commission’s objective is to identify weaknesses at programme level – and
below - and to take appropriate, proportionate remedial actions. The objective of the error
rates reported by the European Court of Auditors, as external auditor, is to provide an overall
audit opinion on the legality and regularity of expenditure of one specific year, across all
programmes and Europe, but not to identify which individual systems functioned effectively
so as to provide reasonable assurance to the Commission on the individual payments it did in
the year. As EU spending programmes are multiannual by design, the Commission's related
control systems and management cycles also cover multiple years. This implies that while
errors may be detected in any given year, they are corrected by Member States in first instance
but also by the Commission where necessary in the current or in subsequent year(s), until the
very end of a programme's lifecycle. Consequently, the risk (both as % and in amount) is
estimated by the Commission at two key stages in the cycle: at payment and at closure, as per
the terminology used in the AMPR.

In addition, in order to be able to provide bottom-up management assurance, and to identify
and address issues in specific areas, the Commission calculates the error rates per programme
(or other relevant segment) and aggregates all individual confirmed error rate to report its KPI
5 on legality and regularity in the AAR. The Commission’s error rates are based on a bottom-
up approach, involving the results of thousands of checks on EU expenditure (based on over
3.300 operations or parts of operations audited at national or regional level in 2018). This
means that the Commission’s information on error rates is more detailed than that of the
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Court. Without this level of detail, we would not be able to take the appropriate remedial
action, e.g. suspending a payment, asking a Member State or a beneficiary to pay back money,
or asking a Member State to present a plan for improving its management and control system.

6. Under the single audit approach, DG REGIO relies on the national audit authorities. Net
financial corrections are to be applied where irregularities demonstrating serious system
deficiencies are detected by the Commission or ECA, unless already identified in the
assurance documents/national audit reports submitted to the Commission, or corrective
measures have been taken by the member state.

- Could the Commission describe the process for the follow-ups on its reservations
and describe what corrective measures were taken?

Commission’s answer:
The AAR reservations are systematically followed up through remedial action plans requested
to the concerned programme authorities who are requested to improve the management and
control systems for future expenditure and to apply financial corrections for the past. This may
include net financial corrections when, as indicated in the question, the conditions set by the
co-legislator are fulfilled. Moreover, when the risks linked to the reservation are above 10%
(the payment retention), DG REGIO interrupts any subsequent payments to the programme /
concerned part of the programme under reservation, until when the deficiency in the system
has been remedied.

- How many net financial corrections has the EC imposed in this programming period?
Could the Commission describe the cases and errors where net financial corrections
where imposed as well as the amount of the financial correction?

Commission’s answer:
The co-legislators decided to impose strict conditions for the application of net financial
corrections. The Commission should analyse on a case-by-case basis the available evidence for
the fulfilment of the conditions set out in Article 145(7) CPR.

The Commission has not yet been confronted to a situation falling under the conditions set in
the regulation for net financial corrections. Either Member States took the necessary
corrective measures, and applied financial corrections, to treat a serious deficiency or high
error rate (reported residual error rate below 2%). Or the re-calculated error rates above 2%
could not qualify for a serious deficiency as defined under regulation (EU) N° 480/2014.
The Commission underlines that net financial corrections are not an objective per se. It works
as an incentive for Member States to timely detect and correct irregularities. This new
regulatory obligation also led some programme authorities, at the start of the period, to delay
the declaration of expenditure in order to carry out extensive verifications and avoid the risk
of net financial corrections.

Finally, net financial corrections can also derive from a Commission decision to apply financial
corrections, when the Member State failed to act in first instance. So far the Commission did
not have to adopt such Commission decisions for corrections, since Member States have
applied the appropriate financial corrections, as necessary.
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- What are the criteria for applying net financial corrections?

Commission’s answer:
Article 145(7) CPR complemented by the Delegated Regulation (EU) N°480/2014 set out the
criteria for applying net financial corrections. The Commission shall apply net financial
correction by reducing support from the Funds for cases where the Commission (or an ECA
audit) detects a serious deficiency in the effective functioning of the management and control
system, unless the serious deficiency has been identified and reported and has been subject
of appropriate remedial measures by the Member State prior to detection by the Commission
or the Court of Auditors, or had been subject of appropriate remedial measures by the
Member State.
Article 30 and Annex IV of delegated regulation (EU) N°480/2014 further sets out the criteria
determining serious deficiencies in the effective functioning of management and control
systems.

- Did the Commission impose any net financial corrections in cases where the ECA
had found additional errors?

Commission’s answer:
As indicated in the replies to the questions above, the Commission has not yet been
confronted to a situation falling under the conditions set in the regulation for net financial
corrections. Moreover, the ECA approach for DAS does not usually point to serious deficiencies
in the effective functioning of management and control systems, but to individual errors in its
audits. Therefore the Commission, under the current ECA audit approach, would probably not
obtain sufficient evidence and legal ground to be able to launch a net financial correction
procedure based on ECA results. However the Commission follows-up carefully all ECA audits
and in case it would consider that conditions set in Article 145(7) would apply based on ECA
audits, it will apply the required net financial correction.

- What is the share of net financial corrections of all financial corrections applied to
follow-up public procurement infringements?

Commission’s answer:
As the question concerns irregularities for public procurement infringements, the Honourable
Members are invited to consult replies to questions 23 and 73.
As explained in reply above, the Commission has not been yet in a position yet to impose a net
financial correction.
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7. Could the Commission provide a list of the 44 programmes where the management and
control systems were placed in category 3 and 4 - please specify the category, the
programmes, the Member State and the errors? Did the Commission identify a pattern that
indicates manifested problems in certain Member States?

Commission’s answer:
The list of the 44 programmes with deficiencies identified in the management and control
systems, through the work of audit authorities reported to the Commission and additional
audits by the Commission, is disclosed in Annex 3 to these replies.

The Honourable Members are also referred to Annex 10 B of DG REGIO’s AAR where the
effective functioning of all DG REGIO programmes is qualified, including for the concerned 44
programmes indicated as “not functioning effectively”, with a summary of the reasons.

In addition to publishing this list in the AAR, the Commission services reported and discussed
the aggregated results at various technical meetings with audit authorities as well as at the
EGESIF, the expert group meeting with the national representatives of the managing
authorities. Programme authorities were encouraged to use this information to improve their
systems by focusing their risk assessments and training activities for their staff on the areas
identified in the AAR.

8. A prominent source of error seems to be a lack of experience or knowledge in the national
audit authorities. The ECA Report mentions in particular weaknesses in the documentation
of the audit authorities’ work and wrongful calculation of error rates.

- What measures does the Commission have in place to increase the knowledge and
capability at the national audit authorities besides the bi-annual meetings with the
national audit authorities and the annual Homologues Group meeting?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission would not agree with the Honourable Members that programme audit
authorities, at national or regional levels, lack experience or knowledge. The great majority of
these authorities (95% of the 80 audit authorities in charge of ERDF/Cohesion Fund) have been
unchanged since the previous period. Therefore the Commission can benefit from an
experienced audit community, which went through extensive capacity building under the
previous period with more than 300 audits carried out by DG REGIO, and even though these
authorities are also subject to staff mobility.

However, the Commission does not relax and DG REGIO continues closely monitoring the work
of audit authorities, who have to work in 2014-2020 under tighter timeframes with a higher
risk of non detection. Moreover, some audit authorities have a decentralised structure with a
risk of inconsistent application of audit methodologies and tools at regional level. Therefore
ensuring a quality knowledge and capability at the level of the all audit authorities remains a
major priority. This is why the Commission continuously and closely works with all authorities
in the audit community to ensure that they work up to expected standards and provide fully
reliable audit results, through audits, guidance and regular multi-lateral and bilateral technical
discussions on methodological issues.
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The Commission continuously monitors and re-assesses the work of audit authorities through
re-performance, on a risk and rolling basis, to ensure they continue to perform in accordance
with high standards and provide fully reliable audit results.
In 2018 DG REGIO thus conducted 13 compliance audits covering 42 programmes and 33% of
the accounts expenditure and 5 fact finding missions. Audit work included re-performance of
audits of operations or system audits, review of the methodology followed and reliability of
audit conclusions. DG REGIO found the need for substantial improvements to work up to
standards for only 3 of the 11 audit authorities audited. As a consequence, DG REGIO has
requested actions from these authorities, for example to improve their checklists to
incorporate specific control points that will allow to spot issues missed so far, or to revise their
interpretation of the public directives or of VAT rules.

The Commission is not only auditing and supervising audit authorities. It provides the
necessary support, guidance, tools, and organises targeted, multilateral or bilateral trainings.
The cooperation includes a comprehensive set of guidance, shared audit methodologies (for
example to assess and report on the functioning of systems, or for auditing financial
instruments or performance indicators), technical meetings to discuss methodological issues
such as audit documentation and audit trail, the development of jointly shared and agreed
sampling techniques to ensure representative and reliable error rates, and the adoption of
joint audit tools and checklists used for auditing.

It also encourages audit authorities to better share existing expertise and good practices
through regular multilateral meetings and through the Peer2Peer exchanges programme co-
financed by the Commission’s technical assistance.

As a result of the conclusions of the High Level Group on simplification , the Commission
services have also agreed to a “Charter on good practices promoted by the Audit Community
under Cohesion policy EMFF and FEAD” which all audit authorities and the Commission agreed
to apply in its audit procedures. In particular, a joint typology of errors has been developed as
part of this Charter and is now commonly used to report errors. It was used for the first time
with the annual control reports received in February 2018 and was reported to managing
authorities through audit reports, audit wrap-up sessions and ad hoc meetings held by audit
authorities to better inform managing authorities on the actions to take to improve their
systems. The added value is to standardise further reporting, allow for a common analysis of
the root causes of errors, integrate most frequent sources of errors in programme authorities’
risk-assessments and adapt the managing authorities’ verifications approaches accordingly.
Finally, the Commission would like to stress that the audit authorities had already detected
the majority of errors (60) in the sample of transactions audited by the ECA. Overall, in relation
to accounting year 2016-2017 and for over 3.300 operations or parts of operations audited,
audit authorities reported about 1.500 irregularities. Consequently, audit authorities reported
total error rates above 5% for 10 programmes and between 2%-5% for other 25 programmes.
For all these programmes except one, sufficient financial corrections were implemented at
national level on time for accounts to arrive at residual risk below 2%

In the last assurance packages received by March 2019 (accounting year 2017-2018), audit
authorities reported total error rates above 2% for 66 programmes. As disclosed in page 74 of
2018 AAR, for all these programmes except 9 (6 FR, 1 LT, 1 SK, 1 ETC) sufficient financial
corrections were applied at national level on time for accounts to arrive at a residual risk below
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2%. The remaining 9 programmes were put under reservation in the 2018 AAR and additional
financial corrections will be applied based on a confirmed residual total error rate.

The Court also reported an improvement in the reliability of the work performed by the audit
authorities, even if some improvements were still considered needed in some cases. The
number of transactions for which it considered necessary to re-perform the audit work on the
ground has decreased to about half compared to the first year of the pilot approach, and it
considered that audit documentation improved. In recent years the Court also reported it
found improvements in the check lists used by audit authorities and in their general work,
allowing it to move towards the DAS pilot approach for Cohesion policy.

- Box 6.7 of the ECA report mentions an example of good practice in Lithuania. How
can such best practice examples be shared to improve the quality of
documentation in other Member States?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission welcomes the improvements reported by the ECA in the way audit authorities
document their audit work as well as the example of good practice in Lithuania. There are
more good examples in Bulgaria, Slovenia, Sweden, Czechia etc...

In line with the ECA recommendation issued in their 2017 Annual report, the Commission has
established a working group on audit documentation, with the participation of a large number
of audit authorities and ECA as an observer. The objective is to establish a common
understanding and practice in this area, since international auditing standards remain rather
general, taking due account of the need for an appropriate balance to ensure sound and
efficient administrative procedures. The first results of this working group piloted by four audit
authorities (BE, BG, EL and DE) was discussed with the whole audit community in the last
Homologues Group Meeting in Zagreb, in presence of representatives and Members from the
Court of auditors. The conclusions are planned to be presented in the technical group meeting
of Commission services and audit authorities in Brussels, in December.

The Commission will keep working closely with the audit authorities through sharing of good
practices and exchange of audit tools and methodologies.

- How can the Commission help Member States in improving the quality of work by
the national authorities?

Commission’s answer:
Programme authorities have at their disposal technical assistance funds for improving
administrative capacity and good governance, and to recruit the experienced staff they need.
DG REGIO is also implementing crosscutting initiatives to mitigate the main risks and
weaknesses identified and strengthen programme authorities’ capacity to efficiently and
effectively plan, implement and evaluate high quality investment programmes. For this
purpose DG REGIO has created some years ago a dedicated competence centre (unit) in its
organigram to reinforce the Member States’ administrative capacity. Actions implemented or
on-going are:

o Exchange of expertise and experience under TAIEX-REGIO Peer2Peer between
authorities managing and implementing ERDF and Cohesion Fund programmes in the
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form of study visits, expert missions and workshops. By August 2019, 193 exchanges
involving 2981 participants had been implemented, all with positive feedback. All
Member States have so far been involved either as beneficiaries or as providers of
expertise.

o The pilot action REGIO Communities of Practitioners offering Member State
authorities an opportunity to work together to develop joint tools or solutions on
shared issues. State aid is one key topic being addressed.

o A strategic training programme with six different modules for Managing, Certifying
and Audit Authorities and Intermediate Bodies. Since June 2014 more than 1100
people have been trained in 37 two-day training sessions.

o A Competency Framework and a self-assessment tool for efficient management and
implementation of ERDF and the Cohesion Fund, supporting further
professionalisation of management of the funds by helping Member State authorities
to identify and address competency gaps.

o Promotion of effective and proportionate anti-fraud/corruption measures to
increase the awareness of risks and greater acceptance that preventive measures are
possible. A stock-taking study on anti-fraud measures put in place by Member States
has been concluded. The study identified six main risk categories, and assessed
whether the measures put in place to mitigate risks of fraud and corruption were
proportionate to the Member States’ self-assessment of risks.

o Pilot Integrity Pacts in cooperation with Transparency International to help
governments, businesses and civil society fighting corruption in public contracting. 17
pilot Integrity Pacts are being implemented since 2016 in 11 Member States. The
experiences and lessons learned from these pilots are being disseminated and will be
applied to other EU co-financed projects in the future.

o A dedicated action plan on public procurement for strengthening capacity in that field
in close cooperation with DG GROW, other ESI Funds DGs and EIB. The action plan has
been updated in 2018 and particular emphasis was given to actions helping Member
States to further professionalise procurers.

o A State aid action plan designed in close cooperation with DG Competition. It aims at
increasing awareness and understanding of state aid rules, at improving the co-
operation between the various actors involved and providing pro-active support to the
EU Member States and regions in the correct application of State aid rules.

o A pilot action in cooperation with OECD on frontloading administrative capacity
building: 5 managing authorities have received hands-on support to analyse and
address their administrative capacity building needs in a specific roadmap. Experiences
will be disseminated widely to help Member States prepare for the 2021-2027
programming period.
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Checks for reoccurring errors

9. Once the national audit authorities find a specific error in one project - does it check if the
same error occurs in other projects in the same OP? Does it check if the same or a similar
error occurs in projects of other OPs?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission Guidance for Member States on the annual control report and audit specifies
that the errors found should be analysed by the audit authority, if needed with the support of
the managing authority.

An example is provided in footnote 37 of the guidance: In case an error is identified in an
operation under a certain priority axis, it might be that this error occurs in other operations in
the same priority axis. The audit authority needs to determine if this is the case and consider
it a systemic error. Such errors are in general associated with ineffective control procedures
within (part of) the management and control system. The above mentioned Guidance specifies
what additional audit work is to be performed and how such errors are to be included in the
calculation of the error rate.

As a general rule, in case of systemic errors detected, the programme authorities have to
review all operations which might contain the same error (all operations affected by the
systemic issue) and delimit the financial impact on the expenditure in the accounting year.

The impact of an error from one programme to other programmes is linked on the one hand
to the subject matter of the supported operations, but also to whether common managing
and audit authorities manage and control the other programmes as well. Even if there is the
same type of investments in several regional programmes as the one in which an error is
identified by an audit authority of that region, but which are managed and/or audited by
separate regional bodies, the conclusion cannot be directly transferred to these other
programmes. This is why the Commission also works with national managing or auditing
coordination bodies (e.g. IGRUE in Italy for audit or the managing coordinating body EYTHY in
Greece) to ensure that all programme authorities in a country are made aware of audit results
and can learn from these.

DG REGIO is also preparing a compendium of its own audit findings to share with all managing
authorities, so that they can learn from such mistakes and avoid them in their programmes.
This requires however careful work to ensure that findings are clearly understood due to their
sometimes specific national context.

10. If the Commission finds a specific error in one project - does it check if the same error occurs
in other projects in the same OP? Does it check if the same or a similar error occurs in projects
of other OPs?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission auditors have limited time and cannot audit the whole programme. However
they request the national authorities to perform additional controls (by the managing
authority) and/or audits (by the audit authority) in order to delimit the financial extent of such
errors.

Depending on the nature of the error, such errors can concern only one programme or several
programmes managed and/or audited by the same bodies. For example, an error related to
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the verification of a SME status, even if systemic for a programme investing in companies, will
have no impact on another programme, which invest solely in public infrastructure. On the
other hand, a public procurement error identified in a programme devoted to investment in
public infrastructure related to environment might well concern a programme devoted to
investment in transport infrastructure or any type of public procurement across all
programmes of the Member State (systemic issue).

DG REGIO auditors also assess, when they identify errors undetected by the audit authority in
the limited sample that they re-performed, whether similar errors can be present in the
remaining part of the sample of the audit authority. This assessment contributes to the
maximum reported KPI 5 in the AAR (please also see the reply to question).

Risk-based conformity audits

11. What are the criteria for the risk-based categorisation of transactions for the Commission’s
conformity audits? Of all transactions falling within the same risk category, how does the
Commission select its sample?

Commission’s answer:
Following its thorough desk review of assurance packages received each year by 1st March at
the latest, DG REGIO carries out a risk assessment every year in two steps for the selection of
its compliance audits to be carried out the spot.

In a first step the risk linked to the work of audit authorities is evaluated. The criteria used are:

- The independence of the audit authority
- The complexity of its structure (centralised or decentralised? Are many tasks delegated or

outsourced?)
- Recent changes in of the audit authority (is it a new AA?) or in its staff
- The quality of the system audits assessed by DG REGIO during the year
- The quality of audits of accounts
- The implementation of its audit strategy (are there delays?)
- The reliability of past reported error rates
- The reliability of past audit opinions
- If there have been reservations proposed related to the audit authority in previous annual

activity reports.

If several audit authorities have the same risk score, it is further analysed if the audit authority
was already audited in previous years, for how many programmes, how many programmes
the audit authority is in charge of and the amount of EU Funds that are covered by this audit
authority. The highest risks are selected for audit.

Once the high risk audit authorities have been selected, in a second step, the programme(s)
or group of programmes (in case of a common sample) to be audited are selected. The
following risk criteria are evaluated:

- Recent changes in the structure of the management and control system
- Complexity in the structure of the management and control system (decentralisation, high

number of intermediate bodies)
- Level of risk related to fraud
- Risk related to selection of operations
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- Risk related to management verifications
- High total error rate in previous years
- Recurrent material error rates
- Assessment of the annual control reports
- Quality of annual summary
- Quality of accounts
- Reservations proposed in previous years

If several programmes from the same audit authority have the same risk, DG REGIO will
preferably audit those which have not been audited yet, those which high amounts of
expenditure declared in the accounts.

Then the cut-off value for the selection of the number of audits is set in function of the audit
capacities of the Directorate general (52 FTE operational auditors, after deduction of
compulsory, regulatory desk work). Moreover, as the audit plan is always established for two
years, programmes which cannot be included in one year’s audit plan for resources reasons
are included in the following year.

12. How many flat rate corrections have been imposed by the Commission in the period covered
in its 2018 AAR? Could the Commission provide a list with the specification of the reason,
member state and amount of flat rate correction?

Commission’s answer:
Flat rates can be used to establish financial corrections or internally to estimate the levels of
risks to be reported.
Following regulatory provisions the Commission shall base its financial corrections on
individual cases of identified irregularities. Where it is not possible to quantify precisely the
amount of irregular expenditure, the Commission shall apply a flat rate or extrapolated
financial correction.

The extrapolated corrections are calculated using a reliable error rate to address the risk in the
non-audited population.
Only in case of no possibility to quantify the financial correction or to extrapolate the error
rate, the Commission uses flat rates.

In 2018, the Commission did not need to impose any financial corrections but Member States
agreed to apply themselves some flat rates corrections to address risks of irregular past
expenditure.  The most relevant was the Hungarian case, as described in the reply to question
73 to which the Honourable Members are invited to refer.
For the estimation of the maximum residual risk disclosed in the 2018 AAR (2,74%), DG REGIO
also used conservative flat rates for the programmes where there were ongoing contradictory
procedures and to take into account possible further errors in the remaining parts of the
audited samples that were not subject to the detailed re-performance. The programmes
covered were in France, Greece, Italy, Poland and Portugal.
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13. The ECA report mentions that not all of its recommendations of 2017 and 2015 had been
implemented by the Commission in full. Could the Commission explain why
recommendation 3 was not accepted and why not all recommendations were fully
implemented?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission provided its replies in the respective ECA annual report (2015, 2017) and
eventually gave complementary explanations to the ECA during the follow-up of previous
recommendations of ECA 2018 Annual Report (see Commission replies to Annex 6.3).

The Commission did not accept recommendation 3 of 2015 regarding the extension of the
eligibility period for 2007-2013 financial instruments. The recommendation therefore does not
require any action. As stated in its reply to the recommendation in the 2015 Annual report of
the Court of Auditors, in accordance with the mandate given by the European Council in
December 2014, the modifications introduced in the Commission’s closure guidelines were
within the scope of Article 78(6) of Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006, as amended, and therefore
did not require an amendment of the legislative act.

The Commission partially accepted recommendation 2 of 2017 on VAT eligibility rules. It has
made a legislative proposal for the financial framework 2021-2027 which addresses the
concerns raised. The Commission CPR proposal (COM (2018) 375 final) introduces a
considerably simplified rule on eligibility of VAT, independently from the private/public status
of beneficiaries: for projects below a total cost of EUR 5 million the VAT is considered eligible,
while above the threshold VAT is ineligible. The Commission has explained the difficulties that
the ECA recommendation would raise but the ECA considers that the legislative proposal did
not address the problem and classifies this recommendation as not implemented.

The Commission recalls that it has only partially accepted the recommendation 6 of 2017, since
objective difficulties linked to the contradictory procedure of its audits and legal requirements
for additional controls after acceptance of accounts do not always make possible to definitely
conclude on all reported error rates within one year, as suggested by ECA. The ECA still
considered that this recommendation has been implemented in some respects. Moreover, the
regulatory framework provide a multi-annual corrective capacity under Cohesion policy and
the Commission cannot deprive itself from the possibility to further audit closed accounts, if
found necessary.

14. For the 2016/2017, assurance procedure the Commission has received 175 assurance
packages from Member States, of which the Commission considered 135 reliable. However,
for DG REGIO revised the error rates of 29 operational programmes (OP) above 2% and for
11 OPs negotiations with Member States are not completed.

- What is the situation regarding respectively the 29 OPs (error rate above 2%) and
11 OPs (no final conclusion yet) to which DG REGIO refers in pages 70 and 71?

Commission’s answer:
Additional extrapolated financial corrections have been requested and have already been
implemented for 17 out of the 29 programmes. For three programmes, after contradictory
procedure, the Commission services concluded that no additional extrapolated financial
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correction is needed. For the remaining programmes, either the financial corrections have
been launched or the contradictory procedures on the REGIO audit conclusions are ongoing.

Detailed updated information on all corrections carried out for the 29 concerned programmes
will be disclosed in the 2019 AAR.

Regarding the 11 additional programmes for which REGIO could not reach a final conclusion
yet at the time of the 2018 AAR, REGIO is looking forward to the final position of the ECA in
the case of 10 programmes (in one country) to be able to assess which corrections it should
request as a follow-up. For the last programme it was finally concluded that based on all audit
evidence provided the residual error rate was below 2%.

- In particular does DG REGIO intend to open a procedure for a net financial correction
for any of these OPs, if not what will happen to these cases and when will the final
outcome for these OPs be known?

Commission’s answer:
After analysing each case, REGIO is proposing to the programme authorities the necessary
extrapolated financial corrections to bring the confirmed residual total error rate down to the
materiality level of 2%. The analysis includes a meticulous legal check whether the strict
conditions set up by the co-legislator in Article 145(7) CPR are met for the application or not
of net financial corrections. For the cases analysed so far, REGIO concluded that these
conditions were not met (see also reply to question 6).

- Which national management and control systems continue to be only partially
effective?

Commission’s answer:
In the 2018 AAAR, DG REGIO concluded that 44 programmes (representing less than 20% of
the expenditure certified in the accounts) did function only partially effectively or did not
function. For 26 of these 2014/2020 programmes the Director General expressed a reservation
in his 2018 AAR, explaining the detailed reasons for such reservations in Annex 10A of the AAR.
As explained in reply to question 7, specific corrective measures were requested to the
programme authorities in all 44 cases.

15. Reference is made on page 61 to the possibility of interrupting future payments where DG
REGIO becomes aware of remaining deficiencies of levels of errors after having accepted the
accounts. Has this instrument been used in view of the 40 OPs referred to before?

Commission’s answer:
Indeed after having accepted the accounts, if the Commission services conclude that the total
error rate (before correction) is above 10% (the regulatory retention made on each payment
claim), it can interrupt the payment of the balance (if not yet done) and subsequent interim
payments (taking though of the most recent information in case improvements have in-
between been applied to systems since there is some time elapsing between the reporting of
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the error rate and the confirmation by the Commission). When no interim payment is on the
Commission’s desk, DG REGIO sends a warning for interruption of payment (the Member State
is notified that would it send an interim payment to the Commission, this would not be paid
and payment deadline interrupted). It also in any case require additional financial corrections
to bring the residual error rate (after correction) below 2%.

Eleven of the 40 programmes referred to by the Honourable Member were still subject to non
confirmed audit information at the time of the AAR so the Commission prudently disclosed a
possible maximum error rate but had to wait for confirmation of the information before taking
action. For one programme (PL) the residual error rate was finally not confirmed above 2% (no
action needed beyond individual corrections) and for 10 of these programmes under one
common assurance package (PT) the final report from ECA is still expected.

For the remaining 29 programmes for which DG REGIO had audit evidence available at the
time of the AAR, based on a draft or final audit report, and upon finalisation of the
contradictory audit procedures when necessary, DG REGIO has proposed the necessary
financial corrections to bring the residual error down to 2% (as explained in reply to question
14). For almost half of these programmes the financial corrections are already implemented.

For cases where the residual error was confirmed to be above 2% but below 10%, financial
corrections are applied but the retention of 10% is deemed sufficient to protect EU budget
until the next submission of accounts, therefore DG REGIO does not interrupt payments.
Instead it sends a warning letter for corrective measures to the Member State to request
improvements in the system and the necessary corrections. When receiving the subsequent
accounts and assurance packages, systems are then re-assessed to confirm whether
improvements in the management and control systems has been implemented and no further
material level of errors is reported. The situation for the 29 programmes is as follows:

- For 17 programmes under one assurance package (EL) the revised total error rate was
between 2% and 5%; in such case no interruption or letter requesting corrective
measures needed to be issued.

- For 7 programmes with a revised total error rate above 5% but below or equal to 10%
(FR 5 programmes due namely to wrong calculations of the error rate, IT, LT), a letter
requesting corrective measures was issued. In addition, for the Italian programme, an
interruption letter was also sent but for additional issues related to a fraud
investigation.

- For 2 programmes, although the revised total error rate for the programme was below
10% (UK Wales 2 programmes), a warning letter of interruption was issued for a part
of the programme were the risk was estimated above 10%.

- Finally, for 3 programmes (BG, SK 2 programmes), the revised total error rate was
between 5% and 10% based on draft audit reports, with contradictory procedures on-
going. No corrective measure letter was issued because the high error rate identified
by the Commission was due to one single main error, not indicating a general
weakness in management and control systems and in the work of the audit authority.

16. DG REGIO reports 138 project audit findings in the 271 ERDF/CF operations audited (page 65)
and refers to 27 out of 42 programmes for which it carried out compliance audited where
the irregularities that it identified led to a material risk in the 2016/17 accounts plus two
desk reviews where the error rate was also above 2%. Taking also into account the findings
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of the ECA which were based on a random sample, these findings seem to affect the reliance
that can be placed on the audit authorities work.

- What conclusions did the Commission draw from these findings?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission carried out an assessment of the individual error rates reported by each audit
authority for each programme for the 2016/2017 accounts, following a twofold approach
(systematic desk review and risk-based on the spot audit work where relevant).

Overall, as a result, the Commission was able to confirm the reported residual risks below
materiality for more than 3/4 of the programmes, sometimes pending some slight adjustments
upwards required as a result of its review. This is to be put to the credit of the strengthened
control and assurance architecture of the 2014-2020 period.
REGIO considered the residual error rate to be above 2% for 40 ERDF/CF programmes (out of
175 programmes with certified expenditure), as reported in its Annual Activity Report. This
takes into account the results of ECA already available at the time of the AAR (some of the 29
cases) or expected (the 11 cases including 10 programmes grouped in one single assurance
package). The 40 programmes therefore refer to 15 assurance packages out of 138 received
and assessed. The Commission does not consider this as a sign of widespread lack of reliance
in the work of audit authorities.

From its side, the Court reports that audit authorities had already detected the majority of
errors in their audit sample. It also reports an improvement in the reliability of the work
performed by the audit authorities. The number of transactions for which it considered
necessary to re-perform the audit work on the ground has decreased to about half compared
to the first year of the pilot approach.

This is why, based on the assessment of all audit authorities, the Commission considers that
overall they carry out professional, independent and reliable audit work in compliance with
audit standards. Punctual improvements are sometimes needed, for instance to document the
work performed, improve the sampling parameters used or quantify complex issues in the
areas of public procurement or State aid. The Court and the Commission found the need for
improvements or missed errors for some audit authorities. For others, the Court and the
Commission’s audits did not reveal a single additional error, or only minor ones with no impact
on the reliability of reported error rates and opinions. The additional errors found by the Court
and the Commission, with varying impact and seriousness, do not indicate in the Commission’s
view a widespread failure in the functioning of audit authorities, but the need for the
concerned authorities to be more attentive to specific points. “Detection risk” (i.e. the risk of
missing an error) is inherent to any audit.

Finally, based on all national audit results completed by the Commission own’ audits, the
Commission knows which programmes are at risk: 83% of programmes representing 80% of
2018 relevant expenditure have systems functioning well; the remaining 44 programmes
present deficiencies as reported by audit authorities, but mainly at the level of managing
authorities (selection of operations and/or weak management verifications).
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- In the Commissions opinion, how can the reliability of the audit authorities’ work
be improved?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission is working closely with audit authorities, both bilaterally and multilaterally, in
order to address any need for improvement through its audits, or preventively to clarify issues
or provide guidance on complex issues.

DG REGIO relies on 83 ERDF/CF audit authorities for the implementation of its policy. It is
working in particular with the concerned audit authorities where audits identified
shortcomings in their work (3 of the 11 audited in 2018) to make their reporting more reliable
in the future. Concrete remedial actions have been taken aiming at improving their
methodology, audit tools and their understanding of the rules and at better training their staff.
The Commission services will continue to put the main focus of their audit strategy and audit
plans on carrying out compliance audits to review the work of audit authorities through re-
performance. This allows to identify, for high-risk programmes, and on a rolling basis for audit
authorities the risks of non-detection and to improve the work of audit authorities when
necessary.

More general actions taken by the Commission towards improved audit capacity building are
listed below.

- Which concrete measures have been taken or does the Commission intend to take
to improve the reliability of the audit authorities’ work?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission is continuously working with all programme authorities including audit
authorities to strengthen their capacity to detect and correct errors. Here is a non-exhaustive
list of actions which are taken in that respect:

o The Commission provides the necessary guidance and tools (for example: how to
assess management and control system weaknesses; which statistical methods and
parameters to be used for audits on operations; how to audit accounts);.

o The in-depth discussions between audit authorities and Commission services on the
updated guidance on financial corrections in the case of public procurement irregularities were
an occasion in 2017 and 2018 to confront the views of the different actors. Moreover, the
updated guidelines adopted by the Commission on 14 May 2019 have been largely presented
to the audit community and to the EGESIF. A question and answer document of 80 pages to
reply to all questions by programme authorities, including audit authorities, was circulated to
Member States.

o The Commission methodologies and audit check-lists are shared to ensure consistent
approaches; targeted multilateral or bilateral trainings are carried out. Audit authorities are
encouraged to better share existing expertise and good practices through regular multilateral
meetings in Brussels, annual bilateral coordination meetings with each audit authority, or in
the annual Homologues Group Meetings. Good practices and tools developed by peers are
exchanged at these occasions.
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o The Commission organises different ad-hoc seminars on request aiming to strengthen
the capacity of audit authorities to deal with the provisions of the programming period 2014-
2020 (management and control rules, public procurement, simplified cost options…).
o A common typology of errors has been agreed between the Commission and the
national authorities and is part of the “Charter on good practices promoted by the Audit
Community under Cohesion policy EMFF and FEAD” to report audit findings, to assess the root
causes of errors and for audit authorities to provide feedback to managing authorities. The
Commission also refers to its reply provided under question 8.

17. How does DG REGIO ensure that the error rate presented as KPI 5 is representative of the
entire population, considering that it obviously cannot carry out a compliance audit for all
OPs?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission is convinced that the average residual error rate represents the most relevant
key performance indicator for legality and regularity in the AAR since the whole control chain
has been applied, both at national and EU (Commission) level.

The representativeness of this KPI is ensured through the single audit approach, whereby the
Commission obtains audit opinions and representative error rates from audit authorities for
each programme each year (audit authorities report a significant audit coverage year on year
through statistical sampling, for example in 2018 around 3.300 (parts of) operations audited
representing one third of the expenditure declared, using mainly statistical methods). These
error rates are assessed exhaustively on the basis of a desk assessment, completed by requests
for further information where necessary and fact finding missions on the spot to clarify issues.
On this basis DG REGIO can establish a cartography of programmes at risk based on unclear
information, doubts and the need to ensure a coverage of all audit authorities over years to
ensure that issues are correctly identified (to mitigate the risk of non detection which is
inherent to any audit procedure as acknowledged by international standards). The available
resources obviously limit the programmes that can be audited on the spot (one fourth of all
programmes in 2018) but the audit can also span over the next audit year, if risks remain
uncovered (see also reply to question 2).

The Commission therefore has a comprehensive view of the situation for each programme
each year, complemented by risk-based audits, to obtain reasonable assurance in line with
auditing standards (not absolute assurance meaning 100% coverage) each year that the
residual error remains below 2%. But while the Commission services endeavour to ensure an
annual audit cycle, corrective mechanisms under Cohesion policy remain multi-annual and
both Member States and the Commission can still apply further financial corrections after
acceptance of the accounts or after confirmation of the residual error rate, would the
Commission obtain additional audit evidence pointing to such needs.
The Honourable Members are also referred to the replies to questions 1 and 5.
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Other Questions

18. In 6.14 of its Annual Report ECA notes that the number and impact of the errors found for
transactions in the 2014-2020 period were higher than for transactions relating to closure of
the 2007-2013 period.

- How do you explain that?

Commission’s answer:
Two thirds of the Court’s sampling focused on 2014-2020 transactions. For 2014-2020, the ECA
audited when the national control was finalised, while the Commission review and audits were
sometimes still ongoing. Moreover, the Commission does not share the assessment of the ECA
on three significant errors concerning 2014-2020 (see below answer to question 69).

If the number and impact of errors found in 2007-2013 is lower, this may also be explained by
the fact that final closure at the end of the programming period acted as an additional filter to
correct any remaining material level of errors, following the multi-annual corrective capacity
of programmes. The Commission has systematically checked all operational programmes for
20007 – 2013 in depth and identified any remaining material issues, applying financial
corrections as may be needed to  ensure a final residual rate of error below materiality (2 %).
The ECA carries out its audits on 2007-2013 closed programmes when the complete audit cycle
is achieved, including by the Commission.

- Are there any pattern indicating differences between Member States?

Commission’s answer:
The Honourable Members are invited to address the question for further detailed explanations
to the Court of Auditors. However, at first glance it would seem that the Court, besides its
geographical overview of audit results in the Annex 6.2 of its 2018 annual report (OJ C 340, p.1
(155)), does not consider that the sample drawn is appropriate and sufficient to analyse any
particular patterns at the level of the individual Member States. The Director General of DG
REGIO disclosed year after year, in his AAR, the assessment of his services on the effective
functioning of management and control systems. The situation varies from year to year, and
in 2018 out of 30 programmes in reservations for 2014-2020, 6 and 8 respectively were in
France and Hungary. For the 13 other Member States only one, more rarely two programmes
were concerned by reservations.

- Do any Member States show a particularly high increase?

Commission’s answer:
See above. The Honourable Members are invited to address this question directly to the Court
of Auditors
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19. The Commission has adopted guidelines and provided clarifications on eligibility of VAT to
the Member States.

- Did the Commission already observe a reduction in the errors regarding the
eligibility of VAT following the adoption of these guidelines?

Commission’s answer:
In its 2018 Annual Activity Report, the Directorate General for Regional and Urban Policy
reported that the errors from its on-the-spot audits regarding the eligibility of VAT were
negligible (see the table below). The frequency of VAT errors in the Court’s sample was also less
than in previous years.

Source: 2018 Annual Activity Report of Directorate General for Regional and Urban Policy, Page 65.

- When do you think the impact will be reflected in the results?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission notes that the errors regarding the eligibility of VAT were negligible in 2018 in
its own and in ECA audits. It is too early to ascertain that this due to the guidance provided to
Member States, even if this guidance created a debate and increased awareness among
managing authorities on certain issues possibly wrongly interpreted so far.
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20. The Commission agrees that in principle gold-plating adds unnecessary complexity and is a
source of errors.

- To what extent did the national programme authorities heed [pay attention to] the
Commission's recommendations?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission and national auditors have included the identification of gold-plating and
unnecessarily complex procedures in the scope of their audits in order to make
recommendations to managing authorities, where necessary, to simplify systems and reduce
the risk of errors. The Commission systematically monitors the state of implementation of its
recommendations (see reply to the question below).

To give an example, in a recent thematic audits in Greece, REGIO has recommended to national
authorities to use simplified cost options (SCO) to avoid disproportionate workload for
managing authorities and beneficiaries resulting from the current real cost-based declaration of
expenditure for certain sub-projects such as archaeology, public utilities and expropriations.
This has currently as a consequence that authorities need to perform very time consuming
verification procedures at the level of third party participants other than the beneficiaries. The
Greek authorities confirmed their interest in exploring the proposal made in the
recommendation since this would save much administrative costs.

The Commission also encourages programme authorities using the peer-to-peer tool offered by
the Commission free of charge for this purpose, allowing exchanges of good practices between
programmes and regions.

- Do you follow up the implementation of your recommendations in a systemic way?

Commission’s answer:
The implementation of the Commission’s audit recommendations is comprehensively
monitored and given systematic follow up, including at the annual control meetings with the
national audit authorities in each Member State. Recommendations remain open in DG REGIO’s
audit system (MAPAR) as long as the Member State has not provided evidence of remedial
action taken. It is indeed the responsibility of the Member States to take up the simplification
recommendations.

In relation to the impact of these recommendations, it is however difficult to measure and too
early to obtain evidence in terms of reduction of the frequency of errors.

- Which measures does the Commission take when it finds that a Member State
applies too complex, too detailed and/or too far-reaching rules that go beyond the
legal requirements set by EU legislation?

Commission’s answer:
The Honourable Members are referred to the Commission replies to the two sub-questions
above.
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21. The Commission also agrees that simplified cost options are less error prone. What are the
obstacles to extending the compulsory use of simplified cost options to more areas?

Commission’s answer:
In terms of frequency of use, we have seen an increased interest in simplified cost options (SCO)
in the recent years: SCOs are used by most ERDF-CF programmes 67% of ''mainstream'' and 90%
of ETC programmes. However in terms of volume of the expenditure, only 4% of the ERDF-CF
allocations are expected to be covered by SCOs at the end of the current programming period.
This is amongst others because under the current regulatory framework relevant forms of SCO,
such as unit cost payments, lump sums or flat rate financing, do not apply where an operation
or a project is implemented exclusively through public procurement of works, goods or services.

The reasons limiting the use of SCOs for ERDF-CF programmes are multiple. The amount of fully
publicly procured operations (thus forbidding the use of SCOs) is high in some countries. Little
experience in developing SCO methodologies and fear of audits add to the challenge. Some audit
authorities are still reluctant to get involved in ex-ante assessment of the SCO methodologies.
Moreover, many programmes may make use of a transitional period for the mandatory use of
SCOs under ERDF/CF envisaged by the Omnibus.

The Commission works closely with managing authorities and audit authorities to provide all
guidance necessary and to encourage authorities to use SCOs network.

22. Could you give us an update on the state of play regarding the implementation of the
Commission's Public Procurement Action Plan?

Commission’s answer:
In 2014, Commission ESIF Directorates-General and DG GROW, with the support of the
European Investment Bank, created a special Working Group to co-ordinate actions addressing
public procurement issues. This group has developed the Public Procurement Action Plan.

The Action Plan responds to recommendations by the European Court of Auditors to ensure an
integrated and consistent approach of the Commission services vis-à-vis Member States. The
objective was also to address the root causes of irregularities in this matter.

The Action Plan sets out a series of concrete preventive actions aimed at supporting Member
States – both administrative authorities and beneficiaries – in the application of public
procurement rules in co-funded investments. The focus is on three strands of action:
(i) ensuring compliance with EU Directives on public procurement;
(ii) stimulating efficiency and transparency and
(iii) encouraging the use of procurement as a strategic policy instrument (to pursue "green",
"social" and innovation goals).

The Action Plan is updated on a regular basis. The third revision in 2018, contains 27 actions of
which 14 are already completed and 13 ongoing in different stages of implementation. Actions
coordinated/implemented by DG REGIO comprise a hands-on guide on how to avoid the most
common public procurement errors, training sessions for managing authorities, support to
PEER2PEER exchanges, support to Integrity Pacts to increase transparency and accountability,
bring cost savings and improve competition through better procurement, a study analysing
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single bidding per country and sector for EU funded projects in relevant Member States, and
targeted support to selected Member States.

In May 2019, DG REGIO initiated a further revamp of the Action Plan to include new actions
reflecting the European Commission’s new working strands for 2020+ (including proposals from
the new Commission). Internal reflections and inter-service discussions on the new actions are
ongoing. DG REGIO expects to have agreement on the new version of the Action Plan early next
year and to finalise the formal approval process by the end of the first quarter of 2020.

23. Do you think flat-rate corrections are adequate to sanction public procurement
infringements?

Commission’s answer:
The experience has shown that in the case of irregularities in public procurement, it is not
possible to quantify precisely the financial impact due to the nature of the irregularities.

Irregularities in public procurement have a potential prejudicial impact on the competition, i.e.
they can deter some companies from participating in the procedure. This may indirectly impact
on the level of prices and on quality offered. The financial impact of such deterrent effect cannot
be precisely established as there is no possibility to know what the prices would have been, had
those companies that were deterred to participate applied. Therefore, a flat rate correction is
to be applied to the affected expenditure taking into account the nature and gravity of the
irregularities.

Standard flat rates for each of the public procurement error types are presented in detail in a
Commission Decision laying down the guidelines for determining financial corrections to be
made to expenditure financed by the Union for non-compliance with the applicable rules on
public procurement (C(2019) 3452, 14.5. 2019). The application of these guidelines ensures the
compliance with the principles of proportionality and equal treatment.

The Commission adopted its 2013 guidelines in May 2019 to adjust the approach to the 2014
Directives and to further types of irregularities detected by audits. Member States and audit
authorities are recommended to use these rates for the treatment of the infringements they
detect. The Commission provides support and training for this purpose.

24. ECA identified seven ERDF projects in Spain, France and Portugal that infringed the EU's state
aid rules. The Court considers that five of these projects, all of them in Portugal, should have
obtained less or no public funding from the EU and/or the Member State. These errors make
up approximately 1,6 percentage points of the estimated level of error.

- Could the Commission describe the problems and how these wrongful allocations
happened?

Commission’s answer:
Indeed the Court identified five errors linked to breaches of State aid rules in Portugal.
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Three of these cases relate to an issue with a national State aid scheme (law) which had
provisions not compatible with the EU State aid rules on the “incentive effect”, allowing
companies candidate for a public support to start financing part of their investments before
requesting the public aid. This is contrary to the incentive effect of the public aid, which expects
companies to wait for the public support before they launch the publicly supported investment.
These errors occurred due to a conflict between the national law, which programme authorities
were compelled to follow, and EU law. The Commission had in fact already identified this non-
compliance both through a monitoring exercise of DG COMP and during a preventive system
audit carried out by DG REGIO. DG COMP had requested corrective measures in March 2017,
namely that the Member State changes its practice without delay. The Member State acted
accordingly and changed its legislation in April 2017 with immediate effect, thus putting an end
to this specific breach.
Another case relates to an SME bonus that became ineligible when the beneficiary lost its SME
status and to the absence of incentive effect of the increase in the co-financing rate. In
particular, the beneficiary in question was an SME at the time of applying for assistance, but no
longer qualified as an SME at the time of granting the aid. The assessment of the status of the
company as an SME was done in line with the national system, which relies upon certificates
issued by a competent independent body. Given the frequency of issuing of these certificates
(i.e. annually), the Intermediate body was not in a position to correctly account for the change
in the SME status of the beneficiary when granting the aid. Furthermore, during the
implementation of the project, the national legislation introduced an additional incentive,
increasing the aid intensity for all projects under the measure, whose financial progress was
faster than planned. The Court considered that the beneficiary could not have been aware of
this possibility prior to the start of the project, or prior to accelerating the project in order to
benefit from the new rule, therefore this additional aid did not have an incentive effect and it
was therefore deemed ineligible.

Lastly, the last case refers to a “Service of General Economic Interest” which the Court deemed
to be an unlawful state aid. The project in question consisted in the provision of maritime inter-
islands transport services in an outermost region (the Azores archipelago), under a public service
contract. According to the Commission’s assessment, necessary conditions to qualify this project
as “Service of General Interest” were in fact fulfilled. Therefore, the Commission does not share
the assessment of the Court on this error. Moreover DG COMP considered that even if a further
analysis would demonstrate that one of the maritime routes would be overcompensated (which
was not done by the Court), only the amount of over-compensation would have to be excluded,
and not the whole operation covering several routes.

- Did the Commission impose any financial corrections? if not, why? if yet, could you
please specify the amount in total and per project?

Commission’s answer:
Concerning the non-compliant aid scheme which had already been identified by the Commission
services, the Commission had in fact already requested corrective measures for the future,
namely that the Member State changes its practice immediately. The Member State has
accordingly complied with this Commission request and has changed its legislation immediately,
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taking effect in April 2017. The Member State has thus put an end to the specific non-compliance
in its legislation on state aid as soon as it was notified of the breach by the Commission.

The Commission considers that as from the entry into force of the amended national legislation,
and the clear indication to national authorities in March 2017 by its competent services that the
previous provisions did not comply with state aid rules, the Member should have stopped
declaring expenditure in relation to the unlawful provisions. D|G REGIO has written to the
Portuguese authorities to clarify the situation after the March 2017 letter. In case there are any
irregular payments declared after that date in subsequent accounting years, the Commission
will require the Member State to correct them.
Concerning the two other cases, the Commission will follow-up upon receipt of the final report
by the Court, taking also due account of a deeper analysis needed by its competent service of
the operation under the Service of General Economic Interest.

- Could you provide us with a list of these projects?

Commission’s answer:
The Court identified the following Portuguese projects as affected by state aid errors:

Projects affected by the absence of incentive effect:

1. Project code: CENTRO-02-0853-FEDER-000317, beneficiary: AJ MAIAS SA, project title:
Incremento Produtividade AJ MAIAS SA, Operational Programme: Programa Operacional
Regional Centro 2014-2020.
Error amount as per the Court: EUR 297 091 (100%)

2. Project code POCI-02-0853-FEDER-000451, beneficiary: J&J Teixeira S.A., project title:
Wooden- For your health care, Operational Programme: Programa Operacional da
Competitividade e Internacionalização.
Error amount as per the Court: EUR 4 701 317 (100%)

3. Project code NORTE-02-0853-FEDER-018526, beneficiary: Pé d'Arca S.A., project title: Aposta
em segmento de gama alta (calçado “cosido e virado” com sola de couro com fendido
invertido), Operational Programme: Programa Operacional Regional do Norte 2014-2020.
Error amount as per the Court: EUR 177 220 (100%)

Project affected by the error by the incorrect assessment of the SME status:

4. Project code POCI-02-0853-FEDER-014577, beneficiary: Suavecel S.A., project title:
Inovação Produtiva Suavecel, Operational Programme: Programa Operacional da
Competitividade e Internacionalização.
Error amount as per the Court: EUR 2 811 003 (34.11 %)

“Service of General Economic Interest” project:

5. Project code: ACORES-12-6076-FEDER-000001, beneficiary: Secretaria Regional do Turismo
e Transportes, Project title: Serviço público no transporte inter-ilhas, Operational
Programme: Progama Operacional Regional dos Açores 2014-2020.
Error amount as per the Court: EUR 2 399 113 (100%)
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25. As regards the disbursement of financial instruments to the final beneficiaries, we still have
the impression that a lot of money is 'parked' on bank accounts of intermediaries, and does
not reach the final beneficiaries on time. Does the Commission have any tools at its disposal
to tackle this phenomenon?

Commission’s answer:
The 2014-2020 legal framework has been further strengthened to prevent abuses. The risk of
“parking” funds has been considerably limited, since only tranches of 25% are paid and
subsequent advances are made only when the majority of the previous payments have reached
the final recipients (i.e., 60% for the first tranche and then 85%). An ex ante assessment is also
required to avoid setting up funds which are too big. Management fees are now linked to the
performance of the instrument and disbursement to final beneficiaries. So far, 42% of monies
available in financial instruments have been disbursed to final recipients, which is similar to
grants.

26. Box 6.5 shows that neither the audit authorities nor the Commission detected any
infringements of state aid rules.

- Why did the Commission not detect these cases of infringement?

Commission’s answer:
The Court identified seven ERDF projects that infringed EU State aid rules based on its random
sample on operations in 3 assurance packages out of 24 audited, and it quantified five of these
errors in one assurance package.

The Commission does not have the means to audit all programmes and operations before the
Court carries out its audits. The Court’s samples are random while the Commission’s ones are
risk-based. Therefore programmes and operations selected by ECA may have also been selected
for audit by the Commission (if considered higher risk), or not (two of programmes selected by
ECA). Moreover, even when the Commission has planned an audit on the same programme as
the Court, it may not have selected the same operations to audit (two Portuguese operations
reported by ECA) or may not have had the time to carry out its audit before the finding by the
Court, since the Court audits the programmes for its Statement of assurance in parallel with the
Commission.

In the case of three Portuguese errors related to the lack of incentive effect, the issue had
already been detected by the Commission, prior to the Court’s audit. DG REGIO identified the
issue in an Early Preventive System Audit. And DG COMP had also identified it when carrying out
a second monitoring check on the aid scheme in question. As a result the Commission notified
the breach in March 2017 to the Portuguese authorities and requested them to take immediate
corrective action (see also reply to question 24 above). The Portuguese audit authority had also
identified the same finding in its audits of operations but had not quantified them in accordance
with the indication in the Commission letter to focus on correcting the scheme for the future.
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- Did the Commission identify any weaknesses in its audit systems following the ECA
recommendations? If yes, what measures have you taken to address these
weaknesses?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission reassures the Honourable Members that its services and audit authorities do
detect in their audits irregularities linked to state aid, as precisely illustrated above with three
of the Portuguese errors reported by the Court (see also paragraph 6.32 of the Court’s Annual
Report that refers to prior detection of the issues by the Commission). The Honourable
Members are thus referred to Chapter 2.1.1.1 – Control effectiveness of DG REGIO’s 2018 AAR,
which presents the typology of project findings detected by DG REGIO audits in its audits (page
65) and  reported by audit authorities in 2018 for the 2016/2017 accounting year (page 69). This
typology shows that 5% and 6% of all errors found and reported respectively by audit authorities
and DG REGIO in 2018 referred to infringements of State aid rules.

The Commission services remain vigilant in their compliance audits, when they review the work
of audit authorities, that the former apply appropriate audit procedures to correctly detect state
aid issues. The Commission has also shared with audit authorities its exhaustive checklist on
state aid, defined jointly between the DG REGIO, DG EMPL and DG COMP, and audits audit
authorities against this benchmark.

In parallel, to address the root cause of frequent State aid irregularities identified in the past by
the Court, DG REGIO is implementing a State aid action plan in close cooperation with DG COMP.
It aims at increasing awareness and understanding of State aid rules, improving the co-operation
between the various actors involved and providing pro-active support to the EU Member States
and regions in the correct application of State aid rules.

27. In its replies to the Court  concerning the representativeness of the samples the Commission
underlines that sampling methods require the use of professional judgement at various
stages of the process that may lead to different assessments by various actors.

- Could the Commission please specify its methodology and describe the criteria
upon which the professional judgements are to be based?

Commission’s answer:
Taking into account the technical character of sampling procedures as well as the fact that in
individual cases different approaches could be optimal in terms of cost-effectiveness of
sampling procedures, the Commission Guidance on sampling methods for audit authorities
provides details of available options and conditions of applicability of sampling designs.
Depending on the particularities of the different programmes, different methodological options
are offered and presented in the guidance. They allow the use of different sampling designs
depending on the individual cases.

In terms of the selection of sampling methods, the sampling guidance presents the favourable
conditions for the choice of any of them. It clarifies that it will always be possible to select a
representative sample through any of the listed methods. Depending on the individual case and
the respective method selected, there might be a considerable reduction of audit effort (i.e.
sample size) without compromising the representativeness and the robustness of audit results
as basis for the provided assurance.
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The professional judgment can be used by the audit authorities in different aspects, such as the
selection of the method, decision to stratify or not and at which level, decision to sample in
several periods, choice of the sampling unit (Article 25(5) delegated regulation (EU) No
480/2014), etc. The establishment of sampling parameters (confidence level in relation to the
effectiveness of the management and control system, anticipated error etc.) also entail choices
to be made based on professional judgement and a careful analysis of the specific situation of
the population to be sampled.

In addition, Article 127(1) CPR explicitly establishes that a non-statistical sampling method may
be used based on the professional judgement of the audit authority. The Commission guidance
proposed a criterion for exercising this professional judgment by considering a threshold of 150
sampling units as from which the use of a statistical method is strongly recommended.

28. As regards the calculation of amount at risk at payment and at closure, ECA notes the figures
for 2018 include expenditure, which has not yet gone through the full control cycle. This will
only happen as from 2020. According to the Commission DG REGIO estimated the risk at
payment and at closure by using the most conservative approach based on the 2016-2017
confirmed residual error rates. However, in 6.56. The Court states that this figure
underestimates the level of irregularity. This is very confusing for the discharge authority.

- Could the Commission please specify and explain its methodology?
Commission’s answer:
The Commission services report in the 2018 AARs (Annual Activity Report) and AMPR (Annual
Management and Performance Report) risks at payment for each budget area, based on a
corporate approach and methodology.

For Cohesion this risk at payment (before corrections) was estimated at 1.7%. This risk rate is
based on the expenditure incurred during the full calendar year 2018, which concerns all
management modes and includes payments relating to Cohesion policy under different
programming periods but also other funds beyond Cohesion policy managed under direct and
indirect management modes (EUSF, IPA, urban initiatives, technical assistance, etc.) – see
Commission reply to questions 1 and 5. The fact that payments to closed 2007-2013
programmes are also included under this risk at payment also reduces the overall result (see in
Annex 4, the table provided in DG REGIO’s 2018 AAR, p.114).

This risk at payment for the 2018 expenditure needs to be distinguished from the Key
Performance Indicator on legality and regularity (KPI) (residual error rate) reported in DG REGIO
and DG EMPL’s AARs as a weighted average of the confirmed error rates (e.g. for DG REGIO an
estimated error rate of 1.96%). The Commission also reported a worst-case scenario, taking
account all pending information still under validation at the time of the adoption of the AARs
(e.g. for DG REGIO up to 2,74%). The latter error rate estimates are based on the 2016/2017
accounts (n-1) accepted during 2018.

The reporting method used by DG REGIO and DG EMPL on this KPI follows the recommendation
4 of the Court in its  2017 annual report, inviting the Commission to focus the information
presented on the 2014 – 2020 control and assurance framework in the AARs on expenditure
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that has gone through the control cycle, i.e. assurance packages  covering expenditure before
30 June ‘n-1’.

Since the “risk at payment” is calculated using the most conservative (higher) residual error rate
between the confirmed KPI (for 2016/2017) and the most recently reported (but not yet fully
confirmed) rate (for 2017/2018), the Commission estimates that its calculation of the risk at
payment (and at closure) is a prudent and robust estimate.

The Commission also refers to its replies provided under questions 1 and 5.

- Does the Commission share ECA’s concerns or can its dispel ECA’s doubts?

Commission’s answer:
The risk at payment constitutes an estimate based on professional judgement. As far as
payments under the 2014-2020 programming period are concerned, the bulk of Cohesion
payments executed in 2018, the Commission used a projection of the individual residual risks
confirmed for the 2016/2017 accounting year to 2018 expenditure. In some cases, but only in
as much as the error rates were higher, it used instead the most recently reported but not yet
confirmed 2017-2018 rates, to present the most prudent and conservative picture. Therefore,
the Commission considers that the estimated risk at payment as disclosed in the AARs and AMPR
gives a fair and prudent view of the risk to legality and regularity of the relevant 2018
expenditure. These estimates are based on all available information about the programme
implementation, and therefore relate to a larger expenditure population than the one audited
by ECA.
In addition, the Commission underlines that at the time of the signature of the AARs and AMPR,
expenditure declared in the calendar year under reporting is covered by a 10% retention on all
interim payments (declared by Member States but not paid by the Commission until acceptance
of the accounts by 31 May of respectively n+1 and n+2). Therefore, the risk at payment in 2014-
2020 is considerably mitigated by this retention.

29. Did the Commission only close operational programmes for which it had assurance that the
residual error rate was below materiality? In 6.66 the Court seems to state the contrary.

- Could the Commission specify which OPs were closed despite an error rate
above 2%?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission did not close any programmes for which the final residual error rates are above
2%. We close programmes only if there is an error rate below 2%. Based on the data reported
by certifying authorities and checked at closure by audit authorities, DG REGIO has confirmed
the reported error rates and residual error rates, or has further adjusted the errors rates, based
on all additional information received from programme authorities which it has systematically
assessed. This assessment has led to additional financial corrections, where necessary to bring
the final residual error rates down below 2 %. The Court considered, based on its audits, that
for one of the nine audited programmes the error rate remained above 2%.
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- Was the Commission aware of the materiality of the error rate?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission could not be aware of a remaining material error, otherwise it would not have
closed the programme. This was the case for 48 programmes at the end of 2018, which were
not closed precisely because the Commission had not yet obtained assurance as to the non
material level of residual error rate (30 of these programmes remain unclosed at the end of
2019 for the same reason, no reasonable assurance that the residual risk remains below 2%
obtained yet).

Should the Court or a Commission ex post audit report quantifiable errors that would bring the
final residual error rate above 2 % for the closed programmes, despite all due care taken at
closure by both programme authorities and the Commission to ensure that all corrections were
already applied, the Commission will ensure the necessary follow-up of such findings, and
impose additional financial corrections as necessary. In particular the Commission will follow-
up any case raised by the Court, as deemed necessary.

- Are there any patterns in specific Member States?

Commission’s answer:
All Member States are under obligation to apply the appropriate financial corrections at closure
to bring the cumulative residual risk rate at closure below 2%. The Commission carefully
assessed each closure request and required additional financial corrections or additional
evidence (audit work) to get assurance and that it could close programmes.

Programmes in some Member States could be closed faster than others, thanks to the due
diligence in applying the required corrections or to the low risks identified. Other programmes
took longer. The 30 programmes (out of 317) that remain to be closed due to litigations and
further questions by the Commission are in DE, EE, HU, IT, CZ, HR and RO.

DG REGIO concludes at this stage of closure that the residual risk rate applied to the expenditure
certified for the whole programming period 2007-2013 is at 0.43%. The additional financial
corrections confirmed in 2018 (see Annex 10 E from the 2018 AAR) have allowed to further
reduce the residual risk rate provisionally reported in the 2017 AAR (only 1/3 of the OPs closed
at that time). The reduced residual risk indicates that appropriate financial corrections have
been applied up to and at closure, as expected, by programme authorities. Closure acted as an
additional filter to correct any remaining material level of error. The Commission services will
carefully complete the assessment of this indicator after closure of the remaining programmes
and additional financial corrections made where necessary, and will report to the Discharge
authority.



36

30. Do you find the 10% retention on interim payments a sufficient tool to protect the budget
in case the non-confirmed residual error rates are higher the confirmed rates?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission confirms that the 10% retention on all EU interim payments is an important
tool to mitigate risks when making payments and thus protect the EU budget until the full
national control cycle is finalised. It represents an effective and necessary component of the
assurance system put in place by the co-legislator since the 2014 – 2020 programming period.

This is why the Commission calls on the co-legislator and particularly on the European
Parliament to ensure that its proposal to re-conduct this useful measure in the 2021-2027 legal
framework is retained in the final agreement.

As illustrated in Annex 10 B of 2018 AAR, the 10% retention is enough to cover the risk for the
major part of the programmes. For the few cases for which the error rates are above 10%, the
Commission activates the mechanism of interruption of the payment deadline and no further
payment is made until the deficiencies in the systems are resolved.

After the acceptance of accounts (and release of the 10% retention) the Commission has the
legal tools to apply further financial corrections, in particular when it considers based on audit
evidence that the confirmed residual error rate is higher than the reported one (‘non confirmed’
under the terminology used in the question).

Moreover, Member State are also much conscious that irregularities or error rates pointing to a
serious deficiency in the systems which have not have been identified and corrected by the
programme authorities before their detection by the Commission shall lead to reducing the
support from the funds to the operational programme (net corrections).

31. According to the Commission, should there be a regulatory requirement for setting result
indicators at project level? Would this be helpful in measuring performance?

Commission’s answer:
It is first important to clarify three indicator concepts defined in the 2015 “Better Regulation”
Guidelines: (1) Outputs relate to the direct deliverables from the supported projects. (2) Results
or outcomes relate to a change that occurs for the beneficiaries after the support. (3) Impacts
are the policy changes that occur over time measured by statistical indicators and also
influenced by external factors.

In the regulations governing Cohesion policy for the 2007-2013 and 2014-2020 periods the term
‘result indicators’ is only mentioned in the context of programme priority axes. It equates to the
concept of “impacts” as described in the “Better Regulation” Guidelines. It was not considered
appropriate to collect such data at project level. Most of these indicators are statistical in
nature. They cannot be effectively monitored at project level.

For the 2021-2027 period, the Commission proposes a change in approach in that the
programmes shall monitor outputs and results (outcomes for beneficiaries) at project level.
Those investment actions should contribute to achieving the objectives of the operational
programmes (impacts) to be assessed through evaluations, not through the monitoring system
bearing in mind that these are also influenced by external factors.
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32. In 6.87 ECA says that the 26 completed projects for which they examined the achievement
of objectives, 17 had both result and output indicators. These had been reported fully
achieved in six projects (23 %) and partially achieved in eleven (42 %).

- How will the Commission improve this situation without complicating the application
system and operational procedure?

Commission’s answer:
Under shared management, linking financing of a project to the achievement of objectives at
project level is a matter of contractual arrangements between the managing authorities and the
beneficiaries. It falls under national responsibility. It is a good practice encouraged by the
Commission, but that we cannot impose. The Commission monitors the progress made to reach
the indicator targets at the programme level.

Concerning the 26 completed projects assessed by the Court, bearing in mind that the sample
of the Court covered different programming periods with very different performance
frameworks in place, the Commission considers on can be satisfied by the Court's conclusions
on the achievements of audited projects. In particular the Court reports that monitoring systems
were in place in all 14 Member States visited, audit authorities do carry out audits, at least on
output indicators, to ascertain their reliability, there is generally a clear link between output
objectives at operational programme and project level. An out of these 26 completed projects,
81% fulfilled completely (half of them) or at least partially their performance objectives. For the
four ERDF/Cohesion Fund projects found by ECA to have only partially achieved their
performance objectives, the Commission notes that the achievement of the indicator was as
high as 95% and 97% in two cases, at least 5 of the 12 indicators set for another project were
fully completed and for one project on railway construction reporting was not yet due at the
time of the audit.
Therefore the Commission considers that the performance of the 26 audited projects was
overall satisfactory.

- Could the Commission explain the system of output indicators? Is there a list of general
output indicators or guidelines on general output indicators applicable to all projects?

Commission’s answer:
For the period 2014-2020, the ERDF and Cohesion Fund legislation defines a list of common
output indicators for programmes. The programme authorities were encouraged to use those
common outputs in addition to specific output and specific result indicators when designing
their programmes. The Commission insisted upon the use of common output indicators when
these were relevant for the investments planned. The Honourable Members are referred to the
following documentation on the system of output indicators:

- The evaluation and monitoring concepts and recommendations are documented under
the following link:
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/2014/working/guidance_monit

oring_eval_en.pdf
- The following ESIF open data story also explains the system of ERDF/ Cohesion Fund

common indicators: https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/stories/s/4ij4-23vs
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- A recent study for the European Parliament provides a detailed examination of the
indicator system in place and the proposals for post 2020:
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2019/621807/IPOL_STU(2019
)621807_EN.pdf .

The Honourable Members are also referred to the Commission reply to question 75.

- Are output indicators part of the KPIs?

Commission’s answer:
In reporting on performance of the 2014-2020 programmes, a selected number of illustrative
ERDF/Cohesion Fund common indicators are used as Key Performance Indicators in the Annual
Management Plan, the Annual Activity Report and also in the Programme Statements. The
common indicators are also reported openly and in full in the Open Data Platform that has
received the EU Ombudsman Award for excellence in open public administration in 2017. The
Honourable Members can consult the information on the ESIF Open Data platform for all ESI
Funds (under the section “achievements”):

- ERDF (https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/funds/erdf )
- Cohesion Fund (https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/funds/cf )

33. Is late start the main reason for little progress achieved, as shown by the indicators for the
CF and ERDF? (Box 3.4. average progress towards target, ERDF: 13%/34%; CF: 26%/35% - on
the basis of programme statements/on the basis of Budget Programmes' Performance
Overview)

Commission’s answer:
The late start of many programmes during the period 2014-2020 contributed to the apparently
slow progress, owing inter alia to the late adoption of the MFF by the co-legislators, which had
a knock-on effect on the adoption of the legislation and hence of operational programmes.

However, given the complex and multi-annual nature of many infrastructure investments, it is
also understandable that the implementation of operations and achievement of indicator
targets is progressive and to a large extent back loaded (only achieved later in the specific
period).  Many infrastructure indicators show slow implementation rates in early years rising
rapidly towards the end of the period.

The N+3 rule in the 2014-2020 period combined with the generous advance payments to
programmes did not incentivise either quick spending of EU funds to concrete projects on the
ground, which would have contributed to generate faster outputs.

The setting of targets for 2014-2020 and the regular monitoring of progress through the annual
implementation reports (with values provided for decided projects and implemented values
from decided projects) is important. It gives a picture of progress over time and ultimately of
the reliability of the targets. The performance review carried out in 2019 was an important step
in this respect. The Commission took stock of the progress in implementation against the
milestones set by the programmes for 2018. The performance review provided a strong
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incentive to the managing authorities to implement the programmes as initially planned in order
to secure allocation of the performance reserve (6% of the total allocation) to the priority axes.

34. Box 3.11 shows that in case of the Cohesion Fund for 55% of the indicators the latest actual
data is from 2015 or before or is missing. While acknowledging that the timely and reliable
data provision is a duty of the Member States, does the Commission have any capacity to
influence their timeliness and quality?

Commission’s answer:
Targets for 2014-2020 were set on programme adoption. The aggregate targets were reported
in December 2015 in the report under Article 16 of the Common Provisions Regulation.
Thereafter, the programmes have been required to report annually on implementation (decided
and implemented indicator values) by submitting annual implementation reports to the
Commission, who carefully assesses them.

The figure reported by ECA in its 2018 annual report relates to information available before
receiving the annual implementation reports in 2018. Most recent information from the 2018
Annual Implementation Reports of the programmes (submitted to the Commission in June 2019)
shows that implementation values for common indicators are reported against around 81% of
the targets set.

With respect to quality of the data, the Commission has a formal information exchange with the
programmes’ managing authorities on the values reported and conducts quality checks on the
plausibility of the values reported in annual implementation reports, often seeking corrections.
The national audit authorities and the Commission audit services also conduct systems checks
on the reliability of the programmes’ monitoring system used to gather the monitoring data. In
case of deficiencies detected in the monitoring system or monitoring data the Commission can
suspend interim payments. The Commission has initiated the suspension procedure for four
programmes for that reason, these procedures are currently ongoing.

Europe 2020

35. Can the Commission provide an overview that shows the effectiveness of continuous
investment into structural and cohesion funds in reducing the economic gap between
different countries and regions? What measures could further improve the effectiveness and
success of these investments?

Commission’s answer:
Cohesion policy contributes to foster economic growth, create jobs and quality of living in the
Member States and regions of the European Union. Although it targets all Member States,
regions and cities in the Union, the bulk of cohesion policy funding is concentrated on less
developed European countries and regions in order to help them catch up and reduce the
economic, social and territorial disparities that still exist in the EU.
For instance, the cohesion policy allocation for the 2014-2020 period is almost EUR 280 per
inhabitant and per year on average in the Member States which joined the Union after 2004
(the EU-13) and around EUR 58 per inhabitant the so-called EU-15 Member States.
Cohesion policy provides a sizable flow of financial means and plays a significant role in
supporting public investment and growth enhancing public expenditure. For the period 2014-
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2020, the funding channelled by cohesion policy exceeds 50% of public investment in a series of
economically less developed Member States.

The Honourable Members will find below several examples of expected outcomes of the 2014-
2020 programmes:

 Support to 1.1 million SMEs;
 Help more than 7.4 million unemployed people and 8.9 million people gain new

qualifications;
 IT investment expected to provide 14.5 million additional households with broadband

access;
 An extra 17 million people are planned to be connected to wastewater treatment

facilities and 3.3 million more to smart grids, while 870 000 households will be helped
to reduce their energy consumption;

 Renovation of more than 4 600 km of TEN-T railway lines, construction of 2 000 km of
new TEN-T roads and 750 km tram and metro lines;

 6.8 million children gain access to new or modernised schools and childcare facilities
and 42 million people to improved healthcare services;

 240 000 people expected to participate in cross-border mobility initiatives and 6 900
businesses and 1 400 research institutions in research projects.

Cohesion policy has a significant impact on Member State economies. According to a recent
analysis, GDP in the EU-13 is expected to be around 3% higher at the end of the implementation
period thanks to the 2014-2020 cohesion policy interventions. The impact on the less developed
regions of the EU is also considerable. For instance, by the end of the programming period, GDP
in some of the less developed regions in Hungary (Észak-Magyarország and Észak-Alföld) is
expected to be more than 8% higher than it would have been without cohesion policy.

The effectiveness and success of co-financed investments at project level are influenced by
multiple factors linked to the role of the managing authorities and the project promoters. The
following are the main factors: the strategic focus of the programmes on achieving specific
changes; the selection process of programmes focussed on selecting the most effective projects
to contribute to the change; active monitoring and correction of weaknesses in project delivery;
the capacity of the project promoter to plan, design and deliver the projects on time and on
budget.

In the 2014-2020 legislation, Member States have an obligation to carry out evaluations
assessing the effectiveness, efficiency and impact of the investments contributing to each
objective of the programmes and to carry out at least one evaluation per priority axis. This
provides valuable input for policy decisions. These evaluations will explore the impact of
cohesion policy investments better than in the 2007-2013 period, contributing to the reinforced
result-orientation of the policy.

36. How does the Commission measure the sustainability of structural fund investments?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission underlines that it has consistently been promoting durability of EU funding: it
has been working towards establishing a common strategic planning approach and a well-
defined intervention logic. It has put in place several measures, including the ex-ante
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assessment for the cost-benefit analysis of major projects, participation in monitoring
committees to monitor progress towards result indicators, the new requirement for Member
States to carry out at least one evaluation per priority axis, and the Commission ex-post
evaluation.

In addition, and in line with the principle of shared management, the Commission recalls that
Member States need to ensure durability of results through relevant selection criteria and
through evaluations (as provided for by the Common Provisions Regulation, CPR).

Eventually, the Commission will ensure that article 71 CPR on the durability of operations is
strictly applied. This means the Commission will apply financial corrections when the legal
durability requirements are not met.

Financial management

37. Could the Commission please provide a list with all DG REGIO recommendations in the
context of the European semester, including the country concerned.

Commission’s answer:
The country specific recommendations (CSR) are proposed by the Commission College to the
Council for endorsement, and they are ultimately adopted by the Council.

The Commission proposal is prepared by the services and DG REGIO participates in this process.
In 2018 the European Semester cycle was of a particular nature for DG REGIO owing to a
reinforced attention to investment needs in the Member States in view of the negotiation of the
2021-2027 programmes. As a result an ‘investment’ CSR has been proposed by the Commission
for each Member State, identifying its investment gaps. These gaps are of a broad nature, they
may go beyond the specific Cohesion policy objectives and priorities, and therefore may be
addressed through private, public or EU financing. Based in particular on DG REGIO contribution,
together with others, the Commission services have presented the country specific investment
priorities of Cohesion policy in the investment guidance (Annex D) of the country reports (Staff
Working Documents) published in February 2019. This will be the basis for DG REGIO to engage
in the programming exercise with Member States for the 2021-2027 programming period.

38. It is important to note that the assurance procedure during the financial period 2014-2020 is
different from the one applicable during the previous financial period. Currently, the
Commission has partially completed the assurance procedure for the accounting year
2016/2017. The assurance procedure for the accounting year 2017/2018 is ongoing.

39. How do you reconcile the new assurance procedure with the requirement enshrined in the
Financial Regulation to render accounts annually?

Commission’s answer:
The assurance model under the Common Provisions Regulation (CPR) for 2014 – 2020 has been
built on the provisions of the Financial Regulation about shared management with Member
States. These provisions request the programme certifying authorities to render accounts
annually, based on an annual audit opinion and control report issued by an independent audit
authority and an annual declaration and summary of controls issued by the Managing authority.
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Article 138 CPR establishes an explicit link between the Financial Regulation and the sectorial
rules for Cohesion Policy. The Commission examines the accounts provided by programme
authorities by 15 February and decides by 31 May whether the accounts can be accepted. Article
139 (5) sets out that issues related to legality and regularity of the underlying expenditure shall
not be taken into account for the purposes of the acceptance of accounts.

The Commission therefore continues its assessment of the legality and regularity of the
expenditure declared once the accounts are accepted, based on information provided in the
annual control reports and on further control and audits it carries out (for a detailed description
of the process the Honourable Members are referred to the reply to question 1 and 5).
All these steps on the acceptance of the annual accounts by the Commission and the assessment
of legality and regularity by the Commission are described and reported in the annual activity
report of the Director General. For the remaining limited number of cases where error rates
could not yet been confirmed and the need for possible additional financial corrections not
assessed yet, the Directorate general has the possibility to continue assessing and auditing the
concerned programmes in the subsequent years. This is the multiannual corrective mechanism
under Cohesion policy, which has to be distinguished from the obligation for annual accounts in
line with Article 139(5) CPR (see also explanations under the reply to question 5).

Annual programme accounts therefore do not mean a definitive, annual closure of accounts and
underlying expenditure by the Commission, contrary to one could understand under the term
“programme annual accounts”, not less since part of the annual expenditure is linked to advance
payments that are cleared later (State aid advances, payments into financial instruments).
The Honourable Members can also refer to the Commission replies to questions 1 and 5 on the
multi-annual corrective mechanism under Cohesion policy.

40. Sources of errors remain broadly the same: ineligible expenditure, infringement of the
procurement or internal market rules and lack of documentation. Would the Commission say
that the situation has improved? How does the Commission remedy the situation?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission is committed to work consistently with Member States to contribute to
diminishing risks and sources of errors.

The types of errors indicated in the question refer to the broad typology of possible errors under
Cohesion policy. So these types may remain broadly the same over time, what matters is the
frequency of errors over time. The Commission underlines in that respect that under the current
programming period, there is overall a downwards trend of the error rate compared to previous
programming periods where the error rate was always well above 5%. The frequency of errors
detected by the ECA (16% for the 2018 Statement of Assurance) has also much decreased
compared to previous years. This is due to the strengthened assurance model of the 2014-2020
programming period. The frequency of errors under public procurement or State aid have also
diminished a lot over time in the Court’s reports. The Commission also stresses that
simplification could contribute to a sheer reduction of ineligible expenditure, that is why it is
working hard to convince programme authorities to engage in simplified cost options (see
further below). The typology of errors put in place between the Commission services and audit
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authorities will also help to monitor the evolution of the root causes of errors, to address them
in a more focussed way across all concerned programmes.

It is equally important to say that not all errors detected through audits should lead to financial
corrections, as the severity may differ a lot: the impact of a lack of documentation is not the
same than a clear infringement of internal market rules which would have distorted the fair
competition amongst bidders. The Commission needs strong legal grounds to impose financial
corrections, which need to be proportionate to the severity and impact of the errors identified.

This is without prejudice to the Commission’s continued and constant commitment to address
with the programme authorities any issues raised in EU compliance audits, and to continue
working closely together with the managing and the audit authorities both bilaterally and
multilaterally, with a view to improving their administrative capacities. As already mentioned in
previous replies, the Commission takes actions at the level of all programme authorities in order
to continuously improve their administrative capacity and update their knowledge of the rules
and their ability to detect errors. The Commission refers in that respect to its replies provided
under questions 8 and 16.
In parallel, as complexity is a source of errors, the Commission has invested significant efforts in
the simplification of rules. The Omnibus regulation has introduced targeted simplification for
cohesion policy with immediate effects in the current period, such as:
• No upper limit for lump sums (previously set at EUR 100.000 of public contribution)

• New payment form: payments based on conditions (as a pilot project)

• Compulsory use of simplified cost options for ERDF and ESF where public support does
not exceed EUR 100.000 for operations not implemented exclusively through public
procurement

• Simplification of ways to establish simplified cost options

• New off-the-shelf simplified cost options (for instance for staff costs or indirect costs)
• Possibility to use simplified cost options for the whole operation in case part of the
operation is subject to public procurement

• Clarification that where simplified cost options are used, managing authority has to
verify that conditions for reimbursement of expenditure are met.

The proposals for post 2020 put forward further ambition in terms of simplification, in particular
wider possibilities for simplified cost options, financing schemes not linked to costs but to
conditions, simple rules for VAT, no revenue generating provision.

The Commission also refers to its reply provided under question 20.

41. What will happen to the financial corrections imposed by the Commission? Are these net
corrections?

Commission’s answer:
Following its assessment of all individual error rates reported, the Commission may impose
financial corrections in order to bring each concerned programme’s residual risk below 2% for
the accounting year, in addition to the ones already reported by programme authorities
following the certification of accounts.  The Commission services disclosed in their Annual
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Activity Reports the required additional financial corrections to be applied to each concerned
programme. Additional financial corrections are not necessarily net corrections. In order to
impose net corrections, strict conditions of a serious deficiency in the functioning of the system
are required according to the Common Provisions Regulation (cf. Article 145(7)).

The Honourable Members are invited to refer to the replies provided under question 6.

Finally, it is important to underline that the accountability of managing authorities has increased
in the current multi-annual period. They need to carry out timely and robust management
verifications and audits before submitting accounts. They need to implement the resulting
financial corrections annually. Accordingly, a total of EUR 2,1 billion were deducted in the 2017-
2018 accounts as a result of financial corrections linked to continued management verifications
(around EUR 1 billion) and audits (EUR 163 million), and prudent withdrawals from the account
as compared to interim payment claims (around EUR 1 billion), to further verify the legality and
regularity of expenditure previously declared, but not yet included in the certified accounts.

This enhanced accountability of managing and certifying authorities, linked to annual accounts
and the fear of net financial corrections, contributes to better assurance to the Commission that
expenditure certified in the annual accounts is legal and regular. However the Commission
continues to assess thoroughly all assurance packages received year on year to detect possible
weaknesses requiring additional financial corrections, including net ones when necessary.

42. The Commission seems to release the 10% of payments retained based on the accounts
received. Would it not be more prudent to release the amount at closure?

Commission’s answer:
The co-legislators decided to release the 10% not when accounts are received but within one
month from the date when the accounts are accepted by the Commission. This way the 10%
retention that the Commission has to apply to all interim payments within the accounting year
(until the July N final interim payment claim) protects the EU budget until the national
authorities have completed their control cycle when they submit their programme accounts, by
15 February N+1.

The release of the retention at acceptance of accounts is also in line with the flow of the
declarations of expenditure, which, contrary to the system in place for the programming period
2007-2013, is currently only cumulative for the relevant accounting year. The Common
Provisions Regulation does not foresee a global financial closure for 2014-2020, to the contrary
of previous programming periods. Therefore, under the current rules, each year an accounting
‘clearance procedure’ is organised (taking account of payments made, including the annual pre-
financing, and the 10% retention compared to the amount certified in the programme
accounts). The 10% retention of each accounting year has therefore to be released after the
acceptance of accounts, in line with Article 139 of the Common Provision Regulation.

Nevertheless, the Commission disposes of additional tools to protect the EU budget, mainly
interruptions, suspensions and financial corrections. Financial corrections can be applied to
expenditure included in previously accepted accounts for which the 10% retention was already
released. They can as the case may be, be net if legal conditions are met. See also above the
Commission reply provided to question 30.
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43. Which were the weakest national management and control systems in 2018? Did the
Commission identify any patterns over time regarding Member States with specific
weaknesses?

Commission’s answer:
The Honourable Members are invited to refer to the reply provided to question 7.
In some Member States specific challenges for the proper functioning of the management and
control systems are due to specific weaknesses in the domestic legislation which the
Commission identified and requested to tackle through relevant legislative changes. Examples
include the clarification of the project selection process in relation in particular to “national
projects” in Hungary; appropriate monitoring of the status of small and medium enterprises as
a condition of eligibility to receive EU-cohesion funding in Czechia; the compliance of national
public procurement offices with EU public procurement rules when issuing their ex ante
opinions on public contracts, which are binding for programme authorities (Poland, Slovakia,
Romania); or recently the compliance with the ‘incentive effect’ condition under State aid rules
in Portugal.
Other systemic challenges in the management and control systems may result from continued
horizontal weaknesses linked to administrative capacity, governance, a lack of transparency, the
regulatory quality, accountability of relevant authorities, procurement procedures and
insufficient conflict of interests prevention on the ground. The Commission is supporting the
national authorities to overcome these problems. For example, DG REGIO is closely cooperating
with the Romanian and Slovakian authorities and has put in place under technical assistance
different partnerships and projects with experienced partners such as EIB, OECD or the World
Bank to support an accelerated administrative capacity building process, to improve the policy
governance and capacity of the concerned administrations, or to reinforce the fight against
fraud and corruption (with the help of OECD) in Slovakia. Moreover the Commission services
take such issues into account in their risk assessments for carrying out their risk-based audits
(for ex. specific thematic audits or compliance audits).
The Commission also refers to its replies under questions 8 and 22.

44. Can the Commission give more detail about the 30 reservations for the assurance packages
for the years 2016/2017?

Commission’s answer:
The Honourable Members’ attention is drawn to the reply provided to question 46 and to the
corresponding Annex 6 to this document, where the full list of reservations is provided, together
with up-to date details and explanations.

45. Can the Commission give more detail about the 18 reservations for the assurance packages
for the years 2017/2018?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission understands that the question refers to the 18 reservations for the 2007-2013
period mentioned in DG REGIO’s AAR for 2018. The Commission provides the Honourable
Members in Annex 5 to the present questionnaire a table with most updated information on
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the concerned programmes, the reasons for reservations, overview of the validated residual
error rates, as well as the targeted actions. This table completes the information previously
published under Annex 10A of the 2018 AAR of DG REGIO, p. 66.

46. Could the Commission please provide a full list with explanations of all its reservations
including the Member State, the reasons for the reservations and the amount of financial
correction imposed and recovered?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission refers to the 18 reservations for the 2007-2013 period and the 30 reservations
for the 2014-2020 operational programmes mentioned in DG REGIO’s AAR for 2018.

The Honourable Members are invited to consult Annexes 5 and 6 to the present questionnaire,
containing respectively a list of the 18 and 30 reservations mentioned above. These annexes
include the reasons for reservations and, for financial reservations, the amount of financial
correction imposed and recovered. This list completes and updates the information contained
in Annex 10A of 2018 AAR of the Directorate General for Regional and Urban Policy.

The Commission notes that reservations were made in 2018 in relation to 26 operational
programmes with serious deficiencies identified in their management and control systems,
leading to a risk above 10%. For additional 3 programmes, the reservations were only due to the
non-acceptance of the accounts. Last, there is a reputational reservation for one European
Territorial Cooperation programmes (cross border) due to the lack of designation of authorities
and implementation progress (FR, Saint Martin-Sint Maarten).

Error rate

47. In the attempt to provide the discharge authority with reliable error rates at payment and
closure of programmes. Last year DG REGIO provided more than 10 different error rates. For
2018, DG REGIO created new categories: 1) risk at payment and 2) risk at closure. The “risk
at payment” is estimated after preventive controls haven taken place but before corrective
measures have been applied. The controls are made and corrective measures imposed by
national authorities, who subsequently communicate the corrected figures to the
Commission. In most cases, the Commission relies on Member State’s information, which
the Court considers only partially reliable.

Commission’s answer:
DG REGIO has followed the Court’s recommendation and Discharge resolution by limiting its
reporting in the 2018 AAR to only three error rates: a Key Performance Indicator on legality and
regularity (KPI 5), in line with the Court’s recommendation, and a risk at payment and risk at
closure, in line with corporate instructions (as this was already the case in its 2017 AAR).

On the risk at payment and risk at closure the Honourable Members are referred to the
Commission replies to questions 1 and 28 above. On the shared management model, single
audit and reliance of the Commission on national authorities the Honourable Members are
referred to the Commission replies to questions 2 and 16.
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48. How does the Commission determine the risk at payment? How is it calculated? Could the
Commission specify its methodology or provide the indicators on which this calculation is
based?

Commission’s answer:
The Honourable Members are invited to refer to the Commission reply provided to question 1.

49. The risk at closure is estimated at programme closure, meaning when all ex post controls
are completed and corrections are applied, and legally no further action may be taken.

- Could the Commission define the term “risk at closure”?

Commission’s answer:
The calculation of a risk at closure is in line with the corporate instructions and enables the
Commission to aggregate in the AMPR the error rates reported from the different EU budget
headings.

In the case of ERDF-CF expenditure, the risk at closure is calculated by programme, deducting
from the residual error rates found or estimated to be above 2% the necessary future financial
corrections still to be implemented (forecast) in order to bring the residual error rate down to
2%. More details are provided in the Commission reply to question 1, to which the Honourable
Members are referred to.

- Could the Commission give detailed information on the consequences taken to
minimise the risk at closure?

Commission’s answer:
The mitigation of the risk at closure is a direct consequence of reducing the residual error rates
for individual programmes concerned, which underlie its calculation. Thus for the purpose of
calculating the risk at closure in the annual activity report (AAR), DG REGIO committed to bring
down to 2% the residual error rates for all programmes where it detected so far a risk above 2%.
DG REGIO will also report in its subsequent AARs how these corrections forecasted for the “risk
at closure” have been implemented.

50. What is the difference between a “residual error rate”, a term used in previous AARs, and
the “risk at closure”?

Commission’s answer:
The “residual error rate” is calculated each year for each programme, deducting from the total
error rate the financial corrections implemented. It is an indication of the risk that remains in
the amounts certified in the programme, annual accounts. It is currently the indicator for DG
REGIO’s overall estimate of the error rate based on accounting year n – 1, and used for the
calculation of key performance indicator 5 on legality and regularity in the AAR.

The “risk at closure” is a concept introduced into Commission corporate instructions several
years ago, and used across all budget areas for the Annual Management and Performance
Report (AMPR). In the case of ERDF-Cohesion Fund expenditure, the risk at closure is calculated
by programme, deducting from the residual error rates found or estimated to be above 2% the
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necessary future financial corrections still to be implemented (forecast) in order to bring the
residual error rate down to 2%.

51. The Court states in points 6.60ff: “In 2018, for the 202 assurance packages for the 2016/2017
accounting year, the Commission carried out 26 compliance audits. These audits covered 193
operations (entailing four visits to beneficiaries) and 25 assurance packages in 13 Member
States. We reviewed eight of the Commission’s audits in eight member States.

52. The Commission assessed in the draft reports on 21 (81%) of its 26 compliance audits that
the error rate reported in the audit authority's annual control report was underestimated.
Fourteen (54 %) of these audits resulted in an error rate above 2 %.

53. The Commission’s risk-based approach to selecting OPs is not designed to produce an overall
residual rate reported as a KPI. The Commission cannot project the results of its compliance
audits to OPs on which it only carried out a desk review. OPs not selected for compliance
audit inherently present an audit risk of undetected errors.” What is the Commission’s view?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission acknowledges that the detection risk (the risk of missing an error) is inherent
to any audit process, as acknowledged  by international auditing standards.

The Commission has designed its assurance system in such a way as to allow the Directors-
General to provide reasonable assurance on each of the 419 individual programmes under
cohesion policy, as per their obligation as authorising officers by delegation. This assurance
model is based on a cost-efficient, two-step audit approach, taking also account of the resources
available, which entails a systematic desk review of all programmes, complemented by risk-
based on the spot audits for selected programmes.

The Honourable Members are referred to the Commission replies to questions 2 and 17.

The same detailed coverage of expenditure by the Commission as achieved by audit authorities
when auditing the representative sample of operations (3 300 operations audited in 2018) is not
realistic due to its necessary limited resources (some 80 full time equivalent auditors in DG
REGIO and DG EMPL compared to over 2 000 auditors at central level in audit authorities, not
counting regional or local auditors) and the need to avoid duplication of efforts and
administrative burden. The single audit approach is therefore crucial for cohesion policy funds
implemented under shared management. Its implementation however requires a certain level
review of the work of the audit authorities, to verify that their audits are performed in
accordance with common standards.

The sample of audit authorities and programmes that the Commission decides to audit each
year, on a rolling basis and in order to cover the main audit authorities over time, are selected
based on a risk assessment (the Honourable Members are referred to the Commission replies
to question 11). As this sample is risk based and not statistically representative the results
cannot be extrapolated to those programmes were only a desk review was carried out.
However, by carrying out a thorough desk review of all programmes, the Commission services
can obtain an indication of the lower risk programmes and can thus obtain reasonable assurance
that for the non-audited audit authorities / programmes the reported error rate is not materially
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misstated (even if the risk of non detection remains, which could bring the reported error rate
up but not beyond 2% in line with our assessment).

Finally, by estimating a worst case scenario for its key performance indicator on legality and
regularity (KPI5 of 1.96% in 2018), using also professional judgement (2.74% in 2018), the
Directorate-general takes account of a certain risk of not detecting certain issues for some
programmes and transparently discloses this in its AAR.
The Discharge authority has also called the Commission to work on a risk-basis in the past, to
avoid duplication of audits and to target the limited resources to these areas that are material.
By implementing its audit strategy and approach, DG REGIO intends to cover all main audit
authorities over time and to continuously enrich its own risk assessment, taking also account of
audit findings on common audit authorities from other Commission services (EMPL, MARE) or
from the Court. At the same time DG REGIO needs to conserve a capacity to carry out thematic
audits for areas that remain high risk in certain programmes.

The Honourable Members are also invited to refer to the reply provided under question 17.

54. For the fourth accounting year 2017-2018, 258 programmes (including 10 multi-fund
programmes with EMPL chef de file) have submitted accounts with ERDF-CF certified
amounts by 1 March 2019. Based on desk reviews, the Commission accepted 242 certified
accounts, as they seem plausible.

55. How does the Commission arrive at its conclusion about the assurance packages for the
period 2017/2018 while its verifications are ongoing?

Commission’s answer:
The assessment which is given in the Annual Activity Report (AAR) regarding the 2017/2018
accounts concerns different aspects: first the acceptance of accounts, which is based on the
audit authorities’ unqualified opinion on the accounts in line with Article 139(2) of the Common
Provision Regulation (CPR), and which does not interfere with legality and regularity issues as
decided by the co-legislator (Article 139(5) CPR). Second, the Commission services provide their
conclusions on the effective functioning of system based on a systematic preliminary
assessment and consistency checks to confirm that the information disclosed in the annual
control reports and audit opinions just received before the AAR is in line with all information
available to the Commission at that stage. The main objective is to provide reasonable assurance
on the payments made to programmes for the AAR reporting year (2018), and to decide which
reservations need to be issued with respect to that reporting year. This is based on audit
authorities’ audit opinions on the effective functioning of systems, on all system audit results
reviewed during the year and on the Commission own audit results (taking also account of ECA
or OLAF reports).

However, the confirmation of individual error rates reported for the 2017/2018 accounts are
not reported and not confirmed at the time of the AAR (they are disclosed in annex 10B for
information purpose, and to explain the calculation of the “risk at payment” in case the latest
reported residual error rate is higher than the confirmed one for the previous accounting year).
A confirmation of these 207/2018 reported error rates will be provided in the next Annual
Activity Reports in 2020, once the Commission services have finalised their assessment including
with the performance of the necessary risk-based compliance audits. The average residual error
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rate, based on all confirmed individual error rates, will therefore subsequently be reported as
the Key Performance Indicator (KPI5) in the Annual activity reports to be issued by 30 April 2020.

56. Based on what methodology and which indicators does the Commission announce a residual
total error rate of 1,96% while 23% of the assurance procedures were still not completed?
Would the Commission please comment on how the 1,96% relate to the error rate of 2,74%
mentioned on page 76, footnote 69? How did the Commission arrive at the error rate of
2,74%?

Commission’s answer:
As mentioned by the Honourable Members, footnote 69 of 2018 AAR specifies that the total
residual error rate of 1,96% is calculated based on all audit evidence available at the date of
adoption of the report, pending the outcome of some contradictory procedures. It is a
conservative estimate. The contradictory procedures may also lead to a reduction of some of
the underlying error rates. In the same footnote, the methodology for the calculation of the
2,74% error estimate is disclosed. DG REGIO estimates the maximum error rate at 2,74%, taking
into account possible further errors and information which may become available after adoption
of the AAR, as a result of Commission audits and Court of Auditors findings (worst case scenario).
For the concerned programmes, the confirmed error rate is adjusted upwards accordingly, using
a conservative flat rate.

57. Which are the national management and control systems concerned (IT-Calabria, UK-Wales
and 3 FR regional control bodies)?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission understands that the Honourable Members refer to footnote 67 of the
DGREGIO Annual Activity Report, which lists the audit authorities in which the Commission
detected specific shortcomings. The Commission underlines that these deficiencies are not
necessarily affecting the national management and control systems.

The Honourable Members will find below more details on the situation of each concerned body:

IT- Calabria

REGIO audit carried out at the level of the Calabria audit authority identified weaknesses relating
to the selection of retrospective projects, quality of the management verifications and issues
relating to public procurement. These deficiencies had not all been detected by the audit
authority. In view of these shortcomings, the Commission services issued a letter requesting
corrective measures to improve the functioning of the management and control system (in
particular the quality of management verifications and audits of operations). The programme
authorities are taking corrective measures to address the weaknesses identified by the
Commission auditors.

United Kingdom – Wales

During a compliance audit of the Welsh audit authority in November 2018, REGIO auditors
identified in one operation deficiencies in the verifications made by the audit authority (and the
managing authority) of the eligibility of the expenditure declared on the underlying public
procurement procedure. The deficiencies are systemic but limited to railway infrastructure
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projects. In April 2019 REGIO sent a letter to the Welsh authorities informing that payment
requests containing expenditure from railway infrastructure projects would be interrupted.

In its final audit report REGIO maintained its position and asked the audit authority and the
managing authority to carry out additional controls and audit work on all railway infrastructure
operations for which expenditure has been declared to the Commission since the beginning of
the programming period in order to provide sufficient assurance on the legality and regularity o
the underlying public procurement procedures. If necessary any non-eligible expenditure will
have to be corrected.

DG REGIO auditors are in close contact with the Welsh audit authority in order to solve the issue
as soon as possible.

3 French (FR) regional control bodies

The audit carried out at the level of the 3 regional French control bodies, working under the
supervision of the French audit authority, identified weaknesses relating to the quality of the
management verifications, issues relating to public procurement and State aid and issues
related to the eligibility of participants to ESF or IEJ projects. In view of these shortcomings, the
Commission services issued a letter requesting corrective measures for each of the programmes
concerned, In particular the letter requested to strengthen the management and control system
and improve the quality of the audits carried out by the audit authority. The programme
authorities have taken several corrective measures to address the weaknesses identified by the
Commission auditors. These corrective measures are positively assessed by the Commission
services but the implementation of some of these measures is still ongoing.

Financial instruments

58. Current allocations show that EUR 18 billion of ERDF and CF is planned to be delivered
through financial instruments, which constitutes 7.2% of the overall allocation, with a
significant variation among Member States: UK, NL, SE, HU and LV have the highest share (all
above 12%), while DK, IE and LU do not have financial instruments at all. Please indicate what
amount has been invested in which programmes/projects. In which way is the Commission
involved in programme/project selection and in evaluating the sustainability of the
investment?

- Why do some countries not use financial instruments?

Commission’s answer:
Only three Member States (Denmark, Ireland and Luxemburg) have no plans to deploy financial
instruments as they have limited financial envelopes and decided to concentrate their EU
funding on another form of support, mainly grants.
In 2014-2020 the decision to choose the most appropriate form of support lies with the Member
States. The programmes which are negotiated with the Commission include description of the
intended use of financial instruments, but the amounts are indicative and before a Member
States decides to make contribution to a financial instrument, there is an obligation to prepare
ex ante assessment. The required detailed contents of such an ex ante assessment, which cover
also sustainability-related aspects, are included in the regulations and the Commission provided
additional extensive guidelines. This ex ante assessment is discussed in the monitoring
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committee (where the Commission participates) and is subject to audit. For the period after
2020 the Commission proposed to maintain the requirement to have ex ante assessment, but
with streamlined requirements, with the key elements required to make a decision on the form
of support available already when the programmes are sent for approval, and not later as it was
in 2014-2020.

- Could the Commission provide a list of these projects?

Commission’s answer:
The list of all financial instruments co-financed by ESIF funds is published annually. It includes
information on the specific priorities where the financial instruments are used, the thematic
objectives, the form of support, names and address of financial intermediaries, selection
procedures used to select such intermediaries, management costs and fees paid and detailed
financial data.

The data is also available through the Open Data platform.

Most of the financial instruments (58%) is used to support SMEs under thematic objective 3
(TO3), with significant amounts (16% each) for low carbon economy (TO4) and innovation (TO1).
Only small amounts are used in the form of financial instruments in other thematic objectives.

The most recent summaries, describing situation in the end of 2017, were provided in November
2018. The summaries for the end of 2018 are being finalised and will be sent to the European
Parliament and published by the end December.

59. Financial instruments are a considerable source of error (11%). Which are the most
commonly identified errors and how are they corrected? Did the Commission identify any
patterns within or across Member States? Did the Commission impose any net financial
corrections as a consequence?

Commission’s answer:
Audit authorities reported that they found financial instruments errors representing 11% of all
errors they found due to two errors detected in the set-up of one Financial Instrument. It ranked
as a third source of error (after ineligible expenditure and public procurement errors) due to the
high amounts committed to this financial instrument. But in terms of frequency of errors, it was
not very important (less than 0,1%).

The Commission has launched thematic audits on financial instruments. The first results will be
disclosed in the 2019 Annual Activity Report.

In any event, according to the regulation, the eligibility of expenditure for financial instruments
will be assessed at closure of the programmes. Indeed, any ineligible investment found during
the implementation of the operational programmes can be replaced under certain conditions
by eligible investments until 2024.
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60. The Court criticised the quality of the implementation reports (point 6.35). How does the
Commission remedy the situation?

Commission’s answer:
The Court has acknowledged the substantial efforts made by the Commission in recent years to
improve data quality reported by the Member States in the 2014-2020 programming period.
Regarding 2007-2013 period for the financial instrument mentioned by the Court, the weakness
of the implementation report was due to a reporting mistake made by the fund manager. The
Commission agreed with this finding, but reiterated that the impact on the RRR at closure was
negligible.

Further questions

61. In the framework of the fight against fraud, the Commission offers a specific data-mining tool
(Arachne) to help managing authorities identify projects that might be subject to risks of
fraud. According to the information from the Commission, in December 2018 Arachne was
being used by 21 Member States for 165 OPs representing 54 % of all EU cohesion funding
for 2014-2020 (excluding ETC). What concrete steps have EC and DG for Regional and Urban
Policy made to encourage member states to use this tool? Managing authorities consider
that, its current form, Arachne does not entirely meet their needs. How reacted DG Regio at
these echoes and what concrete steps were made to improve the tool?

Commission’s answer:

Arachne, the anti-fraud tool, supports Member States’ authorities in their administrative
controls and management checks on ESF and ERDF projects through a 'risk-scoring' process that
identifies projects featuring high risk. In such cases, additional verifications or other measures
may be appropriate in order to avoid that the risk materialises.

Nevertheless, according to the current legislation the use of this analytical device is voluntary.
By September 2019, 21 Member States had decided to use Arachne. 16 of them had integrated
it into their management and verification processes for at least 1 operational programme, while
5 were still at the stage of evaluating the tool. 4 further Member States were reflecting on
whether to use it. Only 3 Member States have, at this stage, decided not to use the tool.

The review and improvement of Arachne and its promotion among Member State authorities is
one of the actions envisaged by the new Commission Anti-Fraud Strategy adopted in April 2019.
Arachne offers added value for fighting fraud affecting the EU financial interests, as it is the only
EU wide risk scoring tool and Member States can use it cost free. Furthermore, it can be used
for several EU policies – apart from employment and regional policies it can, e.g., also be used
in the area of fisheries. Consequently, also the European Court of Auditors has recommended,
in two recent special reports on anti-fraud, an increased use of Arachne.

The Commission continues to assist authorities and encourages those Member States not
sufficiently using Arachne to do so. Since 2013, the Commission has visited all 28 Member States
in relation to Arachne: 91 presentations, 75 trainings and 33 anti-fraud seminars and workshops.

Arachne is constantly technically improved and updated by the Commission. It can be applied in
each step of the project cycle, such as project selection and award, project implementation and
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before certification of payments. Since 2017 Arachne allows for comparisons of data over time.
This helps identifying trends in fraud prevention and detection in the Member States. Since
2019, the tool is web-based and its implementation made further user friendly.

Following the multiple requests received from Member States, the Arachne team is preparing
guidelines on how to assess identified risks including practical examples.

62. What DG Regio has done to offer to member states the maximum support to improve their
absorption rates? How was improved the technical assistance directly in member states with
the goal to improve absorption capacity in Member States experiencing difficulties in this
regard?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission services continuously help Member States to speed up the implementation of
their programmes with different means.
For this, Member States have at their disposal important amounts of technical assistance,
proportionate to allocations, to ensure that programme authorities have the necessary support
to manage, monitor and audit programmes. The Commission can also mobilise its technical
assistance to provide targeted measures to help programme authorities or Member States.

As part of technical assistance, Commission services also provide targeted and substantial
support to Member States including capacity building actions, exchange of expertise and good
practices, advisory services. This includes the Peer-to-Peer tool to facilitate exchange of
expertise between programmes and authorities, JASPERS to help assessing major projects,
TAIEX, fi-compass to help implementing financial instruments, as well as World Bank assistance
to analyse particular sectors, to develop the required legislation or develop a pipeline of mature
projects for selection.

All these actions help improving the programme authorities’ capacity to implement the funds.
Technical assistance in the form of financial and staff support allows Member States to avail
themselves of the necessary additional resources, as needed. The technical assistance can
reinforce the concerned public administrations. However, the national administrations remain
responsible for selecting projects and ensuring that only legal and regular expenditure is
declared.

The Honourable Members are also referred to the Commission reply to question 64.

63. How the DG Regio is informed about the progress in implementation of new European legal
framework on prevention and avoidance of conflicts of interest in shared management in
member states?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission is accompanying and guiding Member States on how to avoid any conflict of
interest in line with the new provisions of the 2018 Financial Regulation applicable to national
authorities, at any level, involved in the shared management of EU-funds. DG REGIO is involved
in this process together with the central services (DG BUDG):

 Effective and efficient internal control system have to prevent any type of conflict of
interest. Member States are obliged to ensure an effective prevention and detection of



55

situations of conflict of interests in the management and control of EU funds. During DG
REGIO audits this is verified at the level of the management and control system of an
operational programme (are adequate procedure in place to avoid and detect conflict
of interest?) and at the level of individual operations (in particular for the selection
process).

 At horizontal level, the Commission is in contact with the national authorities of all
Member States to exchange good practices and identify weaknesses. As an example,
the Commission launched a survey on the national rules in place in light of the new
requirements introduced by the 2018 Financial Regulation. The Commission has shared
a first overview of the outcome of the survey in a conference held on 10 April 2019 in
Brussels. It is currently crosschecking its reading of the replies with the Member States.

 Another example are regular meetings between Member States and the Commission,
e.g. the Expert Group on the European Structural and Investment Funds (EGESIF), where
the new rules on the prevention of conflict of interest have been presented and will be
discussed in the future.

DG REGIO has scheduled audits throughout 2019 and 2020 to verify that the management and
control systems of relevant operational programmes comply with the new requirements on
prevention and detection of situations of a conflict of interest.
Finally, the Commission is working on a guidance to the Member States to facilitate the
understanding and implementation of the new rules, as a follow-up to the 10 April conference
with Member States’ authorities.

64. What was concretely done in 2018 in Member states which regions participate in the
Catching Up initiative? How many new regions and in which Member States joined this
initiative in 2018? What is the interest of states to integrate into this initiative?

Commission’s answer:
The Catching-up Regions Initiative aims to provide hands-on expertise to selected low-income
regions across the EU. Overall, the work done in all the countries helps them tackle specific
bottlenecks and territorial disparities identified during the European Semester. It also feeds into
their preparatory work for the post 2020. This includes coordinating and prioritising regional
development and investment strategies, strengthening administrative capacity of beneficiaries,
developing project pipelines, supporting fulfilment of enabling conditions and testing new policy
approaches. It also provides institutional and policy coordination mechanisms between the
national and regional level and an effective communication tool for bringing Europe closer to
citizen in deprived regions.

In 2018, the initiative was at different stages in the countries involved. The first pilots were
completed in Romania on smart specialisation governance and in Poland as regards technology
transfers, financial instruments, spatial planning and vocational training. At the same time, the
initiative only began in Presov, Slovakia with a focus on energy retrofitting, development of basic
environmental infrastructure in remote and protected areas, alignment of the supply of
secondary vocational schools education with the labour market needs and regional spatial and
open data infrastructure (continued and extended to Banská Bystrica in 2019). Poland and
Romania continued with the roll-out of the first results (all regions in Romania and five
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voivodships in Poland). Some new activities were also added, e.g. support to research
commercialization (business-science cooperation and research valorisation) in the North-East
and North-West of Romania and energy efficiency (national scheme aligned with two other
initiatives led by DG ENER: "Coal Regions in Transition" and "Smart Finance for Smart Buildings")
and demand-responsive transport in Poland .

65. What was done to improve the cooperation and communication with AFCOSs in member
states?

Commission’s answer:
In accordance with Article 3(4) of Regulation 883/2013 (the OLAF Regulation), each Member
State has designated an Anti-Fraud Coordination Services (AFCOS) to facilitate effective
cooperation and exchange of information, including information of an operational nature, with
OLAF. This Regulation does not require Member States to provide AFCOS with specific
investigation powers or functions. As a result, there are considerable differences between
Member States' AFCOS in terms of structure, powers, size and ambition. This requires a tailor
made cooperation relationship by OLAF with each individual AFCOS.
As regards investigative cooperation with OLAF, it varies greatly from one Member State to
another. Some AFCOS have no investigative powers while others are fully empowered to carry
out administrative or even criminal investigations, hence better equipped to support OLAF.
To address such discrepancies in the quality of cooperation, the Commission’s proposal to
amend the OLAF Regulation, while leaving unchanged the general principle that the organisation
of the AFCOS should be determined by each Member State, introduces an obligation of result.
Each AFCOS should be able to either offer themselves, or else obtain from other authorities the
(operational) assistance required by OLAF (an obligation of result on the AFCOS). If effectively
implemented, this would already represent a significant improvement over the current
situation.

To improve cooperation and communication, OLAF and the AFCOS meet on a regular basis at all
hierarchical levels. The main purpose is to make sure that OLAF and national authorities
cooperate and share information efficiently, including the exchange of experience and best
practices in investigative cooperation. In addition, an AFCOS expert group chaired by the
Commission (OLAF) meets annually in Brussels.

Finally, in line with the European Court of Auditors recommendations to the Commission in its
report on fraud in cohesion, and with a view to further developing the AFCOS’ functions,
improving their role in horizontal multi-disciplinary anti-fraud coordination, the Commission
encourages AFCOS to take the lead for national anti-fraud strategies (NAFS) applicable in each
Member State. By now, 11 Member States have adopted such anti-fraud strategies.

66. What measures are planned to improve the residual error rate (RER) contractor with more
precise guidelines on checking second-level procurement?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission understands that this question is jointly addressed to Commissioner Mimica,
who provided the following reply, and to Commissioner Hahn in his capacity as Commissioner
for Neighbourhood policy.
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The DEVCO RER manual has been clarified, for instance specifying that “The Contractor should
examine that the thresholds for contract procedures and procurement done in response to
them was in line with the relevant legislation and/ or contracts entered into. Such examinations
and judgements should be supported by documentation and working papers, which show how
the judgement was made. It is particularly important to document such controls when second
level procurement is concerned (where a beneficiary procures a good, supply or service, rather
than the Commission directly).”

The methodology for 2019 RER Study has been updated by NEAR in order to include more
precise guidelines on checking second-level procurement, suggesting that “The Contractor
should examine that the thresholds for contract procedures and procurement done in response
to them was in line with the relevant legislation and/ or contracts entered into. Such
examinations and judgements should be supported by documentation and working papers,
which show how the judgement was made. It is particularly important to document such
controls when second level procurement is concerned.”

67. Have there been any efforts to include limitations of the RER study in the 2018 Annual
activity report?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission understands that this question is jointly addressed to Commissioner Mimica,
who provided the following reply, and to Commissioner Hahn in his capacity as Commissioner
for Neighbourhood policy.
The 2018 DEVCO Annual Activity Report specifies in footnote 52 that “The RER study does not
represent an assurance engagement (or audit) and therefore is not performed in accordance
with International Standards on Auditing. It follows its own methodology which is described in
the RER Methodology and Instruction Manual. The main differences with an audit are: reliance
on previous supervision and controls; mainly desk review; estimation of errors in defined cases;
scope of examination of procurement procedures. The methodology and manual provide the
framework for RER procedures and clearly describe the situations in which reliance should be
placed on previous control work and where substantive testing should be undertaken. Previous
control work may include financial and technical audits, audits performed in the framework of
the European Court of Auditor’s Declaration of Assurance (DAS), verifications, evaluations and
technical supervisors’ reports. Reliance on previous control work does not entail re-
performance of audit procedures or examination of detailed working papers. This aspect of the
RER Methodology is founded on cost-effectiveness considerations. Where the quality of
previous control work is examined and deemed capable of supporting reliance, there remains
the possibility that errors will not have been detected by that previous control work, as is the
case for any similar engagement. In such a case, these errors will remain undetected where full
reliance is placed on previous control work. Where there is no previous control work or where
the quality of previous control work cannot be demonstrated to have reached the standards
demanded by the RER Methodology, the study requires performance of detailed substantive
procedures designed to reveal undetected errors.”

The limitations of the RER study have also been disclosed in the NEAR 2018 AAR, page 47: “The
RER study is an agreed upon procedure which reports on factual findings. The detailed
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procedures describing the work performed in a RER exercise are set out in detail in the
Methodology and Instruction Manual. The RER study is not an audit which provides an audit
opinion. However, the DG reaches its own conclusions from the auditor’s report of factual
findings. The auditors use professional skills on the basis of specific agreed upon procedures and
on the basis of IFAC International standards on related services (ISRS 4400).”

68. The Commission replied to the Court that it will explore with the RER contractor ways of
stratifying the RER population. Has there been any progress in this regard?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission understands that this question is jointly addressed to Commissioner Mimica,
who provided the following reply, and to Commissioner Hahn in his capacity as Commissioner
for Neighbourhood policy.
These contacts depend on the results of the on-going discussions with the European Court of

Auditors on the ways the Court will take into account the results of the RER studies in the future.

For DEVCO, starting with the 2019 RER study, two representative error rates will be estimated,
one for the operations financed by the EU Budget and one for the ones financed by the European
Development Funds.

For NEAR, the methodology for the 2019 Residual Error Rate (RER) Study has been updated in
order to include more checks on direct management grants. The 2019 RER exercise is being
conducted with the revised methodology to increase checks on grant award procedures. In
response to the increased risk associated with grant contracts in parallel with the measurement
of the error rate of the whole DG, enhanced testing will be performed on a sample of
transactions relating to grant contracts (both geographic and thematic). A new statistically
significant sample of grants will allow the calculation of a specific residual error rate, for grants
only (the Grant rate). Overall, NEAR will have error rates calculated, respectively for the Main
DG sample (IPA and ENI together), the Grants sample and the IMBC sample.

69. In its replies to the Court of Auditors’ 2018 Annual Report the Commission expresses
disagreement with the assessment of ECA on two errors for 2007-2013 period and for three
errors for 2014-2020 period and points out that this is due to diverging interpretation of
applicable national or EU rules. Could the Commission give some more explanations about
the reasons for such a different interpretation, which has, according to it, an impact on the
calculation of error rate? What measures has the Commission undertaken to avoid such
situation in future and different interpretation of applicable rules?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission confirms that it does not share the assessment of the Court on these five errors
which have been quantified by the Court with a significant impact on its error estimate. As
mentioned in the Commission’s written replies to the 2018 Court’s annual report, this
disagreement is due to divergent interpretations of applicable national or EU rules for three
significant errors concerning the current period, and two significant errors of the Court
concerning 2007-2013 closed programmes.
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For all these cases, the Commission considers that either there is no error or it would not have
the required legal grounds to apply financial corrections.

The divergences in the legal and factual analysis could not be resolved at the stage of the
thorough adversarial process. But the Commission services will continue to work in close
collaboration with the ECA to overcome difficulties experienced and to further align audit
methodologies and interpretation of legal texts. The Commission would like to emphasise that
programme authorities need a consistent and stable legal and audit framework to ensure legal
certainty for all actors, including beneficiaries.

DG REGIO had a diverging analysis on the following two ERDF cases:

First case: An anti-flood operation project in Greece was assessed as “physically completed”
before the application for funding. This operation was de-programmed from 2007-2013 while
still unfinished, completed by some additional works made necessary for the overall
effectiveness of the anti-flood system and then re-programmed under 2014-2020 for
completion. Based on established facts and evidence we do not conclude as the Court that it is
an illegal retrospective project, as per the definition in the regulation. The ban of retrospective
projects in the regulation aims at avoiding that old projects, fully implemented under national
schemes and with no added value of EU funding, are ex-post included in programmes with a
mere view to increase absorption. This was not the case with this project, fully selected and
funded under ERDF as from the start. The project was re-programmed between the two multi-
annual periods to ensure completion and continued EU support, at a time where Greece was
only relying on Cohesion policy for its public investments due to the severe economic crisis. Even
if some formal administrative weaknesses may have occurred in the file, namely due to
administrative delays or inefficiencies, the Commission considers we are certainly not in
presence of any fundamental breach of the rule on retrospective projects justifying a rejection
of the entirety of the project and quantification in the error rate.

Second case: In a Portuguese outermost region the Court assessed the totality of the costs of a
public transport operation as ineligible due to unlawful State aid, considering that the inter-
islands ferry transport did not constitute a “Service of General Interest” project. However,
Commission services consider there is no unlawful State aid. A preliminary assessment led to
conclude that the necessary conditions to qualify this project as “Service of General Interest”
were fulfilled. According to the “Altmark” exclusion criteria which apply under the European
Court case law and prohibit over-compensation, there is no State aid error for the majority – if
not all - of the operation costs. Therefore, there was no basis for a quantifiable error finding and
the complete rejection of all the costs of the operation (see also the Commission reply to
question 24 above).

DG EMPL had a diverging analysis on the following three ESF cases:

For the 2014-2020 German Bund Operational programme, the disagreement concerned the
ineligibility of a beneficiary, due to a divergent interpretation of national eligibility rules.
The Commission services and national authorities consider that the eligibility rules were
fulfilled, whereas the Court found the beneficiaries ineligible for funding under the national
funding guidelines that were updated slightly after selection for funding of the project. Under
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the aid-scheme of the German Federal Ministry of Labor and Social Affairs, SMEs may apply for
a grant for consultancy services. The national eligibility rules require that beneficiaries employ
at least one full time equivalent (FTE) “during” the business year preceding the project
application. In the relevant case, a FTE had been hired in the year preceding the project. The
rules did not exclude from funding cases in which the employee remains in employment whilst
the project is underway. The German legal service confirmed this interpretation of the national
eligibility rule, but this was not accepted by the Court.

For another two similar 2007-2013 ESF projects in Spain (Andalucía) already audited by the Court
under the 2016 Statement of Assurance, the Court considered research activities in hospitals as
not being in line with the objectives for the relevant operational programmes. The salaries for
specialised residential internships (programme for medical professionals) were co-financed
under the priority axis 3, development of human potential in the field of research and
innovation. The Court found disproportionate to qualify the entire projects as a research
activity, and concluded they were partly ineligible for co-financing. However, the training of
medical professionals for health services, through the programme of postgraduate studies, is
eligible under Priority Axis 3 "Increase and improvement of human capital", as confirmed by the
programme authorities. The Commission cannot therefore consider these projects ineligible, as
it already expressed also its reservations under the 2016 Statement of assurance.

70. What are the last available project selection rate and absorption rate for ERDF and CF? What
are the results achieved and expected, and what is/will be their impact for implementation
of the Europe 2020 targets and SDGs?

Commission’s answer:
Projects selected have now reached 84% of 2014 – 2020 ERDF and Cohesion Fund allocations.
This is almost two-thirds of the entire period allocation, even slightly better than in the previous
period at this point in time.

However, this good progress in selection has not yet translated into financial implementation.
Cumulatively we have paid so far only 31% of allocations to Member States, including advances.

Many of our investments have a multiannual perspective and sometimes it takes time to see
their concrete results. The preliminary values from the end 2018 show significant progress
across a range of themes:

 The number of SME forecast to benefit from supported schemes now stands at 680 000
with support to 320 000 already delivered.

 The forecasted job creation by project supporting enterprises is now at more than
300 000 with over 100 000 jobs already delivered.

 35 000 projects have been selected in the area of low-carbon economy.
 The forecasted additional capacity of renewable energy production based on selected

projects has now reached 5 400 megawatt (compared 3 700 to by end 2017), i.e. more
than the current overall electricity generation capacity of Lithuania.

 End 2018, nearly 11 000 projects were selected on the ground to support the
achievement of a connected Digital Single Market. Over 8 million households are
forecast to benefit from selected broadband projects.
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The Commission also welcomes the fact that the public awareness of regional policy projects
has increased over time. The Commission will publish the 2019 Strategic report in December
next. At that time the most recent achievement values will be published on the ESI Funds’ Open
Data Platform.

Moreover, DG REGIO contributed to five Juncker Commission priorities:

1. Jobs, growth and investment: See jobs created as indicated above.

2. Digital Single Market: End 2018 around 11 000 projects were selected on the ground to
support the achievement of a connected Digital Single Market.

3. Energy Union and Climate Change: See above. Also, 35 000 projects were selected in
the area of low-carbon economy.

4. Deeper and Fairer Internal Market: See above support to SMEs already achieved. Also,
investments are especially helping SMEs and start-ups, supporting research and innovation and
thus contributing directly to the strengthening of the European industrial base. A significant
number of large-scale infrastructure projects are also targeted by the 2014-2020 programmes,
which are essential for the proper functioning of the internal market. For example projects
improving trans-border transport networks such as the A4 motorway between Croatia and
Slovenia or the via Baltica in Lithuania.

5. Integration of Migrants: Cohesion policy has actively contributed towards effective
integration of migrants through investments in social, health, education, housing and childcare
infrastructure, thanks to around 8 000 projects already selected in the area of social inclusion.
Following the adoption of the Omnibus Regulation, a new investment priority was introduced
to provide support to migrants and refugees.

71. How does the Commission assist member states in implementation of anti-fraud measures
and for better reporting of fraud and irregularities under ERDF and CF?

Commission’s answer:
The Commission supports Member States’ programme authorities in improving their anti-fraud
systems through several strands of work. In cooperation with the Member States, OLAF has
developed guidance for them on how to design national anti-fraud strategies. A National Anti-
Fraud Strategy (NAFS) is aimed at identifying possible weaknesses to be addressed and
improving cooperation among the players involved, taking into account the four pillars of the
Anti-Fraud Cycle: Prevention, Detection, Investigation and Prosecution, and Recovery and
Sanction. However, Member States are not legally obliged to adopt a NAFS, although the
Commission is encouraging Member States to do so.

At programme level, DG REGIO has developed guidance for managing authorities to develop,
based on a risk assessment, proportionate and tailor made policies and to take concrete
measures for the prevention, detection, investigation and monitoring of cases of fraud and
corruption. The assistance offered by the Commission includes a template and self assessment
tool on how to conduct a proper risk assessment for the relevant programme. DG REGIO also
promoted the use, by programme authorities, of an anti-fraud policy template, to increase
awareness of the general public and stake holders on their anti fraud policies. The Commission
has also put cost-free at the disposal of competent authorities the risk scoring and data mining
tool Arachne. See above, reply to question 61.
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The Commission services also meet regularly with Member States' experts in the framework of
the Advisory Committee for the Coordination of Fraud Prevention (COCOLAF) in order to discuss
matters related to fraud prevention but also to reporting and analysis.

As to the reporting of fraud and irregularities under the European Regional Development Fund
and the Cohesion Fund, it should be noted that improving the analysis of irregularities reported
by Member States in order to allow for more targeted fraud prevention measures is a key action
of the new Commission Anti-Fraud Strategy. This will allow Member States to deploy their
resources in the field of fraud prevention, detection, investigation and correction more
effectively. Furthermore, the Commission provides continuous assistance and support to the
Member States by offering guidance on the use of the main tool for reporting irregularities at
the disposal of the Member States, the Commission's Irregularity Management System (IMS).
Finally, training sessions for the competent Member States' authorities are being organised,
both on the use of OLAF’s Irregularities Management System to notify irregularities and fraud
prevention matters more in general (e.g. red flags).

72. When will the Commission publish its report on the implementation of Financial Instruments
under ESIF in 2018? Could it provide information about the number of FI under ERDF and CF,
as well as about the amount paid to FI and amount paid to final recipients?

Commission’s answer:
Detailed summaries of data at the end of 2018 will be officially published by the end of 2019.

24 Member States are implementing financial instruments and 340 financial instruments
committed OP resources in funding agreements.

Indicative allocations (ERDF+CF) for financial instruments in operational programmes (end of
2018), as a share of total allocations, per MS. Total ERDF+CF is EUR 18 billion.
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Latest reporting data from Member States (at the end of 2018) suggest the total ERDF/CF
contribution committed to financial instruments was EUR 15.9 billion (from 13.5 billion end
2017). Payments to financial instruments were EUR 6.6 billion ERDF and CF of which EUR 2.8
billion or 42% of ERDF and CF were paid to final recipients (1.5 billion end 2017).

73. After problems with a specific operative programme last year in Hungary the Commission
agreed that the Hungarian government pays back 10% flat rate fine without going into details
one by one. Since we are not familiar with this mechanism it would be good to know if it is
used often and if so: In which member states and which operational programmes had the
Commission ruled for a flat rate fine for paying back parts of EU resources? What was the
reasoning behind taking a decision to apply a flat rate?

Commission’s answer:
In general, the Commission services propose to apply flat rates where it is not possible to
quantify precisely the amount of irregular expenditure. This may occur in two situations:

1) In case of serious deficiencies in the functioning of the management and control system
not linked to individual irregularities. In this case the Commission services propose the
application of flat rate corrections between 5% or 100% taking into account the relative
importance of the serious deficiency, the frequency and extend of the serious deficiency
and the degree of risk of loss for the Union budget (Article 31 of Commission Delegated
Regulation 480/2014);

2) In case were the financial impact of an irregularity cannot be quantified precisely. This
is typically the case for public procurement irregularities where it would not always be
proportionate to correct the entire amount of a contract affected by an irregularity.

3) In case were the actual extent of an irregularity is not known precisely.

In all cases, the regulation gives the Member State the opportunity to demonstrate that the
actual extent of the irregularity is less than the Commission’s assessment. In practice, the
application of a flat rate is often preferred because it also entails less administrative cost and
allows closing the procedure quicker, for the Member State to re-use the allocations for eligible
operations and avoid de-commitments under N+3.

For 2014-2020 so far flat rate financial corrections were accepted and implemented in Hungary
and accepted  in Croatia and Germany (OP Sachsen-Anhalt).

(a) Hungary:

Following an horizontal public procurement audit, that identified serious deficiencies in the
functioning of the management and control system in relation to the control of public
procurement procedures, the Hungarian authorities were requested to either (1) analyse all
contracts in all Operational Programmes and identify whether the same irregularities identified
by the Commission auditors are present, and apply the necessary financial corrections on the
contracts affected by an irregularity; or (2) to apply a 10% flat rate financial correction on all
contracts awarded under the deficient management and control system. After different
litigations and an interruption of payments by DG REGIO on a considerable number of Hungarian
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programmes, the Hungarian authorities opted for the application of the 10% flat-rate financial
correction.

In addition, other flat-rate financial corrections were applied in Hungary:

 25% financial correction on framework agreements in the water sector in the
Environment and Energy Efficiency OP due to public procurement irregularities;

 10% flat-rate financial correction in the Territorial and Settlement Development OP
due to deficiencies during the project selection

(b) Croatia and Germany

Flat rate corrections have been accepted by Croatia on its 2014-2020 programme Germany for
the Sachsen-Anhalt programme due to identification of weaknesses linked to the verification of
expenditure under public procurement by several intermediate bodies, with insufficient
supervision by the concerned managing authorities. As a result Commission (and national in the
case of Croatia) audits identified high levels of irregularities in their audits

(c) Other cases of the use of flat rates for financial corrections: public procurement
irregularities

Finally, flat rates are also usually applied in case of individual public procurement irregularities
taking into account the nature and gravity of the irregularity (based on the Commission decision
of 2013, updated in May 2019, laying down the guidelines for determining financial corrections
in case of irregularities in public procurement). The Commission and audit authorities regularly
quantify individual irregularities in that respect based on the Commission flat rates. For further
details the Commission also refers to its reply to question 23.

74. What measures the Commission is planning to take in order to help the improvement the
work of national audit authorities?

Commission’s answer:
The Honourable Members are invited to refer to the replies provided under questions 8 and 16.

75. What measures have been taken to have clearer and better defined result and output
indicators on operational programme and project level? What steps are planned before the
closure of the current MFF?

Commission’s answer:
The system put in place for output and result indicators in 2014-2020 represents the most
advanced system applied to date to monitor the performance of ERDF / Cohesion programmes
(there are 290 programmes covering diverse themes and covering national, regional and
Interreg cross-border territories). For the period 2014-2020 the legislation prescribed how the
programmes had to establish from the beginning two types of indicators:

- Output indicators (common and specific): All outputs have quantified targets. The
implementation values for outputs are captured from decided (selected) projects through
the monitoring system. For each indicator two values are reported annually: the decided
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(selected) and the implemented values from the supported projects. The output indicator
values are reported to the Commission at the level of the investment priorities in each
programme, not at the level of the projects. The project level information is retained by the
programmes in their monitoring system.

- Policy result indicators: these are proxies for the policy objectives being pursued. They are
mostly statistical in nature and cover wider developments, not only the projects supported.
These indicators shall be used in the impact evaluation planned by the programmes at
national and regional level.

The types of indicators to be included in the programmes are fixed for the current MFF in the
legislation.

The annual monitoring of progress with common output indicators is synthesised by the
Commission in the Strategic and Annual Summary reports presented to the European
Parliament in December each year and on the ESIF Open Data platform
(https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/).

Until the end of the period the annual reporting of implementation is expected to become more
accurate with the quality checks. Targets may be revised when justified in order to give a more
reliable picture of the expected achievements by end 2023.

The Honourable Members are also referred to the Commission reply to question 32.
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ANNEX 1 (QUESTION 2):

7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Risk assessment

Accounting year 2016/2017 Accounting year 2017/2018 Accounting year 2018/2019

2016 2017 2018 2019

Assurance package
2016/2017

submitted to the EC

EC acceptance
accounts

2016/2017

Assurance
package

2017/2018
submitted to EC

EC acceptance
accounts

2017/2018

Request for prefinancing and interim
payments for 2016/2017, payment
subject to 10% retention

Audit work of audit
authorities

EC desk review

AAR 2017 AAR 2018

Request for prefinancing and interim
payments for 2017/2018, payment subject
to 10% retention

Audit work of audit
authorities

EC desk
review

To be Reported in AAR 2018:
1) KPI: RTER 2016/2017 confirmed by EC

2) 2018 estimated risk at payment using the RTER 2016/2017 confirmed by EC or, when higher, the reported RTER 2017/2018

1st assessment of
the RTER
2016/2017 by EC

1st assessment of
the RTER
2017/2018 by EC

RTER 2016/2017
confirmed by  EC

Compliance audits by
EC

Compliance audits by EC Compliance audits by EC Compliance audits
by EC

AAR 2016

Audit work
of audit
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ANNEX 2 (QUESTION 4):
Studies and Evaluations finalised or cancelled in 2018

Project
ID Title Internal ID Overview

Reason1 (in terms of type of
measure / initiative evaluated:

FC; E; R; C; I; O)

Associat
ed

services
Cost Notes2 Title of the deliverable3

I. Evaluations finalised or cancelled in 2018

a. Evaluations finalised in 2018

No evaluations were finalised in 2018. The two ex-post evaluations on “Major projects supported by the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and Cohesion Fund between 2000 and 20134” and on “European Union
Solidarity Fund 2002-20165” are considered still ongoing, pending completion of the related SWDs.

b. Evaluations cancelled in 2018

II. Other studies finalised or cancelled in 2018

a. Other studies finalised in 2018

6639

Study on the
implementation of
the EU
competency
framework for the
management and
implementation of
the European
Regional
Development
Fund and the
Cohesion Fund

2016CE16
BAT069

The global objective of the contract is to produce concrete results that
will further strengthen administrative capacity in national and regional
administrations managing the European Regional Development Fund
(ERE>F) and the Cohesion Fund (CF) by building on the deliverables
of the 'EU competency framework for the management and
implementation of the ERDF and CF. In doing this, the study should
fulfil the following specific objectives: a) Draw conclusions and
provide recommendations on the basis of a few pilot projects on what
Member State administrations and the Commission should consider
in order to ensure successful rolling-out and implementation of the EU
competency framework for the management and implementation of
the ERDF and CF; b) Propose updates/improvements to the
competency framework and its self-assessment tool and upgrade
user guidelines.

O None 385.340

Activity
supporting

administratio
ns in MS
managing
ERDF and

CF

KN-02-18-004-2A-N, 978-92-
79-77539-0, 10.2776/25109

https://publications.europa.eu/e
n/publication-detail/-

/publication/efa2464a-fa70-
11e7-b8f5-

01aa75ed71a1/language-
en/format-PDF/source-

87923130

1 FC – fitness check; E – expenditure programme/measure including MFF; R – regulatory measure, incl. soft legislation (not recognised as a FC). Evaluation related to expenditure programmes
should only be categorised as E; C – communication activity; I – internal Commission activity
O – other – please specify in the Comments
2 Comments in relation to the item, changes compared to the planning. Compulsory for cancelled items.
3 For evaluations the references should be 1) number of its Evaluation Staff Working Document and number of the SWD's executive summary; 2) link to the supportive study of the SWD in EU
bookshop. For other studies the references should be the link to EU bookshop or other reference where the ‘other study’ is published via different point.
4 Id 6631 in the Corporate Database
5 Id 6632 in the Corporate Database
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Project
ID Title Internal ID Overview

Reason1 (in terms of type of
measure / initiative evaluated:

FC; E; R; C; I; O)

Associat
ed

services
Cost Notes2 Title of the deliverable3

8445

UPDATING THE
REGIONAL
AUTHORITY
INDEX (RAI)
FOR FORTY-
FIVE
COUNTRIES
(2010-2016)

2016CE16
BAT079

Revise and update the regional authority index and country profiles
for 43 countries to cover the period 1950 through 2016. The countries
are the following: Albania, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bosnia-
Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Canada, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic,
Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary,
Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Kosovo, Latvia, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, Macedonia, Malta, Montenegro, Netherlands, New
Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russia, Serbia,
Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, UK and the
United States.

I None 49.760

KN-02-18-527-3A-N, 978-92-
79-81802-8, 10.2776/197332

https://publications.europa.eu/e
n/publication-detail/-

/publication/5562196f-3d3a-
11e8-b5fe-

01aa75ed71a1/language-
en/format-PDF/source-

87923150

6649

Use and intended
use of simplified
cost options in
European Social
Fund (ESF),
European
Regional
Development
Fund (ERDF),
Cohesion Fund
(CF) and
European
Agricultural Fund
for Rural
Development
(EAFRD).

2017CE16
BAT050

This study assesses the use and intended use of Simplified Cost
Options (SCOs) across Member States (MS) and ESI Funds. The
study is based on an online survey carried out between September
and October 2017 of all EAFRD, ESF and ERDF-CF Managing
Authorities (MAs), including MAs of multi fund programmes. The study
reflects MAs’ opinions and uses the data MA have provided. The
study shows that between 2014 and 2017 the large majority of ESIF
MAs used SCOs (64% of EAFRD Rural Development Programmes
(RDPs), 73% of ERDF-CF Operational Programmes (OPs) and 95%
of ESF OPs. In terms of projects, the number of projects using SCO is
19% for EAFRD, 65% for ESF, 50% for ERDF and 25% for CF. SCOs
are expected to be used even more as from 2018. It is expected that
at the end of the programming period SCOs will cover approximately
33% of ESF, 2% of EAFRD and 4% of ERDF-CF budget. In the case
of ERDF-CF, the use of SCO is higher for ETC programmes. Overall,
more developed regions show a greater use of SCOs than less
developed regions (for more developed regions 11% of ERDF/CF
budget and 58% of ESF budget are expected to be covered by
SCOs). Flat rates and SSUC are largely used under EAFRD and
ESF, while in the case of ERDF/CF the MAs mainly use flat rates. The
study shows that under all funds SCOs are often used in
projects/operations supporting education, training and innovation.
Omnibus changes are perceived as positive and a significant part of
respondents say that they would use additional simplification
measures when the Omnibus proposal is approved (27% of EAFRD
MAs, 49% of ESF MAs, 41% of ERDF/CF would use additional
financing simplification measures). The majority of ESI Fund MAs
highlight the need for further support to help improve the use of
SCOs. Key recommendations are to increase the number of EU and
national level SCOs, to support exchanges of experience and practice
and to promote collaboration between MAs and Audit Authorities (or
Certification Bodies). All amounts presented in the report refer to total
public contribution (and not only to EU contribution). Even if the report
refers to EAFRD, ESF and ERDF to keep it short, it should be
understood that it refers always to the EU + public contribution.

O EMPL
AGRI 199.750

Support for
effective

implementati
on of

programmes

KN-04-18-377-EN-N, 978-92-
79-82814-0, 10.2776/367220

https://publications.europa.eu/e
n/publication-detail/-

/publication/19e73be4-476a-
11e8-be1d-

01aa75ed71a1/language-
en/format-PDF/source-

87923265
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Project
ID Title Internal ID Overview

Reason1 (in terms of type of
measure / initiative evaluated:

FC; E; R; C; I; O)

Associat
ed

services
Cost Notes2 Title of the deliverable3

6634

Coordination and
harmonisation of
the ESI funds and
other EU
instruments

2015CE16
BAT064

In its proposals for a 2014-2020 Multiannual Financial Framework, the
Commission has set out an agenda to simplify and rationalise the EU
budget. In line with this approach, it has proposed common provisions
for all European Structural and Investment (ESI) Funds, which bring
together the three cohesion policy Funds (the European Regional
Development Fund, the European Social Fund and the Cohesion
Fund) and the agricultural and fisheries funds (the European
Agricultural Fund for Rural Development and the European Maritime
and Fisheries Fund). The Commission has also sought greater
harmonisation of rules under shared management within the Financial
Regulation and between sector-specific regulations to promote
simplification. Nevertheless, some differences remain among the ESI
Funds notably in the areas of programming, management and control,
and evaluation and monitoring. Furthermore, the ESI Funds have
been aligned with key EU priorities to support first the sectoral targets
of the Lisbon strategy, then the delivery of the Union strategy for
smart, sustainable and inclusive growth ("Europe 2020 strategy"), and
recently the 'Job, Growth and Investment Package' of the Juncker
Commission. This has raised the need for ensuring coherence and
coordination between all funds covered by the Common Strategic
Framework, maximising synergies with instruments available at EU
level and making full use of innovative financial instruments. In this
context, the purpose of this study is to assess the coherence of policy
objectives between the ESI Funds, with other EU policies and with EU
instruments delivered through financial instruments. It will examine
the consistency and coordination of the related implementation
mechanisms, as well as assess options to address the main
bottlenecks identified in these areas. The results of the study will feed
into the impact assessment of the Commission's proposal for the
post-2020 regulatory framework.

E
EMPL
AGRI
MARE

745.575

KN-01-18-509-3A-N ;  978-92-
79-85820-8 ; 10.2776/16737

https://publications.europa.eu/e
n/publication-detail/-

/publication/75d4bbae-597d-
11e8-ab41-

01aa75ed71a1/language-
en/format-PDF/source-

87923272

6640

Comprehensive
analysis of the
existing cross-
border rail
transport
connections and
missing links on
the internal EU
borders

2017CE160
AT024

The overall purpose of this study is to conduct a comprehensive
analysis of cross-border transport connections, which assesses the
current situation for all internal EU land border regions and identifies
missing links that could be considered for investment in the future.
This should ultimately contribute to better targeting investment from
the European Structural- and Investment Funds (ESIF), the
Connecting Europe Facility (CEF) and, possibly, the European Fund
for Strategic Investments (EFSI) and creating greater synergies in the
future. The focus should be on rail connections and public transport.
In addition, alternatives should also be analysed (e.g. road
connections).

O MOVE 384.541
Preparing

post 2020
programming

KN-04-18-473-EN-N;  978-92-
79-85821-5

https://publications.europa.eu/e
n/publication-detail/-

/publication/e68ec381-62f7-
11e8-ab9c-

01aa75ed71a1/language-
en/format-PDF/source-

87923297
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Project
ID Title Internal ID Overview

Reason1 (in terms of type of
measure / initiative evaluated:

FC; E; R; C; I; O)

Associat
ed

services
Cost Notes2 Title of the deliverable3

8565

Smart
Specialisation
Strategies.  2017
Survey Results

2017CE160
AT025 /

026

The 3rd survey on smart specialisation conducted by the Fraunhofer
ISI among policy makers and officials involved in the design and
implementation of smart specialisation strategies in 2017 confirmed
the positive attitude towards this policy approach, which triggered the
launch of some novel innovation support measures and prompted
some reallocation of funding. There is an unambiguous recognition of
a need for economic transformation which requires the continuation of
the smart specialisation approach beyond 2020. The responses
showed strong interest in continued Commission support for this and
the need for a clearer reference to local starting conditions for
innovation and industrial transition. Generally, interregional
collaboration remains weakest among regions that would need it
most, but the readiness to invest own funds outside of the region
remains limited.

O - 29.250 This is an AMI expert contract,
not a study.

8606

BILAN DE
L’APPROCHE
DE LA
SPÉCIALISATIO
N
INTELLIGENTE.
Un concept
porteur en
déploiement dans
les régions
françaises.

2017CE160
AT058

Cette étude contient une analyse de l’expérience de mise en oeuvre
des stratégies de spécialisation intelligente dans les régions
françaises depuis 2011. Elle a vocation à alimenter la réflexion de la
Commission sur l’avenir de l’approche de spécialisation intelligente.

O - 15.000

KN-02-18-893-FR-N, 978-92-
79-87963-0, 10.2776/887015

https://publications.europa.eu/e
n/publication-detail/-

/publication/a26fc93d-78ec-
11e8-ac6a-

01aa75ed71a1/language-
fr/format-PDF/source-87923302

8645
Assessment of
the application of
EGTC regulation

2017CE160
AT116

Report further analysing, deepening and supplementing the findings
of the annual EGTC 2017 monitoring report R CoR 15.000

KN-03-18-097-EN-N, 978-92-
79-88960-8, 10.2776/074325

https://publications.europa.eu/e
n/publication-detail/-

/publication/09800708-8649-
11e8-ac6a-

01aa75ed71a1/language-
en/format-PDF/source-

87923317

6708
Support to public
consultation on
cohesion policy

2018CE16
BAT003

The study analyses the replies received in the public consultation on
Cohesion Policy, in line with the procedures described in the Better
Regulation Guidelines and Toolbox.

E None 159.148

KN-01-18-781-2A-N ; 978-92-
79-90365-6 ; 10.2776/21875

https://publications.europa.eu/e
n/publication-detail/-

/publication/2c612c3d-8e25-
11e8-8a53-

01aa75ed71a1/language-
en/format-PDF/source-

87923340

6836
Assessment of
unit costs
(standard prices)

2017CE16
BAT002

Study on the assessment of Unit Costs of Rail Capital Investment
Projects I MOVE 749.825

KN-01-18-846-EN-N, 978-92-
79-91813-1, 10.2776/296711
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Project
ID Title Internal ID Overview

Reason1 (in terms of type of
measure / initiative evaluated:

FC; E; R; C; I; O)

Associat
ed

services
Cost Notes2 Title of the deliverable3

of rail projects
(CAPital
EXpenditure)

https://publications.europa.eu/e
n/publication-detail/-

/publication/e1a1ecb3-9b7e-
11e8-a408-

01aa75ed71a1/language-
en/format-PDF/source-

87923401

6635

Effective and
efficient delivery
of European
Structural and
Investment Funds
investments –
Exploring
alternative
delivery
mechanisms

2015CE16
BAT063

For the period 2014-2020 the European Regional Development Fund
(ERDF), Cohesion Fund (CF), European Social Fund (ESF),
European Agriculture Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) and the
European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) have been grouped
together as the European Structural and Investment (ESI) funds and
placed under a common regulatory and strategic framework.
Investments under these Funds have been strongly linked to EU
priorities and a number of measures to increase their effectiveness
and result orientation have been introduced. Moreover, a strong
emphasis of the new regulatory framework was placed on the need to
simplify and improve the delivery mechanisms of the ESI Funds and
to reduce the administrative burden for beneficiaries and the
administrative costs for Member States managing the funds. At the
same time, there is a clear orientation from the Commission to
enhance the performance/result-orientation of the EU budget and
demonstrate its value added, in particular to growth and jobs. The
purpose of this study is to explore options for alternative delivery
mechanisms that would place a strong focus on the achievement of
results, while reducing the costs of controls and reducing the error
rate. It should also explore the scope for greater differentiation. As a
starting point, the strengths and weaknesses of the current ESI Funds
delivery mechanisms will be identified and analysed. The delivery
mechanisms of other instruments and institutions will be examined
and a limited number of options for further analysis will be assessed.

E

EMPL
(AGRI
MARE
BUDG)

562.440

KN-01-18-848-2A-N, 978-92-
79-91827-8, 10.2776/999416

https://publications.europa.eu/e
n/publication-detail/-

/publication/5ca0e4c9-9b7f-
11e8-a408-

01aa75ed71a1/language-
en/format-PDF/source-

87923415

6643

Analysis of ERDF
support for
inclusive growth
in the 2014-2020
programming
period

2016CE160
AT041

The subject matter of the contract is a study on how inclusive growth
is programmed in the European Regional and Development Fund
(ERDF) and multi-fund programmes in the 2014-2020 programming
period.

I
EMPL
JUST
EAC

321.000

KN-03-18-146-2A-N , 978-92-
79-91919-0 , 10.2776/750491

https://publications.europa.eu/e
n/publication-detail/-

/publication/cc9524b6-9c46-
11e8-a408-

01aa75ed71a1/language-
en/format-PDF/source-

87923434

6636

Feasibility study
for a potential use
of budget support
in the delivery of
the European
Structural and
Investment Funds

2015CE16
BAT048

For the preparation of the policy proposals for post-2020 European
and Structural Investment Funds (ESIF) and related impact
assessments, DG REGIO and the other ESIF DGs are launching a
series of studies aimed at investigating potential alternatives to the
current delivery mechanisms of these funds. The purpose of this
request for services is to explore the feasibility of the application of
budget support mechanisms, especially those applied in EU external

E

EMPL
(AGRI
MARE
BUDG)

457.850

KN-04-18-765-2A-N , 978-92-
79-93460-5 , 10.2776/1942

https://publications.europa.eu/e
n/publication-detail/-

/publication/988e977e-baec-
11e8-99ee-
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Project
ID Title Internal ID Overview

Reason1 (in terms of type of
measure / initiative evaluated:

FC; E; R; C; I; O)

Associat
ed

services
Cost Notes2 Title of the deliverable3

aid (managed by DG DEVCO and DG NEAR), for the use in ESI
Funds.

01aa75ed71a1/language-
en/format-PDF/source-

87923448

6684

Development of a
system of
common
indicators for
European
Regional
Development
Fund and
Cohesion Fund
interventions after
2020

2017CE16
BAT062

The study assesses the possibility of expanding the current list of
common output indicators and the feasibility of developing a list of
common direct result indicators for post-2020 ERDF (European
Regional Development Fund) and CF (Cohesion Fund) interventions,
amounting to Euros 350 billion for 355 operational programmes in the
2014-2020 period. This study builds on the current programming
period and is based on lessons learned from other programming
experiences within and beyond the European Structural and
Investment (ESI) Funds framework. Part I of the study proposes a list
of candidate common output and direct result indicators on Thematic
objective (TO) 1 ‘Strengthening research, technological development
and innovation’, TO 3 ‘Enhancing the competitiveness of SMEs (small
and medium-sized enterprises)’, TO 4 ‘Low-Carbon Economy’, TO 5
‘Climate Change Adaptation and Risk Prevention’ and TO 6
‘Environment Protection & Resource Efficiency’ and the
corresponding investment priorities (IPs) according to EU Regulations
1300/2013, 1301/2013 and 1303/2013. Part II of the study proposes a
list of candidate common output and direct result indicators on TO
(thematic objective) 2 ‘Enhancing access to, and use and quality of
information and communication technologies (ICT)’, TO 7 ‘Promoting
sustainable transport and removing bottlenecks in key network
infrastructures’; TO 8 ‘Promoting sustainable and quality employment
and supporting labour mobility’, TO 9 ‘Promoting social inclusion,
combating poverty and discrimination’, TO 10 ‘Investing in education,
training and lifelong learning’ and TO 11 ‘Improving the efficiency of
public administration’. These proposals are based on literature
review, analysis of the use of 2014-2020 common and programme-
specific output indicators and consultation with administrative bodies
and Managing Authorities. These represent a sample of programmes,
selected considering the EU allocation for each thematic objective.

O - 398.837

KN-03-18-418-3A-N, 978-92-
79-96736-8, 10.2776/887487

https://publications.europa.eu/e
n/publication-detail/-

/publication/3960244f-d8cc-
11e8-afb3-

01aa75ed71a1/language-
en/format-PDF/source-

87923459

6671

New assessment
of ESIF
administrative
costs and burden

2017CE16
BAT036

The study established a new baseline concerning the administrative
costs and burden of the current ESIF programming period, with a
common approach for all five ESI Funds. Although managing and
implementing ESIF programmes is a highly complex and demanding
task, the overall administrative costs are judged to be reasonable.
Given that transparent and responsible handling of public money and
ensuring high-quality investments requires the commitment of

E
EMPL
AGRI
MARE

799.400

KN-06-18-023-2A-N, 978-92-
79-93030-0, 10.2776/36663

https://publications.europa.eu/e
n/publication-detail/-

/publication/4f4b7bcc-e18f-
11e8-b690-
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ID Title Internal ID Overview

Reason1 (in terms of type of
measure / initiative evaluated:

FC; E; R; C; I; O)

Associat
ed

services
Cost Notes2 Title of the deliverable3

considerable administrative resources, 4% of administrative costs
(average aggregated costs, taking into account the weighted
allocation of Funds) that are some 26 billion EUR or 610 000 FTE
over a programming period handling 646 billion EUR are not
considered excessive. This corresponds to 40 300 EUR respectively
0.95 person years per million Euro of eligible budget including
national co-financing. These costs are also consistent with the volume
of support granted under technical assistance. Overall, there are
considerable variations in administrative costs between ESI Funds
and types of Operational Programmes. The programme
characteristics influencing administrative costs the most are the
financial volume, the number of beneficiaries and the thematic focus
of the programme. Clear reductions of administrative costs and
burden resulting from regulatory innovations found in the post-2020
CPR proposal are expected. The most effective simplifications are the
reduction of the number of verifications and the increased uptake of
Simplified Cost Options (SCOs).

01aa75ed71a1/language-
en/format-PDF/source-

87923468

9061 Border Region
Data collection

2016CE16
BAT105

Result of a pilot project ‘Cross-border data collection’ carried out by a
consortium of statistical institutes. The objective was to develop
methodology to produce cross-border information. The project took
the theme of labour market as the focus of the attention as a case
study to show what is possible. The project investigated the potential
of three types of data sources in parallel: the Labour Force Survey
(LFS), Administrative data and Mobile phone data

I None 249.941

KN-05-18-050-EN-N, 978-92-
79-96916-4, 10.2776/182672

https://publications.europa.eu/e
n/publication-detail/-

/publication/7c09078b-e308-
11e8-b690-

01aa75ed71a1/language-
en/format-PDF/source-

87923484

6688
Study on
complaints-
handling systems

2016CE16
BAT102 /
2017CE16
BAT061

The Study provides information about the complaints-handling
arrangements in the EU Member States. Based on Regulation (EU)
1303/2013 laying down common provisions on the European
Structural and Investment Funds, the Member States should ensure
that effective arrangements for examination of complaints are in
place. According to the Study, in most cases the Member States have
standardised complaints-handling arrangements based on national
laws or programme documents. The arrangements among the EU
Member States are effective overall. Moreover, the complaints-
handling arrangements are more developed in the 2014-2020
programming period compared to the arrangements in the 2007-2013
period. In comparison to the national funding programmes, the
arrangements for the ESIF in 2014-2020 period are generally more
developed. Lastly, the Study presents the good examples of
complaints-handling arrangements within the Member States. The
Study includes general description of the arrangements on the EU
level and provides further details about each Member State.

R - 337.000

KN-06-18-052-2A-N; 978-92-
79-93461-2, 10.2776/769863

https://publications.europa.eu/e
n/publication-detail/-

/publication/92edbbd7-e888-
11e8-b690-

01aa75ed71a1/language-
en/format-PDF/source-

87923505

9492 Climate change
adaptation of

2016CE16
BAT088

This study reviewed the availability of resource materials that can
support infrastructure project developers to take into account climate I CLIMA 750.000 KN-06-18-115-EN-N , 978-92-

79-94166-5
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Associat
ed

services
Cost Notes2 Title of the deliverable3

major
infrastructure
projects.  A stock-
taking of available
resources to
assist the
development of
climate resilient
infrastructure

change adaptation. It provides an overall stock-taking of available
resources that contribute to the preparedness of all Member States
with regards to applying the climate change requirements of the
European Structural and Investment Funds programming period
2014-2020. Finally, it identifies some of the ongoing good practices of
Member States in adapting to climate change.

https://publications.europa.eu/e
n/publication-detail/-

/publication/f0f94799-db2d-
11e8-afb3-

01aa75ed71a1/language-
en/format-PDF/source-

87923525
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Studies and Evaluations finalised or cancelled in 2017
Reference in Annex 3 MP2017 Title Reason

1
Scope 2 Type3 Associated

DGs
Costs (EUR) Comments4 Reference5

I. Evaluations finalised or cancelled in 2017

a. Evaluations finalised in 2017

Ex post evaluation
2007-2013. WP15:
Communication

LMFF ERDF,
ESF, CF,
EAFRD,
EAGGF,
EMFF,
EFF,
FIFG.

C ERDF

CF

ESF

66,250.00 This WP illustrates the
findings of the other
WPs of the ex post
evaluation using
different means,
primarily short videos (1
per MS + ETC).  Using
COMM framework
contracts – Finalised in
September 2017

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/fr/information/videos/ireland-
2007-2013-ex-post-evaluation-results6

b. Evaluations cancelled in 2017

II. Other studies finalised or cancelled in 2017

a. Other studies finalised in 2017

2016CE16BAT081 Regionalisation of ESIF
payments, 1989-2015

O ERDF,
ESF, CF,
EAFRD,
EAGGF,
EMFF,
EFF,
FIFG.

25.000,00 Support for REGIO
database on payment
data

https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-
/publication/cd2133d5-1d04-11e8-ac73-01aa75ed71a1

2015CE160AT013 Easing legal and
administrative
obstacles in EU border
regions

O ERDF 478.350,00 Support to policy
analysis and
development
(communication on
cross-border obstacles)

https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-
/publication/35b37aee-6c39-11e7-b2f2-01aa75ed71a1

6 Link supplied for Ireland, one video per Member State is available, accessible via a dropdown menu on the website.
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Reference in Annex 3 MP2017 Title Reason
1

Scope 2 Type3 Associated
DGs

Costs (EUR) Comments4 Reference5

2015CE160AT041 Territorial strategies
supported by EU
territorial tools
(sustainable urban
development under
Art. 7 ERDF, ITI and
CLLD when related to
SUD

L ERDF 559.050,00 https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-
/publication/04637994-e6d5-11e7-9749-01aa75ed71a1

2015CE16BAT065 Improving the take up
and effectiveness of
financial instruments

O ERDF /
CF / ESF
/ EMFF

AGRI /
EMPL /
MARE /
BUDG /
ECFIN

526.063,00 Support for effective
implementation of
programmes

https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-
/publication/1f3899cf-982e-11e7-b92d-01aa75ed71a1

2015CE16BAT047 Simplification,
administrative burden
and administrative
costs

O ERDF /
CF / ESF
/ EMFF /
EAFRD

AGRI /
EMPL /
MARE /
BUDG / SG

699.950,00 Support to policy
analysis and
development
(preparation of post-
2020 period)

https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-
/publication/1f94b1ab-9830-11e7-b92d-01aa75ed71a1

2015CE16BAT041 Governance and
regulatory indicators

O ERDF /
CF

World Bank 1.000.000,00Support to policy
analysis and
development (establish a
better understanding of
the drivers of regional
and urban development
in Europe)

Finalised in August 2017 but not published by the Commission, but by
the World Bank

2016CE16BAT069 Study on the
implementation of the
EU competency
framework for the
management and
implementation of the
European Regional

O ERDF/CF 300.000,00 KN-02-18-004-2A-N, 978-92-79-77539-0, 10.2776/25109,
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1
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Development Fund and
the Cohesion Fund

b. Other studies cancelled in 2017
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Studies and Evaluations finalised or cancelled in 2016
Ref used
in Annex

3
MP2016

Title Reason 1 Scope 2 Type
3

Associate
d DGs

Costs (EUR) Comments4 Reference5 Canc
elle

d

I. Evaluations finalised or
cancelled in 2016
a. Evaluations finalised in 2016

2014CE1
6BAT016

Ex post evaluation of cohesion
policy programmes 2007-2013,
focusing on the European Regional
Development Fund (ERDF) and
Cohesion Fund (CF) - Work
Package One: Synthesis report

LMFF Synthesis of
other work
packages of the
2007-13 ex post
evaluation and
own analysis

E 1,491,059.00 Finalised in
September 2016

SWD  (2016) 318

https://bookshop.europa.eu/en/ex-post-evaluation-of-cohesion-policy-
programmes-2007-2013-focusing-on-the-european-regional-development-
fund-erdf-and-the-cohesion-fund-cf--pbKN0416740/

KN-04-16-740-3A-N;978-92-79-61655-6;10.2776/056572
KN-04-16-741-EN-N;978-92-79-61653-2;10.2776/63532
KN-04-16-742-EN-N;978-92-79-61654-9;10.2776/747562
KN-04-16-743-3A-N; 978-92-79-61656-3; 10.2776/080919

2014CE1
6BAT002

Ex post evaluation of cohesion
policy programmes 2007–2013,
focusing on the European Regional
Development Fund (ERDF) and
Cohesion Fund (CF) - Work
Package Two: Support to SMEs -
Increasing Research and
Innovation in SMEs and SME
Development

LMFF SME
development
and innovation
in ERDF
programmes

E 804,070.00 Finalised in May
2016

SWD  (2016) 318

https://bookshop.europa.eu/en/support-to-smes-increasing-research-and-
innovation-in-smes-and-sme-development-pbKN0116528/

KN-01-16-528-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58524-1 ; doi 10.2776/79937
KN-01-16-529-3A-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58525-8 ; doi 10.2776/15150

2014CE1
6BAT032

Ex post evaluation of cohesion
policy programmes 2007–2013,
focusing on the European Regional
Development Fund (ERDF) and
Cohesion Fund (CF) - Work
Package Three: Financial
instrument for enterprise support

LMFF Financial
Instruments

E 545,800.00 Finalised in June
2016

SWD  (2016) 318

https://bookshop.europa.eu/en/financial-instruments-for-enterprise-support-
pbKN0216573/

KN-02-16-573-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-59121-1 ; doi 10.2776/259268
KN-02-16-574-3A-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-59122-8; doi 10.2776/769963

2014CE1
6BAT033

Ex post evaluation of cohesion
policy programmes 2007–2013,
focusing on the European Regional
Development Fund (ERDF) and
Cohesion Fund (CF) - Work
Package Four: Support to large
enterprises

LMFF Cohesion Policy
support to large
enterprises

E 437,000.00 Finalised in May
2016

SWD  (2016) 318

https://bookshop.europa.eu/en/ex-post-evaluation-of-cohesion-policy-
programmes-2007-2013-focusing-on-the-european-regional-development-
fund-erdf-and-the-cohesion-fund-cf--pbKN0216508/

KN-02-16-508-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58774-0 ; doi 10.2776/694309
KN-02-16-509-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58775-7 ; doi 10.2776/797492
KN-04-16-417-3A-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58772-6 ; doi 10.2776/959383
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3
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d

2014CE1
6BAT042

Ex post evaluation of Cohesion
Policy programmes 2007-2013,
focusing on the European Regional
Development Fund (ERDF) and
Cohesion Fund (CF) – Work
Package Five: Transport

LMFF Transport
infrastructure
projects

E 449,900.00 Finalised in May
2016

SWD  (2016) 318

https://bookshop.europa.eu/en/ex-post-evaluation-of-cohesion-policy-
programmes-2007-2013-focusing-on-the-european-regional-development-
fund-erdf-and-the-cohesion-fund-cf--pbKN0216489/

KN-02-16-489-3A-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58527-2 ; doi 10.2776/693539
KN-02-16-553-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58913-3 ; doi 10.2776/18720
KN-02-16-554-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58914-0 ; doi 10.2776/542445
KN-04-16-409-3A-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58523-4 ; doi 10.2776/838968
KN-02-16-490-EN-N , ISBN 978-92-79-58526-5, doi 10.2776/277756
KN-02-16-491-EN-N , ISBN 978-92-79-58528-9, doi 10.2776/50915

2014CE1
6BAT043

Ex post evaluation of Cohesion
Policy programmes 2007-2013,
focusing on the European Regional
Development Fund (ERDF) and
Cohesion Fund (CF) – Work
Package Six: Environment

LMFF Environmental
infrastructure
projects

E 389,160.00 Finalised in May
2016

SWD  (2016) 318

https://bookshop.europa.eu/en/ex-post-evaluation-of-cohesion-policy-
programmes-2007-2013-focusing-on-the-european-regional-development-
fund-erdf-and-cohesion-fund-cf--pbKN0116526/

KN-01-16-526-3A-N; 978-92-79-58518-0 ; 10.2776/973044
KN-01-16-527-3A-N ; 978-92-79-58519-7 ; 10.2776/357872

2014CE1
6BAT034

Ex post evaluation of cohesion
policy programmes 2007–2013,
focusing on the European Regional
Development Fund (ERDF) and
Cohesion Fund (CF) - Work
Package Nine: Culture and Tourism

LMFF Tourism /
Culture in ERDF
programmes

E 350,500.00 Finalised in May
2016

SWD  (2016) 318
https://bookshop.europa.eu/en/culture-and-tourism-pbKN0116551/

KN-01-16-551-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58791-7 ; doi 10.2776/325436
KN-01-16-552-EN-N ; ISBN  978-92-79-58790-0 ; doi 10.2776/547166
KN-01-16-553-3A-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58792-4 ; doi 10.2776/82816
KN-01-16-554-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58794-8 ; doi 10.2776/832656
KN-01-16-555-EN-N ;  ISBN 978-92-79-58795-5 ; doi 10.2776/873645
KN-01-16-556-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58793-1 ; doi 10.2776/12343
KN-04-16-424-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58801-3 ; doi 10.2776/183229
KN-04-16-425-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58803-7 ; doi 10.2776/243519
KN-04-16-426-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58802-0 ; doi 10.2776/0021
KN-04-16-427-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58804-4 ; doi 10.2776/442714
KN-04-16-428-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58806-8 ; doi 10.2776/981296
KN-04-16-429-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58805-1 ; doi 10.2776/229342
KN-04-16-430-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58810-5 ; doi 10.2776/64778
KN-04-16-431-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58809-9 ; doi 10.2776/395431
KN-04-16-432-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58811-2 ; doi 10.2776/338245
KN-04-16-433-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58813-6 ; doi 10.2776/64501
KN-04-16-434-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58814-3 ; doi 10.2776/006991
KN-04-16-435-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58812-9 ; doi 10.2776/762146
KN-02-16-514-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58799-3 ; doi 10.2776/457602
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KN-02-16-515-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58800-6 ; doi 10.2776/673222
KN-02-16-516-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58798-6 ; doi 10.2776/809626

2014CE1
6BAT035

Ex post evaluation of cohesion
policy programmes 2007–2013,
focusing on the European Regional
Development Fund (ERDF) and
Cohesion Fund (CF) — Work
Package Ten: Urban development
and Social Infrastructures

LMFF Urban
development/So
cial
infrastructure in
ERDF
programmes

E 325,000.00 Finalised in June
2016

SWD  (2016) 318

https://bookshop.europa.eu/en/ex-post-evaluation-of-urban-development-
and-social-infrastructures-pbKN0416480/

KN-04-16-480-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-59006-1 ; doi 10.2776/021940
KN-04-16-481-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-59007-8 ; doi 10.2776/201308
KN-04-16-482-3A-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-59008-5 ; doi 10.2776/189717

2014CE1
6BAT047

Ex post evaluation of Cohesion
Policy programmes 2007-2013,
focusing on the European Regional
Development Fund (ERDF) and
Cohesion Fund (CF) – Work
Package Eleven: European
Territorial Cooperation

LMFF Cross-Border
and
Transnational
Programmes,
INTERREG IVC

E 480,110.00 Finalised in
September 2016

SWD  (2016) 318

https://bookshop.europa.eu/en/ex-post-evaluation-of-cohesion-policy-
programmes-2007-2013-financed-by-the-european-regional-development-
fund-erdf-and-cohesion-fund-cf--pbKN0416768/

KN-04-16-768-3A-N; 978-92-79-61800-0; 10.2776/216114
KN-04-16-769-EN-N; 978-92-79-61807-9; 10.2776/829672
KN-04-16-770-EN-N; 978-92-79-61799-7; 10.2776/663011
KN-04-16-771-EN-N;  978-92-79-61810-9; 10.2776/857360
KN-04-16-772-EN-N;  978-92-79-61801-7; 10.2776/01134
KN-04-16-773-EN-N;978-92-79-61798-0; 10.2776/94056
KN-04-16-774-EN-N; 978-92-79-61802-4; 10.2776/35181
KN-04-16-775-EN-N; 978-92-79-61808-6; 10.2776/67640
KN-04-16-776-EN-N; 978-92-79-61811-6; 10.2776/147381
KN-04-16-777-EN-N; 978-92-79-61809-3; 10.2776/908541
KN-04-16-778-EN-N; 978-92-79-61804-8; 10.2776/106267
KN-04-16-779-EN-N; 978-92-79-61806-2; 10.2776/99475
KN-04-16-780-EN-N; 978-92-79-61805-5; 10.2776/010426



82

Ref used
in Annex

3
MP2016

Title Reason 1 Scope 2 Type
3

Associate
d DGs

Costs (EUR) Comments4 Reference5 Canc
elle

d

2014CE1
6BAT046

Ex post evaluation of Cohesion
Policy programmes 2007-2013,
financed by the European Regional
Development Fund (ERDF), the
European Social Fund (ESF) and
the Cohesion Fund (CF) Work
Package Twelve: Delivery system

LMFF Delivery system
of Cohesion
Policy

E EMPL 1,081,200.00 Finalised in
September 2016

SWD  (2016) 318

https://bookshop.europa.eu/en/delivery-system-pbKN0216961/

KN-02-16-961-3A-N; 978-92-79-61817-8; 10.2776/10104
KN-01-16-891-EN-N; 978-92-79-61962-5; 10.2776/042100

2014CE1
6BAT098

Ex post evaluation of Cohesion
Policy programmes 2007-2013,
focusing on the European Regional
Development Fund (ERDF) and
Cohesion Fund (CF) – Work
Package  14c: Regression
discontinuity design

LMFF ERDF/CF/ESF E 14,500.00 Finalised in July 2016 SWD  (2016) 318

https://bookshop.europa.eu/en/ex-post-evaluation-of-cohesion-policy-
programmes-2007-2013-focusing-on-the-european-regional-development-
fund-erdf-and-the-cohesion-fund-cf--pbKN0216717/

https://bookshop.europa.eu/en/ex-post-evaluation-of-cohesion-policy-
programmes-2007-2013-focusing-on-the-european-regional-development-
fund-erdf-and-the-cohesion-fund-cf--pbKN0216718/

KN-02-16-717-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-59938-5 ; doi 10.2776/062349
KN-02-16-718-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-59937-8 ; doi 10.2776/3077

2014CE1
6BAT099

Ex post evaluation of Cohesion
Policy programmes 2007-2013,
focusing on the European Regional
Development Fund (ERDF) and
Cohesion Fund (CF) – Work
Package  14d: Propensity score
matching

LMFF ERDF/CF/ESF E 15,000.00 Finalised in May
2016

SWD  (2016) 318

https://bookshop.europa.eu/en/the-impact-of-varying-per-capita-intensities-
of-eu-funds-on-regional-growth-pbKN0116524/

KN-01-16-524-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58513-5, doi 10.2776/256991
KN-04-16-458-EN-N : ISBN 978-92-79-58912-6 ; doi 10.2776/550227

b. Evaluations cancelled in 2016
Nothing to report
II. Other studies finalised or
cancelled in 2016
a. Other studies finalised in 2016



83

Ref used
in Annex

3
MP2016

Title Reason 1 Scope 2 Type
3

Associate
d DGs

Costs (EUR) Comments4 Reference5 Canc
elle

d

2014CE1
6BAT061

The use of new provisions during
the programming phase of the
European Structural and
Investment (ESI) Funds

LMFF ERDF / CF FC AGRI /
EMPL /
MARE

399,190.00 Finalised in July 2016 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/publications/studies/20
16/the-use-of-new-provisions-during-the-programming-phase-of-the-
european-structural-and-investment-funds

KN-04-16-642-EN-N; ISBN 978-92-79-60825-4; doi 10.2776/578179
KN-04-16-643-2A-N; ISBN 978-92-79-60826-1; doi 10.2776/857722

2014CE1
6BAT062

The implementation of the
provisions in relation to the ex-
ante conditionalities during the
programming phase of the
European Structural and
Investment (ESI) Funds

LMFF ERDF / CF FC AGRI /
EMPL /
MARE

368,600.00 Finalised in August
2016

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/publications/studies/20
16/the-implementation-of-the-provisions-in-relation-to-the-ex-ante-
conditionalities-during-the-programming-phase-of-the-european-structural-
and-investment-esi-funds

KN-02-16-861-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-59496-0 ; doi 10.2776/617294
KN-02-16-862-EN-N ;ISBN  978-92-79-59497-7 ; doi 10.2776/79434
KN-02-16-853-EN-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-59502-8 ; doi 10.2776/111157
KN-02-16-853-FR-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-59503-5 ;doi 10.2776/781918

2014CE1
6BAT063

The implementation of the
provisions in relation to the
performance framework during
the programming phase of the
European Structural and
Investment (ESI) Funds

LMFF ERDF / CF FC AGRI /
EMPL /
MARE

349,600.00 Finalised in August
2016

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/publications/studies/20
16/the-implementation-of-the-performance-frameworks-in-2014-2020-esi-
funds

KN-02-16-850-2A-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58841-9 ; doi 10.2776/66548
KN-02-16-851-2A-N ; ISBN 978-92-79-58843-3 ;doi 10.2776/60643

2014CE1
6BAT064

Setting up a database to assess
impacts and effects of certain
thresholds and limits in Regulation
(EU) No 1303/2013 (CPR).

LMFF ERDF / CF FC EMPL 301,800.00 Finalised in
September 2016

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/publications/studies/20
16/setting-up-a-database-to-assess-impacts-and-effects-of-certain-thresholds-
and-limits-in-regulation-no-1303-2013-cpr

KN-02-16-951-EN-N; 978-92-79-61787-4; 10.2776/130977
KN-04-16-767-EN-N; 978-92-79-61792-8; 10.2776/055920
KN-04-16-767-FR-N; 978-92-79-61793-5; 10.2776/989439

2014CE1
6BAT065

The implementation of the
partnership principle and multi-
level governance during the
programming phase of the
European Structural and
Investment (ESI) Funds

LMFF ERDF / CF FC AGRI /
EMPL /
MARE

300,000.00 Finalised in July 2016 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/publications/studies/20
16/implementation-of-the-partnership-principle-and-multi-level-governance-
during-the-2014-2020-esi-funds

KN-01-16-724-2A-N; ISBN 978-92-79-60781-3; doi 10.2776/665630
KN-04-16-636-2A-N; ISBN 978-92-79-60784-4; doi 10.2776/770376

2014CE1
60AT100

EU competency framework for the
management and implementation
of the European Regional
Development Fund and the
Cohesion Fund

O ERDF FC 202,609.00 Finalised in April
2016

KN-01-16-408-2A-N , ISBN 978-92-79-58026-0 , doi 10.2776/08216
KN-01-16-409-EN-N , ISBN 978-92-79-58027-7 , doi 10.2776/855543
KN-01-16-410-EN-N , ISBN 978-92-79-58024-6 , doi 10.2776/680269
KN-01-16-411-EN-N , ISBN 978-92-79-58025-3 , doi 10.2776/053679
KN-01-16-412-EN-N , ISBN 978-92-79-58023-9 , doi 10.2776/003990
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Ref used
in Annex

3
MP2016

Title Reason 1 Scope 2 Type
3

Associate
d DGs

Costs (EUR) Comments4 Reference5 Canc
elle

d

2015CE1
60AT013

Easing legal and administrative
obstacles in EU border regions

O ERDF FC 478,350.00 Contract closed in
January 2017

To be published in 2017.

2015CE1
60AT044

Collecting solid evidence to assess
the needs to be addressed by
Interreg cross-border cooperation
programmes

O ERDF FC 397,000.00 Finalised in
November 2016

Final report https://bookshop.europa.eu/en/collecting-solid-evidence-to-
assess-the-needs-to-be-addressed-by-interreg-cross-border-cooperation-
programmes-pbKN0716079/?CatalogCategoryID=cKYKABsttvUAAAEjrpAY4e5L

KN-07-16-079-3A-N , ISBN 978-92-79-63970-8 , doi 10.2776/13983

Executive summary https://bookshop.europa.eu/en/collecting-solid-evidence-
to-assess-the-needs-to-be-addressed-by-interreg-cross-border-cooperation-
programmes-pbKN0716080/?CatalogCategoryID=cKYKABsttvUAAAEjrpAY4e5L

KN-07-16-080-3A-N , ISBN 978-92-79-63971-5 , doi 10.2776/010731
2015CE1
6BAT069

Study on the expected results of
Cohesion Policy in Poland within
the programming period 2014-
2020

O ERDF / CF FC 355,540.00 Finalised in January
2017

To be published in 2017.

2015CE1
6BAT070

Study on the expected results of
Cohesion Policy in Estonia,
Lithuania and Latvia within the
programming period 2014-2020

O ERDF / CF FC 283,050.00 Finalised in February
2017 To be published in 2017.

2016CE1
6BAT032

Study on the organization of
technical assistance

O ERDF/CF O 100,000.00 Finalised on
November 2016

Study conducted for internal purposes; confidential; not published.
KN-05-16-041-EN-N

b. Other studies cancelled in 2016
TA 8-9
G1

Studies in the field of smart &
sustainable growth: Broadband
Competence Facility action

O ERDF/CF FC 333,000.00 contribution to EU
2020 strategy

Action erroneously recorded as a. The BCO is a service level agreement with
DGs AGRI and CNECT to provide hands-on assistance and mutual learning on
broadband to regional actors.



DDG.03 Study on “How is ERDF planned for
marginalised communities,
including Roma?”

O ERDF FC 300,000.00 Action modified for 'AMI' Contracts 
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Studies and Evaluations finalised or cancelled in 2015
Reference No

of Annex 4
MP2015 Title Reason 1 Scope 2

Type of evaluation or other study

Associated DGs Costs (EUR)6 Comments7 Reference8
Cancelle

d9Focus 3 Author4 Type 5

I. Evaluations finalised or cancelled in 2015
a. evaluations finalised in 2015

3

Ex post evaluation of Cohesion Policy
programmes 2007-2013, focusing on the
European Regional Development Fund
(ERDF) and Cohesion Fund (CF) – Work
Package Thirteen: Geography of
expenditure

Regulatory requirement
ERDF and CF programmes under CONV,.
RCE and ETC Objectives (only for Cross-
border cooperation programmes)

R E  (WIIW) E

432,160

August 2015

2014CE16BAT067

7

Ex post evaluation of cohesion policy
programmes 2007–2013, focusing on the
European Regional Development Fund
(ERDF) and Cohesion Fund (CF) — Work
Package Eight: Energy Efficiency

Regulatory requirement Energy Efficiency in ERDF and CF
programmes R

E
(RAMBOLL

)
E

353,900

October 2015

ISBN 978-92-79-
54711-9
doi:
10.2776/335169

2014CE16BAT044

15

Ex post evaluation of cohesion policy
programmes 2007–2013, focusing on the
European Regional Development Fund
(ERDF) and Cohesion Fund (CF) - work
package zero: data collection and quality
assessment

Regulatory requirement
Annual Implementation Reports
submitted for ERDF and CF programmes
in 2013 and 2014

R
E (Spatial
Foresight
GmbH)

E

1,367,000

March 2015

ISBN 978-92-79-
50787-8
doi:
10.2776/478679

2013CE16BAT060
b. Evaluations cancelled in 2015

16 European Semester

Insight into plausibility of output and
result indicators used; Intervention
logics across different types of region
for similar specific objectives,
robustness of performance frameworks

R E Carried out
internally 

II. Other studies finalised or cancelled in 2015
a. other studies finalised in 20157

29 Developing new indicators and GIS layers
for environmental risk assessments

Support to policy analysis and
development ERDF/CF P E - JRC E 300,000.0

0
Closed December
2015

Published by World
bank

32 Self-rule index for local authorities in the
EU, 1990-2014 Support to capacity building actions ERDF/ CF R

E -
University

of
Lausanne

E 100,000.0
0

2014CE16BAT031
December 2015

ISBN 978-92-79-
57885-4  No KN-04-
16-343-2A-N.

Promoting multi-level governance in
support of Europe 2020 Support to capacity building actions Policy fields of Energy Efficiency / Social

inclusion in an urban context P E - Spatial
Foresight E 494,600.0

0 June 2015
KN-02-15-472-3A-N,
978-92-79-48906-8,
10.2776/74666

7 Lines 18, 19 and 20 on Management Plan 2015 Annex 4 were finalised in 2015, but were reclassified (not to be considered as studies). Lines 21, 22 and 28, as well as 2012CE16BAT008, 2010CE160AT089 and study on urban-rural partnerships
were finalised before 2015.
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Reference No
of Annex 4

MP2015 Title Reason 1 Scope 2

Type of evaluation or other study

Associated DGs Costs (EUR)6 Comments7 Reference8
Cancelle

d9Focus 3 Author4 Type 5

Job creation scenarios from a 20% increase
of IWT on the Danube by 2020 compared to
2010 (Danube 20+)

Support to policy analysis and
development Macro-regions P E -Ecorys

NL E 355,400.0
0 August 2015

KN-07-14-012-EN-N,
ISBN 978-92-79-
43918-6, DOI
10.2776/38018

2014CE16
0AT079

study on stock-taking of administrative
capacity for compliance and quality of
public procurement involving ESI Funds

Support to administrative capacity
building actions

Public procurement involving European
Structural and Investment (ESI) Funds. P E - PwC EU

Services E
AGRI, EMPL,

MARE,
MARKT, EIB

301,000.0
0 March 2016

KN-01-16-235-EN-N;
ISBN 978-92-79-
56882-4; doi
10.2776/753195

STUDY to determine flat-rate revenue
percentages for the sectors or subsectors
within the fields of (i) ICT, (ii) research,
development and innovation and (iii) energy
efficiency to apply to net revenue
generating operations co-financed by the
European Structural and Investment Funds
(ESI Funds) in 2014-2020

Support for effective implementation of
programmes

ESI Funds R/P E - CSIL E 304,650.0
0

April 2015

KN-02-15-350-EN-N,
ISBN 978-92-79-
48077-5, DOI
10.2776/09277

2013CE16
0AT057

Territorial Agenda 2020 put in practice -
enhancing the efficiency and effectiveness
of Cohesion Policy by a place-based
approach

Support for effective implementation of
programmes

Urban and Territorial Development P E - CSIL E 57,600.00 May 2015 KN-04-15-309-EN-N,
ISBN 978-92-79-
48051-5, DOI
10.2776/984537

2015CE16
0AT005

Perception survey on quality of life in
European cities Support to policy analysis and

development

Eurobarometer R E O 849,660.3
2

January 2016 978-92-79-54563-4;
DOI
10.2776/870421

b. other studies cancelled in 2015
EU policies with an urban dimension Support to policy analysis and

development
P E O 5,000.00 Cancelled due to lack of staff.



Article 7 implementation - national urban
policies

L R E E 30,000.00 Cancelled due to lack of staff. 

"How is ERDF planned for marginalised
communities, including Roma?" Support to policy analysis and

development

R E E 300,000.0
0

Will be covered by study on Inclusive
Growth to be tendered in 2016.



Knowledge development: administrative
capacity indicators

Support to capacity building actions P E O 300,000.0
0

Dropped at the mid-term review of the
financing decision (so no procedure
launched)



Application of new implementation
mechanisms by Member States LMFF R/P E E 450,000.0

0
Cancelled due to lack of staff. 
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ANNEX 3 (QUESTION 7):
MS CCI Ref Title Category Comments
BE 2014BE16RFOP001 OP Brussels Capital Region 3 Weaknesses in the

management and control
system (audit trail and
reliable data)

BE 2014BE16RFOP003 OP Wallonia 3 System in category 3
limited to measures
1.3.2, 2.1.2, 3.1.1, 3.1.2,
5.1.1 and 5.2.1

BG 2014BG16M1OP001 Operational programme
“Transport and transport
infrastructure”

3 Ongoing audit
contradictory procedure.
Financial corrections will
be applied to bring RTER
2016-2017 down to 2%,
if necessary

CZ 2014CZ16RFOP001 Enterprise and Innovation
for Competitiveness

3 Category 3 limited to
priority axis 3 and 4; high
error rate in 2016-2017
accounting year due to
system deficiencies not
yet resolved

DE 2014DE16M2OP001 OP Niedersachsen
ERDF/ESF 2014-2020

3 Category 3 in Key
Requirement 2 limited to
measure 1.3.2.1

DE 2014DE16RFOP001 OP Baden-Württemberg
ERDF 2014-2020

3 Weaknesses in
management
verifications related to
the verifications of net
revenues.

DE 2014DE16RFOP013 OP Sachsen-Anhalt ERDF
2014-2020

3 Deficiencies in the
management and control
system (selection of
operations and
management
verfications). Risk
estimated above 10%.

EE 2014EE16M3OP001 Operational Programme
for Cohesion Policy
Funding 2014-2020

3 Accounts cannot be
accepted

ES 2014ES16RFSM001 SME Initiative ERDF 2014-
20 OP

3 Based on the results of
an ECA audit (SoA 2017),
assessment with
category 3.

FR 2014FR05M0OP001 Operational Programme
ERDF-ESF ile-de-France et
Seine 2014-2020

4 Accounts cannot be
accepted. Total error
rate above 10%, residual
error rate above 2%^.

FR 2014FR05M2OP001 Operational Programme
ERDF-ESF Guadeloupe et St
Martin Etat 2014-2020

4 Total error rate above
10%



88

FR 2014FR16M0OP001 Regional programme
Aquitaine 2014-2020

3 Corrective measures
from the 2016-2017
accounts not yet
implemented; high error
rate

FR 2014FR16M0OP004 Regional programme
Champagne-Ardenne
2014-2020

3 Ongoing audit
contradictory procedure.
Financial corrections will
be applied to bring RTER
2016-2017 down to 2%,
if necessary

FR 2014FR16M0OP006 Regional programme
Languedoc-Roussillon
2014-2020

3 Accounts cannot be
accepted. Residual error
rate above 2%

FR 2014FR16M0OP007 Regional programme Midi-
Pyrénées et Garonne 2014-
2020

3 Accounts cannot be
accepted. Residual error
rate above 2%

FR 2014FR16M0OP008 Regional programme
Picardie 2014-2020

3 Ongoing audit
contradictory procedure.
Financial corrections will
be applied to bring RTER
2016-2017 down to 2%,
if necessary

FR 2014FR16M0OP009 Regional programme
Guadeloupe Conseil
Régional 2014-2020

3 Audit trail deficiencies

FR 2014FR16M0OP011 Regional programme
Martinique Conseil
Régional 2014-2020

3 Accounts cannot be
accepted. Residual error
rate above 2%

FR 2014FR16M0OP014 Regional programme
Bourgogne 2014-2020

3 Accounts cannot be
accepted. Residual error
rate above 2%

FR 2014FR16M0OP015 Regional programme
Lorraine et Vosges 2014-
2020

3 Ongoing audit
contradictory procedure.
Financial corrections will
be applied to bring RTER
2016-2017 down to 2%,
if necessary

FR 2014FR16M2OP004 Regional programme Corse
2014-2020

4 Total error rate above
10%

FR 2014FR16M2OP005 Regional programme
Franche-Comté et Jura
2014-2020

3 Accounts cannot be
accepted. Residual error
rate above 2%

FR 2014FR16RFOP003 Interregional programme
Massif Central 2014-2020

3 Corrective measures
from the 2016-2017
accounts not yet
implemented; high error
rate

FR 2014FR16RFOP006 Interregional programme
Alsace 2014-2020

3 Ongoing audit
contradictory procedure.
Financial corrections will
be applied to bring RTER



89

2016-2017 down to 2%,
if necessary

HR 2014HR16M1OP001 Competitiveness and
Cohesion OP

3 Category 3 limited to  IB2
EPEEF

HU 2014HU05M2OP001 Human Resources
Development Operational
Programme

3 Accounts cannot be
accepted. Deficiencies in
the management
verifications (public
procurement). Risk
estimated above 10%

HU 2014HU05M3OP001 Public Administration and
Civil Service Development
OP

3 Accounts cannot be
accepted. Deficiencies in
the management
verifications (public
procurement). Risk
estimated above 10%

HU 2014HU16M0OP001 Economic Development
and Innovation
Operational Programme

3 Accounts cannot be
accepted. Deficiencies in
the management and
control system
management
verifications and
reliability of data). Risk
estimated above 10%

HU 2014HU16M1OP001 Environmental and Energy
Efficiency OP

4 Accounts cannot be
accepted. Deficiencies in
the management
verifications (public
procurement). Risk
estimated above 10%

HU 2014HU16M1OP003 Integrated Transport OP 3 Deficiencies in the
management
verifications (public
procurement).

HU 2014HU16M2OP001 Territorial and settlement
development OP

4 Deficiencies in the
management
verifications (public
procurement). Total
error rate above 10%

HU 2014HU16M2OP002 Competitive Central-
Hungary OP

4 Accounts cannot be
accepted. Deficiencies in
the management
verifications (public
procurement). Total
error rate above 10%

IT 2014IT16M2OP006 ROP Calabria ERDF ESF 3 Total error rate above
10%. Deficiencies in the
management and control
system. Ongoing
investigation by the
Calabria anti-mafia
office.
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IT 2014IT16RFOP007 ROP Campania ERDF 3 Based on two REGIO
audits at MA level: early
preventive system audit
and audit on the
reliability of
performance data.

LT 2014LT16MAOP001 Operational Programme
for EU Structural Funds
Investments for 2014-2020

3 Accounts cannot be
accepted. Residual total
error rate above 2%.

PL 2014PL16RFOP001 OP Smart growth 3 Deficiencies in the
management and control
system for measure 4.3.
Risk estimated above
10%.

RO 2014RO16RFOP001 Competitiveness
Operational Programme

3 Deficiencies in the
management and control
system for priority axis 1
(reliability of data). Risk
estimated above 10%

SI 2014SI16MAOP001 Operational Programme
for the Implementation of
the EU Cohesion Policy in
the period 2014 – 2020

3 Ongoing audit
contradictory procedure
Category 3 limited to IBs
MGRT and MOP

SK 2014SK16RFOP001 Research and Innovation 3 Based on a national
system audit report on
the managing authority

SK 2014SK16RFOP002 Integrated Regional
Operational Programme

3 Based on a national
system audit report on
the managing authority

TC 2014TC16RFCB041 Interreg V-A - France-
Switzerland

4 Accounts cannot be
accepted. Total error
rate above 10%, residual
error rate above 2%^.

UK 2014UK16RFOP004 United Kingdom - ERDF
Scotland

4 Total error rate above
10%.

UK 2014UK16RFOP005 United Kingdom - ERDF
West Wales and The
Valleys

3 Ongoing audit
contradictory procedure.
Financial corrections will
be applied to bring RTER
2016-2017 down to 2%,
if necessary

UK 2014UK16RFOP006 United Kingdom - ERDF
East Wales

3 Ongoing audit
contradictory procedure.
Financial corrections will
be applied to bring RTER
2016-2017 down to 2%,
if necessary
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ANNEX 4 (QUESTION 28):
Source: DG REGIO’s 2018 AAR, page 114
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ANNEX 5 (QUESTION 45):

2007-2013 ERDF/CF/IPA-CBC – 18 programmes

Res
No. MS Ref Title

Validated
error

rate by
REGIO

Validated Residual
error by REGIO Reservation Reasons for Reservations / Comments

Quantification
of Reservation

EURm

Targeted
Actions

1 CZ 2007CZ161PO008 North-West 3,71% 1,85% Full Non-
Fin

Due to ongoing police
investigations on the former head
of the managing authority.

0,00 Improve the
management
and control
system.

Carry out
appropriate
financial
corrections.

Confirm the
implementat
ion of
corrective
actions.

2 DE 2007DE161PO007 Sachsen – Anhalt 10,00% 2,00% Par Non-
fin

Partial reservation at the level of
one measures (11.16/41.16 IBG).
OLAF report Dec 2017: potential
significant financial impact for the
FEI managed by IBG.

0,00

3 ETC 2007CB163PO021 Romania – Bulga
ria

10,00% 0,53% Full Non-
fin

High error rate. 0,00

4 HR 2007HR161PO001 Environment 25,00% 14,48% Full Non-
Fin

Incomplete audit work at closure. 0,00

5 HR 2007HR161PO002 Transport 25,00% 16,64% Full Non-
Fin

Incomplete audit work at closure 0,00

6 HR 2007HR161PO003 Regional
Competitiveness

25,00% 8,61% Full Non-
Fin

Incomplete audit work at closure 0,00

7 HU 2007HU161PO002 Environment
and Energy

0,91% 0,17% Par Non-
Fin

Ongoing OLAF case on measure
5.5.0 public lightening.

0,00

8 HU 2007HU161PO007 Transport 3,59% 0,32% Par Non-
fin

One OLAF case still open
(OF/2012/0118/B4, Metro 4 and
2).

0,00

9 HU 2007HU161PO010 Implementation 5,00% 2,00% Par Non-
fin

Risk is estimated above 5%. 0,00

10 HU 2007HU16UPO001 Electronic Public
Administration

5,00% 2,00% Full Non-
Fin

Risk estimated above 5%. 0,00

11 IT 2007IT161PO005 Reti e mobilità 25,00% 12,44% Full Non-
Fin

Risk above 5%. 0,00

12 IT 2007IT161PO006 Ricerca e
competitività

10,00% 2,96% Full Non-
Fin

Risk above 5%. 0,00

13 IT 2007IT162PO004 Lazio 10,00% 2,66% Full Non-
Fin

Deficiencies at the level of the AA
(as detected by EMPL).

0,00

14 IT 2007IT161PO008 Calabria 10,00% 2,00% Full Non-
Fin

Ongoing investigation by the
Calabria anti-mafia office.

0,00

15 RO 2007RO161PO003 Transport 4,88% 0,00% Full Non-
Fin

High error rate at closure. Risk
above the retention.

0,00

16 RO 2007RO161PO004 Environment 0,97% 0,00% Full Non-
fin

Non-corrected audit findings. No
retention for this programme.

0,00

17 SK 2007SK161PO007 Technical
Assistance

0,66% 20,51% Par Non-
fin

Deficiencies in measure 1.5 (public
procurement irregularities in IT
projects).

Risk is above 5%.

0,00

18 IPA-
CBC

2007CB16IPO001 Adriatic IPA
CBC

0,31% 0,73% Rep Reputational issues. Complaints
from beneficiaries on the lack of
timely payments as well
as an overall
financial poor management of the
programme by the MA.

0,00

Source : 2018 Annual Activity Report of DG REGIO, Annex 10A, 2nd table for 2007-2013 period
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ANNEX 6 (QUESTION 46):
REGIO: Follow up of the AAR2018 Reservations 2014-2020 Programming Period – 30 programmes

Res
No.

MS Ref Title Reserva
tion

Reasons for Reservations /
Comments

State of Play of reservation Status
of the

Reservation

Financial
corrections in

total public
expenditure

Financial
corrections
(ERDF, CF,
ESF, YEI)

1 BE 2014BE16
RFOP003

Wallonia Partial
fin

Deficiencies in management and
control system for measures
1.3.2, 2.1.2, 3.1.1, 3.1.2, 5.1.1
and 5.2.1. Risk estimated above
10%.

An interruption letter has been sent.
System improvements were implemented by the
programme authorities. No additional financial
corrections to those implemented in the accounts were
needed.

Reservation
solved

No No

2 CZ 2014CZ16
RFOP001

Enterprise And
Innovation For
Competitiveness

Partial
Non-fin

High error rate in 2016-2017
accounting year due to system
deficiencies (except in FEI) not
yet resolved.

System improvements have been implemented. No
financial corrections were needed but for future
payment claims potential irregular amounts will not be
declared.

Reservation
solved

No No

3 DE 2014DE16
RFOP013

Sachsen-Anhalt Full Deficiencies in management and
control system (KR 2 and KR 4).
Risk estimated above 10%.

An audit to evaluate the system improvements has been
carried out by REGIO and concluded that there are still
deficiencies.

On-going N/A N/A

4 EE 2014EE16
M3OP001

Cohesion Policy
Funds

Full Accounts cannot be accepted. Revised assurance package (including revised accounts)
has been received and accepted.

Reservation
solved

No No

5 ES 2014ES16
RFSM001

SME Initiative Full
Non-fin

Deficiencies in management and
control system.

EIB is re-verifying a representative sample of loans to
exclude non-eligible loans.

On-going N/A N/A

6 ETC 2014TC16
RFCB041

France-
Switzerland

Full Accounts cannot be accepted.
Total error rate above 10%.
Residual total error rate above
2%.

Revised accounts have been submitted by programme
authorities. The revised accounts have been accepted.
The revised TER is 5.95 % and the revised RTER is 2 %.

Reservation
solved

0.09 million
EUR

0.06 million
EUR

7 ETC 2014TC16
RFCB043

France (Saint
Martin-Sint
Maarten)

Rep Reputational reservation in the
AAR based on the lack of
designation and lack of progress
in implementation.

The managing authority prepared a first system
description just before the summer 2019; the
description has still to be reviewed b the independent
audit body.

On-going N/A N/A

8 FR 2014FR16
M0OP014

Bourgogne Full Accounts cannot be accepted.
Residual error rate above 2%.

Revised accounts have been submitted by FR authorities.
The revised accounts have been accepted. The revised
TER is 4.26 % and the revised RTER is 2 %.

Reservation
solved

0.52 million
EUR

0.2 million
EUR

9 FR 2014FR16
M2OP004

Corse Full Total error rate above 10%. An interruption letter has been sent.
System improvements were implemented by the
programme authorities. No additional financial
corrections to those implemented in the accounts were
needed.

Reservation
solved

N/A N/A
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Res
No.

MS Ref Title Reserva
tion

Reasons for Reservations /
Comments

State of Play of reservation Status
of the

Reservation

Financial
corrections in

total public
expenditure

Financial
corrections
(ERDF, CF,
ESF, YEI)

10 FR 2014FR05
M0OP001

Ile-De-France
And Seine

Full Accounts cannot be accepted.
Total error rate above 10%.
Residual total error rate above
2%.

Revised accounts have been submitted by FR authorities.
The revised accounts have been accepted. The revised
TER is 42.07 % and the revised RTER is 2.00 %.
The programme is pre-suspended as the system
improvements have not been implemented yet.

On-going N/A N/A

11 FR 2014FR16
M2OP005

Franche Comté
et Jura

Full Accounts cannot be accepted.
Residual total error rate above
2%.

Revised accounts have been submitted by FR authorities.
The revised accounts have been accepted. The revised
TER is 7.07 % and the revised RTER is 2 %.

Reservation
solved

1.39 million
EUR

0.61 million
EUR

12 FR 2014FR05
M2OP001

Guadeloupe et
St Martin Etat

Full Total error rate above 10%. System improvements were implemented by the
programme authorities. No additional financial
corrections to those implemented in the accounts were
needed.

Reservation
solved

1.24 million
EUR

0.94 million
EUR

13 FR 2014FR16
M0OP006

Languedoc-
Roussillon

Full Accounts cannot be accepted.
Residual total error rate above
2%.

Revised accounts have been submitted by FR authorities.
The revised accounts have been accepted. The revised
TER is 1.99% and the revised RTER is 1.40%.

Reservation
solved

No No

14 FR 2014FR16
M0OP011

Martinique
Conseil Régional

Full Accounts cannot be accepted.
Residual total error rate above
2%.

A warning letter has been sent requesting the
programme authorities to improve the functioning of the
system.
A pre-correction letter has been sent on 25/10/2019.

On-going N/A N/A

15 FR 2014FR16
M0OP007

Midi-Pyrénées
Et Garonne

Full Accounts cannot be accepted.
Residual total error rate above
2%.

Revised accounts have been submitted by FR authorities.
The revised accounts have been accepted. The revised
TER is 1.04% and the revised RTER is 0.70%.

Reservation
solved

No No

16 HR 2014HR16
M1OP001

Competitiveness
And Cohesion

Partial
Non-fin

Deficiencies in management and
control system for IB2 EPEEF. Risk
estimated above 10%.

A warning for the intermediate body EPEEF was sent
requesting to improve the system and to apply the
necessary financial corrections.
Re-verification process completed as initially agreed but
the population for which financial corrections will be
applied was extended. The system improvement of the
EPEEF need to be confirmed by the audit authoritiy

On-going N/A N/A

17 HU 2014HU16
M1OP001

Environmental
And Energy
Efficiency

Full Accounts cannot be accepted.
Deficiencies in management and
control system (KR 4, public
procurement). Risk estimated
above 10%.

The acounts were re-sumitted and accepted.
Member State accepted the financial corections for both
ongoing public procurement cases.
The functioning of the management and control system
was improved.

Reservation
solved

114.08 million
EUR

96.97 million
EUR
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Res
No.

MS Ref Title Reserva
tion

Reasons for Reservations /
Comments

State of Play of reservation Status
of the

Reservation

Financial
corrections in

total public
expenditure

Financial
corrections
(ERDF, CF,
ESF, YEI)

18 HU 2014HU16
M2OP001

Territorial And
Settlement
Development

Full Total error rate above 10%.
Deficiencies in management and
control system (KR 4, public
procurement).

Member State accepted the financial corrections for the
public procurement case.
The functioning of the management and control system
was improved.

Reservation
solved

10.85 million
EUR

9.25 million
EUR

19 HU 2014HU16
M2OP002

Competitive
Central-Hungary

Full Accounts cannot be accepted.
Total error rate above 10%.
Deficiencies in management and
control system (KR 4, public
procurement).

The acounts were re-sumitted and accepted.
Member State accepted the financial corrections for the
public procurement case.
The functioning of the management and control system
was improved.

Reservation
solved

3.65 million
EUR

1.82 million
EUR

20 HU 2014HU05
M2OP001

Human
Resources
Development

Full Accounts cannot be accepted.
Deficiencies in management and
control system (KR 4, public
procurement). Risk estimated
above 10%.

The acounts were re-sumitted and accepted.
Member State accepted the financial corrections for the
public procurement case.
The functioning of the management and control system
was improved.

Reservation
solved

18.52 million
EUR

15 million EUR

21 HU 2014HU05
M3OP001

Public
Administration
and Civil Service

Full Accounts cannot be accepted.
Deficiencies in management and
control system (KR 4, public
procurement). Risk estimated
above10%.

The acounts were re-sumitted and accepted.
Member State accepted the financial corrections for the
public procurement case.
The functioning of the management and control system
was improved.

Reservation
solved

18.9 million
EUR

16.06 million
EUR

22 HU 2014HU16
M0OP001

Economic
development
and innovation

Full Accounts cannot be accepted.
Deficiencies in management and
control system (KR 4 and KR 6).
Risk estimated above 10%.

The acounts were re-sumitted and accepted.
The MS accepted the financial corrections for the public
procurement irregualrities.
In relation to the deficiencies in KR6 a pre-suspension
letter was sent and the HU authorities are implementing
the remedial actions.

Reservation
partially
solved

9.06 million
EUR

7.95 million
EUR

23 IT 2014IT16
M2OP006

Calabria ERDF Full Total error rate above 10%.
Deficiencies in management and
control system.
Ongoing investigation by the
Calabria anti-mafia office.

In relation to the system deficiencies the corrective
measures are being implemented.
The review of projects following the investigation by the
Calabria anti-mafia office implemented and the
necessary financial corrections were implemented.

Reservation
partially
solved

14.98 million
EUR

11.24 million
EUR

24 LT 2014LT16
MAOP001

EU Structural
Funds

Full Accounts cannot be accepted.
Residual total error rate above
2%.

The necessary system improvements were not yet
implemented.
Revised accounts have been received and will be
accepted.

Reservation
solved

N/A N/A

25 LV 2014LV16
MAOP001

Growth and
Employment

Full Accounts cannot be accepted. Revised accounts have been received and accepted. Reservation
solved
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26 PL 2014PL16
RFOP001

Smart Growth Partial Deficiencies in management and
control system for measures 4.3
Risk estimated above 10%.

The necessary system improvements were not yet
implemented.

On-going N/A N/A

27 RO 2014RO16
RFOP002

Regional
Operational
Programme

Full Accounts cannot be accepted. Revised accounts have been received and are under
assessement.

On-going N/A N/A

28 RO 2014RO16
RFOP001

Competitiveness
Operational
Programme

Partial
Non-fin

Deficiencies in management and
control system for IB for PA1 (KR
6). Risks is estimated above 10%.

Pre-suspension letter requesting system improvements
in relation to KR6 has been sent. The reply from the
programme authorities has been received and is under
assessment.

On-going N/A N/A

29 SK 2014SK16
M1OP002

Quality of
Environment

Full Accounts cannot be accepted.
Residual total error rate above
2%.

Revised accounts have been received and accepted.
Financial correction procedure (individual error) under
contradictory phase.

On-going N/A N/A

30 UK 2014UK16
RFOP004

Scotland Full Total error rate above 10%. Corrective measures to improve the functioning of the
system have not yet been implememented. An
interruption letter has been sent (17/5/2019) and a pre-
suspension letter on 06/08/2019.

On-going N/A N/A


