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[bookmark: _Toc199239585]Introduction 

At the 20th meeting of DG REGIO Transnational Network on Simplification (TN), that will be held in Tallinn on 5 and 6 June 2025, four sessions will be dedicated to discuss about ‘audit of results-based financing’: 

· Session I.1 – Audit of the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF): lesson learnt. Representatives of the European Commission present an overview of the results of RRF audits and share lessons learnt and recommendations relevant for results-based financing. 

· Session I.2 – Audit practices on RRF and results-based financing. Presenting the experience of EU Member States with audits of RRF and results-based financing.

· Session I.3 – Audit of results-based financing: group discussions. Participants are invited to discuss in groups to identify key issues and questions around audit of results-based financing.

· Session I.4 – Audit of results-based financing: panel discussion. The key outcomes of the group discussions carried out in session I.3 are addressed in plenary, in a panel discussion.



This note presents the instructions for the groups and panel discussions on ‘audit of results-based financing’. The note also includes the Template to report back on the outcomes of group discussions.






[bookmark: _Annex_1_–][bookmark: _Instructions_for_the][bookmark: _Toc199239586]Instructions for the group and panel discussions

At the 20th meeting of the TN participants will be invited to discuss in groups (session I.3 of the meeting agenda) about ‘audit of results-based financing’. 

In the subsequent session I.4, the outcomes of the group discussions will be addressed, in plenary, within a panel discussion with representatives of the European Commission and TN Members.

Rationale and functioning of group discussions (session I.3)

The rationale of the session is to identify the key issues and questions around audit of results-based financing in ERDF/CF/JTF programmes.

Group discussions in session I.3, will be organised as follows: 

I. Starting group discussions – at 10.30 participants will be invited to start discussing in groups. The composition of the groups will be provided before the meeting.

II. Appointing the group rapporteur – the first task for the group is to appoint one rapporteur who will be invited to collect and report back on the key outcomes of the discussion.

III. Carrying out the group discussions and identify key questions:  

· Each group is invited by the rapporteur to share their key issue and questions around audit of results-based financing, to be addressed by representatives of the European Commission.

· During the exercise, the rapporteur takes note of the outcomes of the group discussion using the templates in Annex 1.

IV. Returning the template to the Coordinator of the TN – at 11:00, group rapporteurs will be invited to return the templates by e-mail to the TN coordinator:  lucasantin.eu@gmail.com.

Follow-up: reporting back and panel discussion (session I.4)

Based on the information provided in the templates, in session I.4 (from 11.20 to 12:15), group rapporteurs will be invited to present their (two) priority questions on audit of results-based financing. The questions will be addressed in a panel discussion with representatives of REGIO-EMPL Joint Audit Directorate for Cohesion and TN members.
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Group N. _ (please indicate the number of your group) _



Q.1 Key issues and questions for the European Commission.

Based on the contents shared in sessions I.1 and I.2 and taking into account the key challenges around the use of results-based financing in your Member State, what questions relevant for audit of results-based financing would you like to address to the representatives of the European Commission? Please indicate your questions in the table below (in order of priority).



		Questions on Audit of results-based approaches



		First question (priority question):  __________________



		Second question (priority question): ___________________



		Third question: ____________________



		Fourth question: ____________________



		……………….



		……………….



		……………….
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Abstract 


This study examines performance-based schemes in National Recovery and Resilience 
Plans (NRRPs) and their potential adaptation as Financing Not Linked to Costs (FNLC) 
models under ERDF/CF and JTF programmes for 2021-2027. Through analysis of 15 
NRRPs and stakeholder consultations, the research identified and developed six FNLC 
models aligned with ERDF/CF policy objectives. The methodology combined desk 
research, stakeholder interviews, a workshop with 57 managing and audit authorities from 
all 27 EU countries and recurring consultations with the REGIO Transnational Network on 
Simplification. Key findings of the study include the development of adaptable six FNLC 
models for innovation funding, digital transition of SMEs, energy-efficient building 
renovation, water and sewerage systems expansion, railway modernisation, and pre-
hospital medical infrastructure. The study also identified key findings and lessons regarding 
administrative performance and burden, balancing flexibility, stakeholder alignment and 
guidance, streamlining approaches, indicator and reporting schedules and the use of FNLC 
models for different operation types.  
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Executive Summary 


Objectives 


The aim of this study was to learn from Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF), as 
performance-based financing instrument, and identify National Recovery and Resilience 
Plan (NRRP) measures that can serve as examples for Financing Not Linked to Costs 
(FNLC) models to be potentially included in European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), 
Cohesion Fund (CF), and Just Transition Fund (JTF) programmes under the current 2021-
2027 programming period. 


The study pursued three specific objectives: 


• Detecting and selecting those NRRP measures that can fit the purpose of FNLC 
schemes in the policy objectives of ERDF/CF and JTF, and undertaking a mapping 
thereof. This list was compared with similar measures included in the sample of selected 
NRRPs to assess how many Member States included similar measures. 


• Providing examples of milestones and targets included in the selected NRRPs for 
measures deemed relevant for further analysis and identifying whether they respond to 
the logic of the 2021-27 Common Provisions Regulation (CPR), particularly the eligibility 
of such milestones and targets under the ERDF/CF and JTF.  


• Identifying the conditions for a successful use of the selected NRRP measures as 
FNLC schemes for national or regional ERDF/CF and JTF programmes and proposing 
possible FNLC models, including the related audit trails. 


Methodology 


The study employed a comprehensive methodological approach consisting of six 
interrelated tasks: 


• Analysis and selection of NRRPs. The study team analysed all NRRPs and selected 
15 Member States for in-depth analysis: Austria, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Denmark, 
Finland, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, 
and Spain. This selection ensured a balance in representing Member States with 
partially positive assessments, those having developed FNLC schemes under ERDF, 
and those with varying numbers of payments issued. 


• Mapping and shortlisting of relevant Recovery and Resilience Facility  measures. 
The team compiled information on 30 potentially relevant measures, collecting data 
regarding milestones and target setting, disbursement conditions, and verification 
mechanisms. The study team then consulted with the DG REGIO Transnational 
Network (TN) on Simplification to determine which of the 30 selected measures were 
most relevant for development into FNLC models. A survey distributed to TN members 
received 56 responses from 24 Member States, resulting in a shortlist of 18 prioritised 
measures. 


• Interview programme. The team conducted 38 interviews with RRF Authorities from 
Member States, NRRP Implementing Authorities from Member States, authorities which 
have designed FNLC schemes under ERDF/CF and JTF, and DG ECFIN/SG REFORM 
Geodesk officers to gather additional information on the set-up of measures and lessons 
learnt. 
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• Identification of similar measures. The team identified examples of similar measures 
across the 15 NRRPs in relation to those shortlisted for FNLC model development, 
focusing on concrete examples of milestones, targets, and verification mechanisms. 


• Development of FNLC models. The study developed six FNLC models based on 
shortlisted RRF measures, structured according to the requirements in Appendix 2 of 
the CPR. These models serve as adaptable blueprints that require customisation to 
align with specific national circumstances. To validate findings and gather feedback on 
the proposed models, a workshop with ERDF/CF and JTF managing and audit 
authorities was held online with 57 participants representing all 27 EU countries. 


• Presentations and discussions with REGIO TN on Simplification. The study team 
presented the findings at the interim and final stages to the REGIO TN on Simplification, 
with the last presentation of the final outcomes of the study to the CPR Expert Group in 
June 2025. 


Key findings of the study 


FNLC models 


A brief overview of the developed FNLC models can be seen in the table below. In short, 
there were six models developed in this study. The study aimed to cover all Policy 
Objectives (POs). However, in consultation with the Client, it was agreed to remove both 
the JTF and the PO5 measures from the shortlist of measures for which FNLC models 
would be developed. 


Policy 
Objective 


Description of the operation Conditions to be 
fulfilled/results to be achieved 


PO1: A 
Smarter 
Europe 


Innovation funding for Small and Medium-
Sized Enterprises (SMEs): Support SMEs in 
developing innovative products/services with 
international orientation.  


- Support at least 200 SMEs in 
research and innovation 
activities. 
- At least 100 supported SMEs 
introduce innovation (product, 
process, or marketing). 


Digital transition of SMEs: Establish a 
National Test Beds Network for SMEs, 
providing the infrastructure needed for SMEs 
to develop and test new products and services 
while accelerating their digital transition. 


- Develop 1,000 pilot products 
that demonstrate a minimum 
increase of two Technology 
Readiness Levels. 


PO2: A 
Greener 
Europe 


Energy-efficient renovation of residential 
buildings: Support to the energy-efficient 
renovation of residential buildings, aimed 
directly at reducing energy consumption and 
increasing the production of renewable energy 
by implementing energy saving measures. 


- Renovate 40,000 housing units. 
- Achieve average primary 
energy savings of at least 45%. 


Expansion of water/sewerage systems: 
Upgrade the existing network and extend the 
coverage of public water distribution and 
wastewater collection systems in municipalities 
of more than 2,000 population equivalent, to 
increase distribution capacity and reduce 
leakages. 


- Upgrade/installation of water 
distribution (800 km) and 
sewerage (600 km) networks. 
- Reduce water loss (20%) and 
uncollected/leaked wastewater in 
the sewerage networks (15%). 
- Increase population benefiting 
from newly built water 
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Policy 
Objective 


Description of the operation Conditions to be 
fulfilled/results to be achieved 
distribution networks (10%) and 
wastewater collection capacity 
(10%). 


PO3: A 
Connected 
Europe 


Modernisation of railway lines: Improve the 
condition and reliability of the railway 
infrastructure, thereby increasing the 
attractiveness of rail transport for both 
passengers and freight. 


- Complete modernisation of 500 
km of railway lines. 
- Time savings due to improved 
rail infrastructure (reduction in 
travel time).  


PO4: A Social 
Europe 


Development of pre-hospital medical 
infrastructure: Improve the access for people 
in rural and less developed areas to basic 
health care, including prevention and early 
diagnosis and treatment services. 


- Equip/renovate at least 2,000 
family doctor practices. 
- Build/renovate 300 
healthcare/community centres. 
- At least 1,000,000 individuals 
benefiting from the services of 
the supported facilities. 


 
The analysis of similar measures across the 15 NRRPs revealed two distinct types of 
indicators for measuring results. Quantitative indicators, which are data-driven and theme-
specific, typically correspond to the final implementation stages and include metrics such 
as the number of beneficiaries supported, projects completed, surface area renovated, 
infrastructure built or upgraded, and energy savings achieved. Qualitative indicators, on the 
other hand, are less policy-area specific and can track various project lifecycle stages, 
including legal entry into force, publication of funding guidelines, contract awards, and 
environmental impact assessments. 


For verification purposes, the NRRPs employed several common mechanisms to confirm 
the achievement of intended results. These include summary documents from responsible 
authorities, official publications in national gazettes, reports from implementing bodies, 
photographic evidence, certificates of completion, and inspection reports. These verification 
methods draw on a broad evidence base – legal, financial, technical, and administrative – 
to demonstrate results, ensure transparency, and support effective monitoring across the 
different measures implemented under the RRF.  


Lessons learnt on performance-based financing 


The study identified several key lessons learnt based on the stakeholder consultations and 
has made conclusions which could help pave the way for the successful implementation of 
FNLC schemes under the current CPR.  


Performance-based instruments encourage improved administrative performance by 
creating a positive pressure on administrations to deliver results faster than with traditional 
funding models. This result-based approach fosters a more strategic and realistic design of 
programmes, as conditions for payment must be clearly defined and subject to verification. 
Additionally, by requiring the schedule of reimbursements and related amounts to be 
established in advance, FNLC schemes provide administrations with early clarity on their 
financial framework, enabling better procurement planning and reducing exposure to cost 
fluctuations. 


A performance-based approach aims to reduce administrative burden by shifting the 
focus from verifying actual costs to verifying the fulfilment of predefined conditions or 
results. This results-based model eliminates the need for audits and management 
verifications of incurred costs, excluding the necessity for invoices. However, simplification 
is maximised only when stakeholders are involved from an early stage and the approach is 
applied consistently at the upper and lower levels, thereby avoiding the reintroduction of 
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cost-based controls. Additionally, by clearly defining from the outset the documentary 
requirements, indicators, milestones and data systems, Member States can minimise the 
administrative burden and prevent ad hoc requests during implementation, ensuring a more 
efficient and predictable administrative process. 


Finding the right balance between detailed ex-ante planning and flexibility to adapt 
to unforeseen circumstances is crucial for the successful implementation of performance-
based financing schemes. The findings show that conditions and indicators defined too 
rigidly can hinder effective implementation. Therefore, while deliverables and audit trails are 
set ex-ante, Member States benefit from the flexibility to formulate these elements in a way 
that ensures both transparency and responsiveness to varying implementation contexts. 
Moreover, the FNLC framework allows Member States to adapt the timing of payment 
requests based on actual progress, without being bound to specific intermediate deadlines, 
provided they remain within the eligibility period and comply with financial rules. This 
flexibility supports a more pragmatic and performance-oriented approach to programme 
delivery. 


Effective implementation of FNLC schemes relies heavily on the alignment and active 
engagement of all relevant stakeholders. The experience shows that transparent 
communication, clear definition of roles and responsibilities and structured collaboration 
between national and subnational actors are essential to ensure the effective delivery of 
results. Additionally, the transition from cost-based to result-based systems requires 
sustained capacity-building efforts. Drawing on lessons from the RRF, providing clear 
guidance, targeted training, and technical support, as well as active co-creation, is crucial 
to equip programme authorities, beneficiaries, and audit bodies with the necessary 
expertise and ensure the long-term success of an FNLC approach. 


Standardised methods for estimating funding amounts and defining indicators are 
important for consistency across similar measures. While the CPR framework does not 
mandate common methodologies, experience from the RRF demonstrates the value of 
sharing blueprints and examples. This exchange of good practices can help enhance 
consistency and comparability across programmes, supporting Member States in designing 
effective FNLC arrangements. 


Adopting a balanced approach to indicators and reporting schedules is essential. 
While output-based indicators are easier to measure, combining them with result-based 
indicators can enhance the performance orientation of programmes, provided they remain 
objectively verifiable. Mixing indicators for both outputs and results can also facilitate 
funding flows while also mitigating the risk of non-completion and non-payment, which is 
higher for results than for outputs.  Member States can also use intermediate deliverables 
to trigger partial reimbursements, ensuring a steady financial flow and reducing the risk of 
delays, especially when results are expected over a longer period. However, experience 
shows that while breaking conditions into smaller milestones can facilitate regular 
disbursements and risk management, it is essential to avoid creating an excessive 
administrative burden in the process. 


Different types of operations require tailored approaches to performance-based 
financing. Findings show that when dealing with complex operations – such as 
infrastructure, innovation, or local development – careful consideration must be given to 
factors like uncertainty, complexity, and the necessity to involve many stakeholders. In 
operations with long timelines and high uncertainty, using smaller milestones or combining 
output-based with short-term result-based indicators can facilitate implementation while 
ensuring accountability. In infrastructure projects, flexible frameworks are recommended, 
due to their complexity and long timelines, with rigid targets contributing to cost overruns or 
delays when conditions change. In innovation projects, linking payments to (intermediate) 
outputs rather than unpredictable results helps align funding with realistic progress. In 
innovation and experimentation projects, the aim is the innovation/research itself, not the 
actual success of the research study. So, linking the payment to the completion of a study 
or a report is still considered as paying for the intended result. In local development, 







 Performance-based schemes: from the RRF to possible approaches under the ERDF/CF and JTF 
 


14 


inclusive approaches and support for limited-capacity authorities are necessary, as rigid 
frameworks can hinder engagement and implementation. 


Executive Summary (German) 


Zielsetzungen 


Ziel dieser Studie war es, Lehren aus der Aufbau- und Resilienzfazilität (ARF) als 
leistungsbasiertem Finanzierungsinstrument zu ziehen und Maßnahmen des Nationalen 
Aufbau- und Resilienzplans (NRRP) zu identifizieren, die als Beispiele für Modelle der nicht 
an Kosten gekoppelten Finanzierung (FNLC) dienen können, die möglicherweise in die 
Programme des Europäischen Fonds für regionale Entwicklung (EFRE), des 
Kohäsionsfonds (CF) und des Fonds für einen gerechten Übergang (JTF) im aktuellen 
Programmplanungszeitraum 2021-2027 aufgenommen werden sollen. 


Mit der Studie wurden drei spezifische Ziele verfolgt: 


• Ermittlung und Auswahl der NRRP-Maßnahmen, die dem Zweck der FNLC-
Regelungen im Rahmen der politischen Ziele des EFRE/CF und des JTF entsprechen 
können, und Durchführung einer entsprechenden Kartierung. Diese Liste wurde mit 
ähnlichen Maßnahmen in der Stichprobe ausgewählter NRRP verglichen, um 
festzustellen, wie viele Mitgliedstaaten ähnliche Maßnahmen einschlossen. 


• Bereitstellung von Beispielen für Meilensteine und Ziele, die in den ausgewählten 
NRRP für Maßnahmen enthalten sind, die für eine weitere Analyse als relevant 
erachtet werden, und Feststellung, ob sie der Logik der Verordnung über gemeinsame 
Bestimmungen (CPR) für 2021-27 entsprechen, insbesondere der Förderfähigkeit 
solcher Meilensteine und Ziele im Rahmen des EFRE/CF und des JTF.  


• Identifizierung der Bedingungen für eine erfolgreiche Nutzung der ausgewählten 
NRRP-Maßnahmen als FNLC-Programme für nationale oder regionale EFRE/CF- und 
JTF-Programme und Vorschlag möglicher FNLC-Modelle, einschließlich der 
entsprechenden Prüfpfade. 


Methodik 


Für die Studie wurde ein umfassender methodischer Ansatz verwendet, der aus sechs 
miteinander verbundenen Aufgaben besteht: 


• Analyse und Auswahl von NRRPs. Das Studienteam analysierte alle NRRP und 
wählte 15 Mitgliedstaaten für eine eingehende Analyse aus: Österreich, Bulgarien, 
Kroatien, Zypern, Dänemark, Finnland, Deutschland, Irland, Italien, Lettland, die 
Niederlande, Polen, Portugal, Rumänien und Spanien. Diese Auswahl gewährleistete 
eine ausgewogene Vertretung der Mitgliedstaaten mit teilweise positiven Bewertungen, 
derjenigen, die FNLC-Programme im Rahmen des EFRE entwickelt haben, und 
derjenigen, die eine unterschiedliche Anzahl von Zahlungen geleistet haben. 


• Kartierung und Vorauswahl relevanter Maßnahmen der Aufbau- und 
Resilienzfazilität. Das Team stellte Informationen zu 30 potenziell relevanten 
Maßnahmen zusammen und sammelte Daten zu Meilensteinen und Zielvorgaben, 
Auszahlungsbedingungen und Überprüfungsmechanismen. Anschließend beriet sich 
das Studienteam mit dem Transnationalen Netzwerk (TN) der GD REGIO zur 
Vereinfachung, um festzustellen, welche der 30 ausgewählten Maßnahmen für die 
Entwicklung von FNLC-Modellen am relevantesten waren. Auf eine an die TN-Mitglieder 
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verteilte Umfrage gingen 56 Antworten aus 24 Mitgliedstaaten ein, woraus sich eine 
Auswahlliste mit 18 prioritären Maßnahmen ergab. 


• Interview-Programm. Das Team führte 38 Interviews mit ARF-Behörden aus den 
Mitgliedstaaten, NRRP-Durchführungsbehörden aus den Mitgliedstaaten, Behörden, 
die FNLC-Programme im Rahmen von EFRE/CF und JTF entwickelt haben, sowie mit 
Beamten der GD ECFIN/SG REFORM Geodesk, um zusätzliche Informationen über die 
Einrichtung von Maßnahmen und die gewonnenen Erfahrungen zu sammeln. 


• Identifizierung von ähnlichen Maßnahmen. Das Team ermittelte Beispiele für 
ähnliche Maßnahmen in den 15 NRRP in Bezug auf die Maßnahmen, die für die 
Entwicklung des FNLC-Modells in die engere Wahl gekommen waren, und 
konzentrierte sich dabei auf konkrete Beispiele für Meilensteine, Ziele und 
Überprüfungsmechanismen. 


• Entwicklung von FNLC-Modellen. Im Rahmen der Studie wurden sechs FNLC-
Modelle auf Grundlage ausgewählter ARF-Maßnahmen entwickelt, die gemäß den 
Anforderungen in Anhang 2 der CPR strukturiert sind. Diese Modelle dienen als 
anpassungsfähige Entwürfe, die auf die spezifischen nationalen Gegebenheiten 
abgestimmt werden müssen. Um die Ergebnisse zu validieren und Feedback zu den 
vorgeschlagenen Modellen zu erhalten, wurde ein Workshop mit den Verwaltungs- und 
Prüfbehörden von EFRE/CF und JTF online abgehalten, an dem 57 Teilnehmer aus 
allen 27 EU-Ländern teilnahmen. 


• Präsentationen und Diskussionen mit dem REGIO TN zur Vereinfachung. Das 
Studienteam präsentierte die Zwischen- und Endergebnisse der REGIO TN zur 
Vereinfachung, wobei die letzte Präsentation der Endergebnisse der Studie im Juni 
2025 vor der CPR-Expertengruppe stattfand. 


Die wichtigsten Ergebnisse der Studie 


FNLC-Modelle 


Eine kurze Übersicht über die entwickelten FNLC-Modelle ist in der nachstehenden Tabelle 
zu finden. Kurz gesagt, wurden in dieser Studie sechs Modelle für PO1-PO4 entwickelt. 
Ziel der Studie war es, alle Politischen Ziele (POs) abzudecken. In Absprache mit dem 
Auftraggeber wurde jedoch vereinbart, sowohl die JTF- als auch die PO5-Maßnahmen aus 
der Auswahlliste der Maßnahmen, für die FNLC-Modelle entwickelt werden sollten, zu 
streichen. 


Politisches 
Ziel 


Beschreibung des Vorgangs Zu erfüllende Bedingungen/zu 
erzielende Ergebnisse 


PO1: Ein 
klügeres 
Europa 


Innovationsförderung für kleine und 
mittelständische Unternehmen (KMU): 
Unterstützung von KMU bei der 
Entwicklung innovativer 
Produkte/Dienstleistungen mit 
internationaler Ausrichtung.  


- Unterstützung von mindestens 200 
KMU bei Forschungs- und 
Innovationsaktivitäten 
- Mindestens 100 unterstützte KMU 
führen Innovationen ein (Produkte, 
Verfahren oder Marketing) 


Digitaler Wandel der KMU: Einrichtung 
eines nationalen Testbeds-Netzes für 
KMU, das die erforderliche Infrastruktur 
für KMU zur Entwicklung und Erprobung 
neuer Produkte und Dienstleistungen 


- Entwicklung von 1,000 Pilotprodukten, 
die einen Anstieg von mindestens zwei 
Technologiereifegraden aufweisen 
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Politisches 
Ziel 


Beschreibung des Vorgangs Zu erfüllende Bedingungen/zu 
erzielende Ergebnisse 


bereitstellt und gleichzeitig ihren digitalen 
Wandel beschleunigt. 


PO2: Ein 
grüneres 
Europa 


Energieeffiziente Renovierung von 
Wohngebäuden: Unterstützung für die 
energieeffiziente Renovierung von 
Wohngebäuden, die direkt auf die 
Senkung des Energieverbrauchs und die 
Steigerung der Erzeugung erneuerbarer 
Energien durch die Umsetzung von 
Energiesparmaßnahmen abzielt. 


- Renovierung von 40,000 
Wohneinheiten. 
- Erzielung einer durchschnittlichen 
Primärenergieeinsparung von 
mindestens 45%. 


Ausbau der Wasser-
/Abwassersysteme: Modernisierung des 
bestehenden Netzes und Ausweitung der 
öffentlichen Wasserversorgungs- und 
Abwassersammelsysteme in Gemeinden 
mit mehr als 2,000 
Einwohnergleichwerten, um die 
Verteilungskapazität zu erhöhen und 
Leckagen zu verringern. 


- Ausbau/Installation von 
Wasserversorgungs- (800 km) und 
Kanalisationsnetzen (600 km)  
- Reduzierung der Wasserverluste (20%) 
und der nicht 
gesammelten/ausgelaufenen Abwässer 
in den Kanalisationsnetzen (15%) 
- Erhöhung der Bevölkerung, die von den 
neu gebauten Wasserversorgungsnetzen 
(10%) und Abwassersammelkapazitäten 
(10%) profitiert 


PO3: Ein 
vernetztes 
Europa 


Modernisierung von 
Eisenbahnstrecken: Verbesserung des 
Zustands und der Zuverlässigkeit der 
Eisenbahninfrastruktur, wodurch die 
Attraktivität des Schienenverkehrs sowohl 
für den Personen- als auch für den 
Güterverkehr erhöht wird. 


- Vollständige Modernisierung von 500 
km Eisenbahnstrecken 
- Zeitersparnis durch verbesserte 
Schieneninfrastruktur (Verkürzung der 
Reisezeit)  


PO4: Ein 
soziales 
Europa 


Entwicklung der vorklinischen 
medizinischen Infrastruktur: 
Verbesserung des Zugangs der 
Menschen in ländlichen und weniger 
entwickelten Gebieten zur medizinischen 
Grundversorgung, einschließlich 
Prävention, Früherkennung und 
Behandlung. 


- Ausstattung/Renovierung von 
mindestens 2,000 Hausarztpraxen 
- Bau/Renovierung von 300 
Gesundheits-/Gemeindezentren 
- Mindestens 1,000,000 Menschen, die 
von den Dienstleistungen der 
unterstützten Einrichtungen profitieren 


 
Die Analyse ähnlicher Maßnahmen in den 15 NRRP ergab zwei verschiedene Arten von 
Indikatoren zur Ergebnismessung. Quantitative Indikatoren, die datengesteuert und 
themenspezifisch sind, beziehen sich in der Regel auf die letzten Durchführungsphasen 
und umfassen Messgrößen wie die Anzahl der unterstützten Begünstigten, die 
abgeschlossenen Projekte, die renovierte Fläche, die gebaute oder modernisierte 
Infrastruktur und die erzielten Energieeinsparungen. Qualitative Indikatoren hingegen sind 
weniger politikbereichsspezifisch und können verschiedene Phasen des 
Projektlebenszyklus verfolgen, darunter das Inkrafttreten von Rechtsvorschriften, die 
Veröffentlichung von Finanzierungsrichtlinien, die Auftragsvergabe und 
Umweltverträglichkeitsprüfungen. 


Zu Überprüfungszwecken wurden in den NRRP mehrere gängige Mechanismen 
eingesetzt, um das Erreichen der angestrebten Ergebnisse zu bestätigen. Dazu gehören 
zusammenfassende Dokumente der zuständigen Behörden, amtliche Veröffentlichungen in 
nationalen Amtsblättern, Berichte von Durchführungsstellen, fotografische Nachweise, 
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Abschlussbescheinigungen und Inspektionsberichte. Diese Überprüfungsmethoden 
stützen sich auf eine breite Beweisgrundlage - rechtlich, finanziell, technisch und 
verwaltungstechnisch -, um Ergebnisse nachzuweisen, Transparenz zu gewährleisten und 
eine wirksame Überwachung der verschiedenen im Rahmen der ARF durchgeführten 
Maßnahmen zu unterstützen.  


Lehren aus der leistungsbezogenen Finanzierung 


Im Rahmen der Studie wurden auf der Grundlage der Konsultationen mit den 
Interessengruppen mehrere wichtige Erkenntnisse gewonnen und Schlussfolgerungen 
gezogen, die den Weg für eine erfolgreiche Umsetzung von FNLC-Programmen im 
Rahmen der geltenden CPR ebnen könnten.  


Leistungsbezogene Instrumente fördern eine bessere Verwaltungsleistung, indem sie 
einen positiven Druck auf die Verwaltungen ausüben, schneller Ergebnisse zu erzielen als 
bei herkömmlichen Finanzierungsmodellen. Dieser ergebnisorientierte Ansatz fördert eine 
strategischere und realistischere Gestaltung der Programme, da die Bedingungen für die 
Zahlung klar definiert und überprüft werden müssen. Da der Zeitplan für die Erstattungen 
und die entsprechenden Beträge im Voraus festgelegt werden müssen, verschaffen die 
FNLC-Programme den Verwaltungen außerdem frühzeitig Klarheit über ihren 
Finanzrahmen, was eine bessere Planung der Beschaffung ermöglicht und die Anfälligkeit 
für Kostenschwankungen verringert. 


Ein leistungsbezogener Ansatz zielt darauf ab, den Verwaltungsaufwand zu 
verringern, indem der Schwerpunkt von der Überprüfung der tatsächlichen Kosten auf die 
Überprüfung der Erfüllung von vordefinierten Bedingungen oder Ergebnissen verlagert 
wird. Dieses ergebnisorientierte Modell macht Audits und Managementüberprüfungen der 
entstandenen Kosten überflüssig, so dass Rechnungen nicht mehr erforderlich sind. Die 
Vereinfachung wird jedoch nur dann maximiert, wenn die Beteiligten bereits in einem frühen 
Stadium einbezogen werden und der Ansatz auf der oberen und unteren Ebene einheitlich 
angewandt wird, wodurch die Wiedereinführung kostenbasierter Kontrollen vermieden wird. 
Indem die Mitgliedstaaten von Anfang an die Anforderungen an die Dokumentation, die 
Indikatoren, die Meilensteine und die Datensysteme klar definieren, können sie den 
Verwaltungsaufwand minimieren und Ad-hoc-Anfragen während der Umsetzung 
verhindern, was einen effizienteren und vorhersehbaren Verwaltungsprozess gewährleistet.  


Das richtige Gleichgewicht zwischen detaillierter Ex-ante-Planung und Flexibilität bei 
der Anpassung an unvorhergesehene Umstände ist entscheidend für die erfolgreiche 
Umsetzung leistungsbezogener Finanzierungssysteme. Die Ergebnisse zeigen, dass zu 
starr festgelegte Bedingungen und Indikatoren eine wirksame Umsetzung behindern 
können. Während Leistungen und Prüfpfade ex-ante festgelegt werden, profitieren die 
Mitgliedstaaten von der Flexibilität, diese Elemente so zu formulieren, dass sowohl 
Transparenz als auch Reaktionsfähigkeit auf unterschiedliche Umsetzungskontexte 
gewährleistet sind. Darüber hinaus ermöglicht der FNLC-Rahmen den Mitgliedstaaten, den 
Zeitpunkt der Zahlungsanträge an die tatsächlichen Fortschritte anzupassen, ohne an 
bestimmte Zwischenfristen gebunden zu sein, sofern sie innerhalb des Förderzeitraums 
bleiben und die Finanzvorschriften einhalten. Diese Flexibilität unterstützt einen 
pragmatischeren und leistungsorientierten Ansatz bei der Programmdurchführung. 


Die wirksame Umsetzung von FNLC-Programmen hängt in hohem Maße von der 
Abstimmung und dem aktiven Engagement aller relevanten Akteure ab. Die Erfahrung 
zeigt, dass eine transparente Kommunikation, eine klare Definition von Rollen und 
Zuständigkeiten und eine strukturierte Zusammenarbeit zwischen nationalen und 
subnationalen Akteuren für die effektive Erzielung von Ergebnissen unerlässlich sind. 
Darüber hinaus erfordert der Übergang von kostenbasierten zu ergebnisbasierten 
Systemen nachhaltige Anstrengungen zum Aufbau von Kapazitäten. Ausgehend von den 
Erfahrungen mit der ARF ist die Bereitstellung klarer Leitlinien, gezielter Schulungen und 
technischer Unterstützung sowie die aktive Mitgestaltung von entscheidender Bedeutung, 







 Performance-based schemes: from the RRF to possible approaches under the ERDF/CF and JTF 
 


18 


um Programmbehörden, Begünstigte und Prüfstellen mit dem erforderlichen Fachwissen 
auszustatten und den langfristigen Erfolg eines FNLC-Ansatzes zu gewährleisten. 


Standardisierte Methoden zur Schätzung von Finanzierungsbeträgen und zur 
Definition von Indikatoren sind wichtig für die Konsistenz ähnlicher Maßnahmen. 
Zwar schreibt die Rahmenregelung für die allgemeine Budgethilfe keine gemeinsamen 
Methoden vor, doch die Erfahrungen aus der Sonderfazilität für Regionalentwicklung 
zeigen, wie wertvoll der Austausch von Entwürfen und Beispielen ist. Dieser Austausch 
bewährter Verfahren kann dazu beitragen, die Kohärenz und Vergleichbarkeit zwischen den 
Programmen zu verbessern und die Mitgliedstaaten bei der Gestaltung wirksamer FNLC-
Vereinbarungen zu unterstützen. 


Ein ausgewogener Ansatz für Indikatoren und Berichtszeitpläne ist unerlässlich. 
Während outputbasierte Indikatoren leichter zu messen sind, kann ihre Kombination mit 
ergebnisbasierten Indikatoren die Leistungsorientierung von Programmen verbessern, 
sofern sie objektiv überprüfbar bleiben. Die Kombination von Output- und 
Ergebnisindikatoren kann auch die Finanzierungsströme erleichtern und gleichzeitig das 
Risiko der Nicht-Erfüllung und Nicht-Zahlung verringern, das bei Ergebnissen höher ist als 
bei Outputs.  Die Mitgliedstaaten können auch Zwischenergebnisse verwenden, um 
Teilerstattungen auszulösen, wodurch ein stetiger Finanzfluss gewährleistet und das Risiko 
von Verzögerungen verringert wird, insbesondere wenn die Ergebnisse über einen längeren 
Zeitraum erwartet werden. Die Erfahrung zeigt jedoch, dass die Aufteilung der Bedingungen 
in kleinere Meilensteine zwar die regelmäßigen Auszahlungen und das Risikomanagement 
erleichtern kann, dass dabei aber unbedingt ein übermäßiger Verwaltungsaufwand 
vermieden werden muss. 


Unterschiedliche Arten von Operationen erfordern maßgeschneiderte Ansätze für die 
leistungsbezogene Finanzierung. Die Ergebnisse zeigen, dass bei komplexen 
Operationen - wie Infrastruktur, Innovation oder lokale Entwicklung - Faktoren wie 
Ungewissheit, Komplexität und die Notwendigkeit, viele Akteure einzubeziehen, sorgfältig 
berücksichtigt werden müssen. Bei Operationen mit langen Fristen und großer Unsicherheit 
kann die Verwendung kleinerer Meilensteine oder die Kombination ergebnisorientierter und 
kurzfristiger ergebnisorientierter Indikatoren die Durchführung erleichtern und gleichzeitig 
die Rechenschaftspflicht gewährleisten. Bei Infrastrukturprojekten werden aufgrund ihrer 
Komplexität und langen Fristen flexible Rahmen empfohlen, da starre Zielvorgaben zu 
Kostenüberschreitungen oder Verzögerungen führen, wenn sich die Bedingungen ändern. 
Bei Innovationsprojekten trägt die Verknüpfung von Zahlungen mit (Zwischen-)Ergebnissen 
statt mit unvorhersehbaren Resultaten dazu bei, die Finanzierung an realistische 
Fortschritte anzupassen. Bei der lokalen Entwicklung sind integrative Ansätze und die 
Unterstützung von Behörden mit begrenzter Kapazität notwendig, da starre 
Rahmenvorgaben das Engagement und die Umsetzung behindern können. 
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Executive Summary (French) 


Objectifs 


L'objectif de cette étude était de tirer des enseignements de la Facilité pour la Reprise et la 
Résilience (FRR), en tant qu'instrument de financement basé sur la performance, et 
d'identifier les mesures du Plan National de Reprise et de Résilience (NRRP) qui peuvent 
servir d'exemples pour les modèles de financement non lié aux coûts (FNLC) à inclure 
potentiellement dans les programmes du Fonds Européen de Développement Régional 
(FEDER), du Fonds de cohésion (FC) et du Fonds de Transition Juste (FTJ) dans le cadre 
de l'actuelle période de programmation 2021-2027. 


L'étude poursuivait trois objectifs spécifiques : 


• Détecter et sélectionner les mesures des NRRP qui peuvent correspondre à 
l'objectif des régimes FNLC dans les objectifs politiques du FEDER/FC et du FTJ et 
entreprendre une cartographie de ces mesures. Cette liste a été comparée aux 
mesures similaires incluses dans l'échantillon de NRRP sélectionnés afin d'évaluer 
combien d'États membres ont inclus des mesures similaires. 


• Fournir des exemples de jalons et d'objectifs inclus dans les NRRP sélectionnés 
pour les mesures jugées pertinentes pour une analyse plus approfondie et identifier s'ils 
répondent à la logique du règlement sur les dispositions communes 2021-27 (RPDC), 
en particulier l'éligibilité de ces jalons et objectifs dans le cadre du FEDER/FC et du 
FTJ.  


• Identifier les conditions d'une utilisation réussie des mesures NRRP sélectionnées 
en tant que schémas FNLC pour les programmes nationaux ou régionaux du 
FEDER/FC et du FTJ et proposer des modèles FNLC possibles, y compris les pistes 
d'audit correspondantes. 


Méthodologie 


L'étude a utilisé une approche méthodologique globale comprenant six tâches 
interdépendantes : 


• Analyse et sélection des NRRP. L'équipe chargée de l'étude a analysé tous les NRRP 
et a sélectionné 15 États membres pour une analyse approfondie : Autriche, Bulgarie, 
Croatie, Chypre, Danemark, Finlande, Allemagne, Irlande, Italie, Lettonie, Pays-Bas, 
Pologne, Portugal, Roumanie et Espagne. Cette sélection a permis d'assurer un 
équilibre dans la représentation des États membres dont les évaluations sont 
partiellement positives, de ceux qui ont mis en place des régimes de FNLC dans le 
cadre du FEDER et de ceux dont le nombre de paiements émis est variable. 


• Cartographie et présélection des mesures pertinentes de la Facilité pour la 
Reprise et la Résilience. L'équipe a compilé des informations sur 30 mesures 
potentiellement pertinentes, en recueillant des données concernant les étapes et la 
définition des objectifs, les conditions de décaissement et les mécanismes de 
vérification. L'équipe d'étude a ensuite consulté le Réseau Transnational (RT) de la DG 
REGIO sur la Simplification afin de déterminer lesquelles des 30 mesures sélectionnées 
étaient les plus pertinentes pour être développées dans des modèles de FNLC. Une 
enquête distribuée aux membres du RT a reçu 56 réponses de 24 États membres, ce 
qui a permis de dresser une liste restreinte de 18 mesures classées par ordre de priorité. 
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• Programme d'entretiens. L'équipe a mené 38 entretiens avec les autorités des États 
membres chargées du FRR, les autorités des États membres chargées de la mise en 
œuvre du NRRP, les autorités qui ont conçu des programmes FNLC dans le cadre du 
FEDER/FC et de la FTJ, et les agents de la DG ECFIN/SG REFORM Geodesk afin de 
recueillir des informations supplémentaires sur la mise en place des mesures et les 
enseignements tirés. 


• Identification de mesures similaires. L'équipe a identifié des exemples de mesures 
similaires dans les 15 NRRP par rapport à celles présélectionnées pour le 
développement du modèle FNLC, en se concentrant sur des exemples concrets 
d'étapes, d'objectifs et de mécanismes de vérification. 


• Développement de modèles FNLC. L'étude a permis de développer six modèles de 
FNLC basés sur les mesures FRR présélectionnées, structurés selon les exigences de 
l'annexe 2 du RPDC. Ces modèles servent de modèles adaptables qui nécessitent une 
personnalisation pour s'aligner sur les circonstances nationales spécifiques. Afin de 
valider les résultats et de recueillir des commentaires sur les modèles proposés, un 
atelier avec les autorités de gestion et d'audit du FEDER/FC et du FTJ a été organisé 
en ligne avec 57 participants représentant les 27 pays de l'UE. 


• Présentations et discussions avec le DG REGIO RT sur la Simplification. L'équipe 
chargée de l'étude a présenté les résultats aux étapes intermédiaires et finales au DG 
REGIO RT sur la Simplification, la dernière présentation des résultats finaux de l'étude 
ayant été faite au groupe d'experts du RPDC en juin 2025. 


Principales conclusions de l'étude 


Modèles FNLC 


Le tableau ci-dessous donne un bref aperçu des modèles FNLC développés. En résumé, 
six modèles ont été développés dans le cadre de cette étude pour les PO1-PO4. 
L'étude visait à couvrir tous les Objectifs Politiques (PO). Cependant, en consultation avec 
le client, il a été convenu de retirer les mesures JTF et PO5 de la liste restreinte des 
mesures pour lesquelles des modèles FNLC seraient développés. 


Objectif 
Politique 


Description de l'opération Conditions à remplir/résultats à 
atteindre 


PO1: Une 
Europe plus 
intelligente 


Financement de l'innovation pour 
les Petites et Moyennes Entreprises 
(PME): Soutenir les PME dans le 
développement de produits/services 
innovants à vocation internationale.  


- Soutenir au moins 200 PME dans des 
activités de recherche et d'innovation 
- Au moins 100 PME soutenues 
introduisent une innovation (produit, 
processus ou marketing) 


Transition numérique des PME: 
établir un réseau national de bancs 
d'essai pour les PME, fournissant 
l'infrastructure nécessaire aux PME 
pour développer et tester de nouveaux 
produits et services tout en accélérant 
leur transition numérique. 


- Développer 1,000 produits pilotes qui 
démontrent une augmentation minimale 
de deux niveaux de préparation 
technologique. 


PO2: Une 
Europe plus 
verte 


Rénovation énergétique des 
bâtiments résidentiels: Soutien à la 
rénovation énergétique des bâtiments 
résidentiels, visant directement à 


- Rénover 40,000 unités de logement. 
- Réaliser des économies moyennes 
d'énergie primaire d'au moins 45%. 
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Objectif 
Politique 


Description de l'opération Conditions à remplir/résultats à 
atteindre 


réduire la consommation d'énergie et à 
augmenter la production d'énergie 
renouvelable par la mise en œuvre de 


mesures d'économie d'énergie. 


Extension des systèmes de 
distribution d'eau et 
d'assainissement: Améliorer le 
réseau existant et étendre la 
couverture des systèmes publics de 
distribution d'eau et de collecte des 
eaux usées dans les municipalités de 
plus de 2,000 équivalents-habitants, 
afin d'augmenter la capacité de 
distribution et de réduire les fuites. 


- Amélioration/installation des réseaux de 
distribution d'eau (800 km) et 
d'assainissement (600 km)  
- Réduire les pertes d'eau (20%) et les 
eaux usées non collectées/fuites dans 
les réseaux d'égouts (15%) 
- Augmentation de la population 
bénéficiant des réseaux de distribution 
d'eau (10%) et des capacités de collecte 
des eaux usées (10%) nouvellement 
construits 


PO3: Une 
Europe 
connectée 


Modernisation des lignes 
ferroviaires: Améliorer l'état et la 
fiabilité de l'infrastructure ferroviaire, 
augmentant ainsi l'attrait du transport 
ferroviaire pour les passagers et le fret. 


- Modernisation complète de 500 km de 
lignes ferroviaires 
- Gains de temps grâce à l'amélioration 
de l'infrastructure ferroviaire (réduction 
du temps de trajet)  


PO4: Une 
Europe 
sociale 


Développement de l'infrastructure 
médicale préhospitalière: Améliorer 
l'accès des populations des zones 
rurales et moins développées aux 
soins de santé de base, y compris aux 
services de prévention, de diagnostic 
précoce et de traitement. 


- Équiper/rénover au moins 2,000 
cabinets de médecins de famille 
- Construire/rénover 300 centres de 
santé/communautaires 
- Au moins 1,000,000 de personnes 
bénéficiant des services des structures 
soutenues 


 
L'analyse de mesures similaires dans les 15 NRRP a révélé deux types d'indicateurs 
distincts pour mesurer les résultats. Les indicateurs quantitatifs, qui sont basés sur des 
données et spécifiques à un thème, correspondent généralement aux étapes finales de la 
mise en œuvre et comprennent des mesures telles que le nombre de bénéficiaires 
soutenus, les projets achevés, les surfaces rénovées, les infrastructures construites ou 
mises à niveau, et les économies d'énergie réalisées. Les indicateurs qualitatifs, quant à 
eux, sont moins spécifiques à un domaine politique et peuvent suivre les différentes étapes 
du cycle de vie d'un projet, y compris l'entrée en vigueur de la loi, la publication des lignes 
directrices en matière de financement, l'attribution des contrats et les évaluations de 
l'impact environnemental. 


À des fins de vérification, les NRRP ont utilisé plusieurs mécanismes communs pour 
confirmer l'obtention des résultats escomptés. Il s'agit notamment de documents de 
synthèse émanant des autorités responsables, de publications officielles dans les journaux 
nationaux, de rapports des organismes de mise en œuvre, de preuves photographiques, 
de certificats d'achèvement et de rapports d'inspection. Ces méthodes de vérification 
s'appuient sur une large base de preuves – juridiques, financières, techniques et 
administratives - pour démontrer les résultats, assurer la transparence et soutenir un suivi 
efficace des différentes mesures mises en œuvre dans le cadre du FRR.  


Enseignements tirés du financement basé sur la performance 


L'étude a identifié plusieurs enseignements clés tirés des consultations des parties 
prenantes et a formulé des conclusions qui pourraient contribuer à ouvrir la voie à une mise 
en œuvre réussie des programmes FNLC dans le cadre de l'actuel RPDC.  
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Les instruments fondés sur la performance encouragent l'amélioration des 
performances administratives, en créant une pression positive sur les administrations 
pour qu'elles obtiennent des résultats plus rapidement qu'avec les modèles de financement 
traditionnels. Cette approche axée sur les résultats favorise une conception plus stratégique 
et réaliste des programmes, car les conditions de paiement doivent être clairement définies 
et faire l'objet d'une vérification. En outre, en exigeant que le calendrier des 
remboursements et les montants correspondants soient établis à l'avance, les systèmes de 
FNLC offrent aux administrations une clarté précoce sur leur cadre financier, ce qui permet 
de mieux planifier les achats et de réduire l'exposition aux fluctuations des coûts. 


L'approche fondée sur les performances vise à réduire la charge administrative en 
mettant l'accent non plus sur la vérification des coûts réels, mais sur la vérification de la 
réalisation de conditions ou de résultats prédéfinis. Ce modèle axé sur les résultats élimine 
la nécessité de procéder à des audits et à des vérifications de gestion des coûts encourus, 
ce qui exclut la nécessité d'établir des factures. Toutefois, la simplification n'est maximale 
que lorsque les parties prenantes sont impliquées dès le début et que l'approche est 
appliquée de manière cohérente aux niveaux supérieur et inférieur, évitant ainsi la 
réintroduction de contrôles fondés sur les coûts. En outre, en définissant clairement dès le 
départ les exigences documentaires, les indicateurs, les étapes et les systèmes de 
données, les États membres peuvent minimiser la charge administrative et éviter les 
demandes ad hoc au cours de la mise en œuvre, garantissant ainsi un processus 
administratif plus efficace et prévisible. 


Trouver le bon équilibre entre une planification ex ante détaillée et la flexibilité 
nécessaire pour s'adapter à des circonstances imprévues est crucial pour une mise en 
œuvre réussie des systèmes de financement basés sur la performance. Les résultats 
montrent que des conditions et des indicateurs définis de manière trop rigide peuvent 
entraver une mise en œuvre efficace. Par conséquent, si les résultats attendus et les pistes 
d'audit sont définis ex ante, les États membres bénéficient de la souplesse nécessaire pour 
formuler ces éléments de manière à garantir à la fois la transparence et la réactivité aux 
différents contextes de mise en œuvre. En outre, le cadre du FNLC permet aux États 
membres d'adapter le calendrier des demandes de paiement en fonction des progrès réels, 
sans être liés à des délais intermédiaires spécifiques, à condition qu'ils restent dans la 
période d'éligibilité et qu'ils respectent les règles financières. Cette flexibilité favorise une 
approche plus pragmatique et axée sur la performance de la mise en œuvre du programme. 


L'efficacité de la mise en œuvre des programmes de FNLC repose en grande partie 
sur l'alignement et l'engagement actif de toutes les parties prenantes concernées. 
L'expérience montre qu'une communication transparente, une définition claire des rôles et 
des responsabilités et une collaboration structurée entre les acteurs nationaux et 
infranationaux sont essentielles pour garantir l'efficacité des résultats. En outre, le passage 
de systèmes basés sur les coûts à des systèmes basés sur les résultats nécessite des 
efforts soutenus de renforcement des capacités. En s'inspirant des leçons tirées du FRR, il 
est essentiel de fournir des orientations claires, une formation ciblée et un soutien 
technique, ainsi qu'une co-création active, pour doter les autorités du programme, les 
bénéficiaires et les organismes d'audit de l'expertise nécessaire et garantir le succès à long 
terme d'une approche de type FNLC. 


Les méthodes normalisées d'estimation des montants de financement et de 
définition des indicateurs sont importantes pour assurer la cohérence entre des 
mesures similaires. Bien que le cadre du RPDC n'impose pas de méthodologies 
communes, l'expérience du FRR démontre la valeur du partage de modèles et d'exemples. 
Cet échange de bonnes pratiques peut contribuer à améliorer la cohérence et la 
comparabilité entre les programmes, en aidant les États membres à concevoir des 
dispositions efficaces en matière de FNLC. 


Il est essentiel d'adopter une approche équilibrée des indicateurs et des calendriers 
d'établissement des rapports. Si les indicateurs basés sur les réalisations sont plus 
faciles à mesurer, leur combinaison avec des indicateurs basés sur les résultats peut 
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renforcer l'orientation des programmes vers la performance, à condition qu'ils restent 
objectivement vérifiables. La combinaison d'indicateurs pour les réalisations et les résultats 
peut également faciliter les flux de financement tout en atténuant le risque de non-
achèvement et de non-paiement, qui est plus élevé pour les résultats que pour les 
réalisations.  Les États membres peuvent également utiliser des résultats intermédiaires 
pour déclencher des remboursements partiels, ce qui garantit un flux financier régulier et 
réduit le risque de retards, en particulier lorsque les résultats sont attendus sur une période 
plus longue. Toutefois, l'expérience montre que si la décomposition des conditions en 
étapes plus petites peut faciliter les décaissements réguliers et la gestion des risques, il est 
essentiel d'éviter de créer une charge administrative excessive au cours du processus. 


Différents types d'opérations nécessitent des approches adaptées du financement 
basé sur la performance. Les résultats montrent que lorsqu'il s'agit d'opérations 
complexes - telles que les infrastructures, l'innovation ou le développement local - il faut 
tenir compte de facteurs tels que l'incertitude, la complexité et la nécessité d'impliquer de 
nombreuses parties prenantes. Dans les opérations à long terme et à forte incertitude, 
l'utilisation de jalons plus petits ou la combinaison d'indicateurs basés sur les résultats et 
d'indicateurs basés sur les résultats à court terme peuvent faciliter la mise en œuvre tout 
en garantissant la responsabilité. Dans les projets d'infrastructure, des cadres flexibles sont 
recommandés, en raison de leur complexité et de leurs longs délais, les objectifs rigides 
contribuant à des dépassements de coûts ou à des retards lorsque les conditions changent. 
Dans les projets d'innovation, lier les paiements aux résultats (intermédiaires) plutôt qu'aux 
résultats imprévisibles permet d'aligner le financement sur des progrès réalistes. Dans le 
domaine du développement local, il est nécessaire d'adopter des approches inclusives et 
de soutenir les autorités à capacité limitée, car les cadres rigides peuvent entraver 
l'engagement et la mise en œuvre. 
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1. Introduction 


This report presents the findings of the study on ‘Study on Performance-based schemes: 
from the RRF to possible approaches under the ERDF/CF and JTF’. The aim of this study 
is to identify National Recovery and Resilience Plan (NRRP) measures that can be 
used as an example for Financing Not Linked to Costs (FNLC) models to be 
potentially included in European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), Cohesion 
Fund (CF) and Just Transition Fund (JTF) programmes under the 2021-2027 
programming period, covering the following Policy Objectives (PO)(1): 


• A more competitive and smarter Europe, through innovation and support to small and 
medium-sized businesses, as well as digitisation and digital connectivity (PO1); 


• A greener, low-carbon and resilient Europe (PO2); 
• A more connected Europe by enhancing mobility (PO3); 
• A more social, by supporting employment, education, skills, social inclusion and equal 


access to healthcare, as well as by enhancing the role of culture and sustainable tourism 
(PO4); 


• A Europe closer to citizens, supporting locally led development and sustainable urban 
development across the European Union (EU) (PO5)(2); 


• JTF’s Specific Objective (SO): enabling regions and people to address the social, 
employment, economic and environmental impacts of the transition towards the Union’s 
2030 targets for energy and climate and a climate-neutral economy of the Union by 
2050, based on the Paris Agreement. 


In so doing, the study pursues three specific objectives: 


• Detecting and selecting those NRRP measures that can fit the purpose of FNLC 
schemes in the policy objectives of ERDF/CF and JTF and undertaking a mapping 
thereof. This list was compared with similar measures included in the sample of selected 
NRRPs to assess how many Member States (MS) included similar measures. 


• Providing examples of milestones and targets included in the selected NRRPs for 
measures deemed relevant for further analysis and identifying whether they respond to 
the logic of the 2021-27 Common Provisions Regulation (CPR) particularly the eligibility 
of such milestones and targets under the ERDF/CF and JTF.  


• Identifying the conditions for a successful use of the selected NRRP measures as 
FNLC schemes for national or regional ERDF/CF and JTF programmes and propose 
possible FNLC models, including the related audit trails. 


To achieve this objective, NRRPs of 15 EU Member States were chosen for in-depth 
analysis. Following this selection, data on 30 relevant measures was compiled, including 
information on milestones and targets, the responsible authorities, as well as the verification 
mechanisms foreseen from the European Commission (EC). After an extensive consultation 
programme with stakeholders involved with the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF) and 
with ERDF/CF and JTF FNLC schemes, six NRRP measures were selected to inspire the 
development of FNLC models. The study also involved the identification of similar measures 
to the developed FNLC models, along with corresponding examples of milestones, targets, 
and verification mechanisms, based on the analysis of 15 NRRPs. 


The report is structured as follows. It begins with a section on terminology defining the 
terms used in this study, followed by a brief presentation of the study’s methodology, 


 
(1) The term ‘Policy Objectives’ are only applicable to ERDF and CF. JTF only has a ‘Specific Objective’. To ease the 


reading of this document, we will refer to POs in the cases for both ERDF/CF and JTF.    
(2) The study aimed to cover all POs. However, in a subsequent consultation with the Client, it was agreed to remove both 


the JTF and the PO5 measures from the shortlist of measures for which FNLC models would be developed, as 
explained in section 3.2.1. 
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detailing the use of desk research and the stakeholder consultation (survey, interviews and 
workshop). It then introduces the six FNLC models, developed based on the shortlisted 
RRF measures. The following section outlines the materials for the design of the FNLC 
models, including the indicators chosen to measure results and examples of verification 
mechanisms in similar measures. The report concludes with a section on lessons learnt 
and an overview of the findings. 
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2. Terminology 


As outlined in a study on identification of conditions for a successful use of FNLC in 
European Social Fund Plus (ESF+) programmes (3), although different forms of 
performance-based financing – also referred to as results-based financing, pay for 
success, pay for performance, outcomes-based payments, or outcome contracts – have 
been used to fund government interventions starting already in the 2000s, no standard 
terminology has been established to refer to the different types of results-based financing 
models (4). This section, therefore, defines the terms used in this study, simultaneously 
providing a broad overview of the structure of performance-based funding under the RRF 
and how it differs from the ERDF/CF and JTF programmes under the CPR. 


Performance-based financing is a payment method under which payments are disbursed 
only if results that were agreed upon in advance are achieved (5). This type of payment 
mechanism comes in contrast to ‘traditional financing’, i.e., funding which is disbursed 
based on the cost of the intervention, also referred to as cost-based or expenditure-based 
financing. For example, in traditional financing, a city government might receive funding 
from the ERDF or CF to renovate residential buildings as well as public buildings, such as 
schools or community centres. The funding is based on the actual costs incurred during the 
renovation process, including expenses for materials, labour, and other necessary services. 
The city government needs to provide detailed financial records, such as invoices and 
receipts, to justify these expenditures to receive reimbursement. In contrast, under a 
performance-based financing model, the same city government might receive funding 
based on achieving specific outcomes from the renovation project. For example, payments 
could be contingent upon completing the renovations by a certain date and achieving 
energy efficiency improvements, such as reducing energy consumption by a specified 
percentage or achieving a particular energy performance certification. Additionally, funding 
might be linked to increasing the usability of the renovated spaces or improving accessibility 
for people with disabilities. Payments are made only after pre-agreed outcomes are 
assessed as being fulfilled.  


Financing not linked to costs, one of the ways to fund interventions under the ERDF/CF 
and JTF (6), is sometimes used interchangeably with the term performance-based financing. 
While they may overlap, the two concepts are not the same. Specifically, performance-
based financing is used only if financing is conditioned on the achievement of results. 
However, according to Article 51 of the CPR, FNLC is based on the: 


• fulfilment of conditions; or 


• the achievement of results. 


Given that the CPR does not provide an additional definition of ‘conditions’, FNLC can 
technically be used to finance not only results, but also inputs, outputs and qualitative 
achievements, as long as the payments for them are not based on the actual costs incurred. 


 
(3) Klimavičiūtė, L., & Barcenilla Cantero, P. (2024). Mapping of performance-based schemes in the national recovery and 


resilience plans and identification of conditions for a successful use of this method in ESF+ programmes – Final report. 
Publications Office of the European Union. 


(4) Klimaviciute L., Chiodo V., De Pieri B., Gineikyte V. (2021). Study on the benefits of using social outcome contracting in 
the provision of social services and interventions – a cross-country comparative assessment of evolving good practice in 
crosssectoral partnerships for public value creation. Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union. 


(5) Sida (2015). A methodological introduction. Results based financing approaches (RBFA) – what are they? Sida. 
Retrieved from: https://www.sida.se/contentassets/1b13c3b7a75947a2a4487e2b0f61267c/18235.pdf  


(6) European Parliament and Council of the European Union. (2021). Regulation (EU) 2021/1060 of 24 June 2021 laying 
down common provisions on the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund Plus, the Cohesion 
Fund, the Just Transition Fund and the European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund and financial rules for those 
and for the Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund, the Internal Security Fund and the Instrument for Financial Support 
for Border Management and Visa Policy. Official Journal of the European Union, L 231, 159–706. 



https://www.sida.se/contentassets/1b13c3b7a75947a2a4487e2b0f61267c/18235.pdf
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Instead, for example, they may be connected to the savings generated by interventions, the 
costs of similar interventions, expert judgement, historical data, etc. FNLC, therefore, is a 
broader term than performance-based financing (see Figure 1). 


Figure 1. Relationship between performance-based financing and FNLC 


 
Source: prepared by the study team.  


While the RRF is generally regarded as a performance-based instrument (and is referred 
to as such in other parts of this report), its funding mechanism, based on the definition 
outlined above, aligns more closely with FNLC than with performance-based financing in a 
strict sense. This is because milestones and targets – respectively qualitative and 
quantifiable achievements linked to predefined reforms or investments (collectively 
referred to as measures within the RRF) – encompass inputs, outputs, and results. 
However, despite its similarities, there are still several differences between the RRF and 
FNLC, as outlined below. 


First, there are differences in how these instruments are managed in the Member States. 
Cohesion Policy funds operate under shared management through national and regional 
programmes, whereas the RRF is implemented under direct management, with Member 
States as the beneficiaries. Consequently, at the national level, the RRF authority serves 
as the single point of contact for the European Commission, while ministries or regional 
bodies may be tasked with implementing projects and reporting on progress to this 
coordinating authority (7).  


The scope and duration of these instruments also differs. The RRF is a temporary 
instrument designed to address the economic impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, with a 
focus on broad reforms and investments across Member States. Conversely, FNLC 
schemes are a non-temporary feature within the ERDF/CF, and JTF framework under the 
CPR, with an emphasis on simplification and efficiency.   


  


 
7 European Court of Auditors. (2023). EU financing through cohesion policy and the Recovery and Resilience Facility: A 


comparative analysis (Review No. 01/2023). Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union. 
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Table 1 summarises the main differences between FNLC schemes and the RRF instrument. 
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Table 1. Main differences between FNLC schemes and RRF 


Topics FNLC RRF 


Conditions for making 
payments 


Achievement of conditions 
and results 


Fulfilment of milestones and 
targets related to reforms and 
investments 


Management in the Member 
States Shared management 


Direct management (the 
Member State is the 
beneficiary) 


Points of contact in the 
Member States 


Several national and 
regional points of contact in 
Member States (managing 
authorities) 


A single entity in the Member 
States acting as the national 
coordinator and point of 
contact 


Programming documents 


One partnership agreement 
at national level and one or 
several programmes at 
national and/or regional 
level 


One main document (NRRP) 


Scope and duration 


Non-temporary feature 
within the ERDF/CF, and 
JTF framework under the 
CPR 


Temporary instrument 
designed to address the 
economic impact of the 
COVID-19 pandemic 


Source: prepared by the study team.  
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3. Methodology 


The study consists of six interrelated tasks, listed below: 


• An analysis of all NRRPs and a selection of a number of them for further analysis, based 
on the level of detail about measures of relevance to the ERDF/CF and JTF included 
therein (Task 1). 


• A mapping of a list of relevant measures included in the finally selected 15 NRRPs, 
collection of data regarding the milestones and target setting, the conditions for 
disbursements and the related amounts, as well as the foreseen verification 
mechanisms from the European Commission, for selected measures in the areas of 
relevance for the ERDF/CF and JTF (Task 2). 


• Liaising with the competent national authorities to gather additional information on the 
set-up of these measures (Task 3). 


• Identification of similar measures in selected NRRPs to the ones shortlisted in Task 2 
and examples of targets, milestones and disbursement conditions from selected NRRPs 
(Task 4). 


• The identification of the conditions for a successful use of the mapped NRRP measures 
as FNLC models for future ERDF/CF and JTF programmes and the preparation of 
selected list of FNLC models (Task 5). 


• Presentations of the main findings of the Interim and Draft Final Reports to the 
Directorate General for Regional and Urban Policy (DG REGIO) Transnational Network 
(TN) on Simplification and findings from the Final Report to the CPR Expert Group (Task 
6). 


To achieve these tasks, the study’s methodology combines desk research, consultations 
with the DG REGIO Transnational Network on Simplification, an interview programme with 
authorities involved with the RRF and FNLC schemes and a workshop with managing and 
auditing authorities, ensuring a robust and comprehensive approach to data collection and 
analysis. The next sections detail each method utilised by the study team. 


3.1 Desk research 


To complete Tasks 1 and 2, the study team conducted desk research to analyse all 
National Recovery and Resilience Plans and select 15 Member States for an in-depth 
analysis. The final selection was guided by the following criteria: 


• The selected NRRPs included the Member States with the highest number of 
payments approved. Member States with a greater number of payments requested 
and approved are more likely to have positive experiences with the performance-based 
model, offering valuable insights into how the process should be arranged to run 
smoothly. 


• The selection included NRRPs with partially positive payment assessments, yielding 
useful information about the struggles when justifying and/or accomplishing the 
intended results.  


• The selected NRRPs included Member States that have submitted ERDF FNLC 
schemes to the European Commission. This allowed drawing on the lessons these 
Member States learnt when designing their own FNLC models. 


• The selection aimed to ensure geographic diversity within the EU. Member States 
across the EU have different connectivity, digitalisation, etc., priorities often influenced 
by shared histories that can be approximated geographically, so it is important to reflect 
that diversity. 


• The selection aimed to ensure differences in terms of the size of the country. Tracking 
the outcomes of the measures can be more challenging across larger geographies, both 
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because of the dispersion of the beneficiaries and because of the need to combine data 
from multiple regional registries. 


• Finally, the selection included Member States with both a federal and a unitary system 
of governance. This is done to ensure a balance between countries with different levels 
of decentralisation in their governance system, as it affects fund distribution. 


Considering these criteria, the following 15 NRRPs were selected: Austria, Bulgaria, 
Croatia, Cyprus, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, the Netherlands, 
Poland, Portugal, Romania, and Spain (Figure 2). This selection ensured a balance in 
representing Member States with partially positive assessments (e.g., Portugal, Romania, 
Italy), those having developed FNLC schemes under ERDF (e.g., Austria, Bulgaria, Cyprus, 
Italy, Latvia), and those with the highest (e.g., Croatia, Italy, Portugal) and lowest (e.g., the 
Netherlands, Finland, Poland) number of payments issued. Spain was included due to its 
size, while Denmark and Ireland ensured geographic diversity. 


Figure 2. Selection of NRRPs for analysis 


 


Source: prepared by the study team. 


After selecting the list of 15 NRRPs, the next step was defining eligible measures to 
restrict the scope of analysis to those measures that are relevant to the ERDF/CF and JTF. 
To do this, the team has contrasted the eligibility rules described in the RRF Regulation with 
those outlined in the CPR and the ERDF/CF and JTF Regulations. The review helped 
establish which measures were eligible for RRF funding but would fall out of scope for 
financing under the ERDF/CF and JTF. 


After selecting the NRRPs for in-depth analysis and defining the measures falling within the 
scope of the analysis, the research team compiled information on a list of 30 potentially 
relevant measures. To that end, a uniform Excel template was used for data collection to 
ensure data comparability, as detailed in   
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Table 2.  
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Table 2. Indicators included in the Excel template 


Indicator Description 


Country Name of the Member State 


# within the CID/OA 
Identification number within the Annex to the Council 
Implementing Decision (CID) and the Operational 
Arrangements (OA) of the relevant NRRP 


Related measure Name of the measure 


Unique measure ID Identification number within the selected measures 


Reform/Investment Whether the measure is a reform or an investment 


Eligible under ERDF? Whether the measure is eligible for ERDF 


Eligible under CF? Whether the measure is eligible for CF 


Eligible under JTF? Whether the measure is eligible for JTF 


Applicable ERDF/CF 
Policy Objective  


ERDF/CF PO covered (PO1, PO2, PO3, PO4, PO5) 


Applicable ERDF/CF 
Specific Objective 


ERDF/CF and JTF SO covered (SO1.1, SO2.1 etc.) 


Applicable JTF Specific 
Objective JFT SO covered 


Name of the 
milestone/target Name of each target or milestone 


Description of each 
milestone or target Description of the milestone or target 


Qualitative Indicators (for 
milestones) 


Qualitative criteria against which the milestone will be 
measured 


Milestone/Target 
Whether progress towards the achievement of an 
investment or a reform is monitored through a milestone or 
a target 


Target type (output, 
result, input) 


Indicative target type for completion of the milestone/target 
by output, result, input 


Unit of measure 
(quantitative) 


First indicator for which the target will be measured: the 
unit of measure (e.g., the total number of the beneficiaries) 


Baseline (quantitative) 
Second indicator for which the target will be measured: the 
baseline 


Goal (quantitative) 
Third indicator for which the target will be measured: the 
goal that the measure is meant to achieve  


Intermediate deliverable Whether the milestone or target is an intermediate 
deliverable 
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Indicator Description 


Timeline (Quarter) Indicative timeline for completion of the milestone/target by 
quarter 


Timeline (Year) Indicative timeline for completion of the milestone/target by 
year 


Responsibility for 
reporting and 
implementation 


Authority responsible for reporting and implementation of 
the milestone or target 


Verification mechanism 
and audit trail 


Description of the minimum information that supports how 
the achievement of the milestone/target will be objectively 
demonstrated and verified and supporting documents 
foreseen 


Further specification 
(where necessary) Further details on the description of the milestone or target 


Source: prepared by the study team. 


In order to fill in the Excel template above, the study team reviewed the selected NRRPs 
and accompanying documentation, such as the Council Implementing Decisions and the 
Commission Staff Working Documents for each NRRP (8), as well as the Operational 
Arrangements between the European Commission and the individual Member States (9) 
and the assessment of payment requests. The collected information was complemented by 
data extracts from the internal database used by the European Commission and the 
Member States, FENIX. This database is used for Member States to share information on 
the state of play of the Recovery and Resilience Plans like payment requests, achievement 
of milestones and targets, lists of measures, data on the RRF common indicators etc.  


The selection of the 30 measures was guided by several criteria. The first were the 
flagship examples from the country snapshots and RRF country pages (10). The current 
state of NRRPs implementation was also considered, such as the achievement of 
milestones and targets or the status of payments, as documented in the FENIX database. 
The selection process was furthermore guided by the funding priorities of ERDF/CF and 
JTF, ensuring that the most critical POs were targeted first by selecting more measures for 
these areas. For instance, within the ERDF, funding allocation focuses on the support on 
PO1 (Smarter Europe) and PO2 (Greener Europe) more so than on other policy objectives, 
based on the prosperity of regions, through the mechanism known as ‘thematic 
concentration’ (11). This is why most measures selected in this step are relevant for PO1 
and PO2.  


The sample selected includes measures covering all POs and the JTF specific 
objective, ensuring that at least one measure from each PO and the JTF specific objective 
is part of the final selection for FNLC model development. The selection also considers 
measures which DG REGIO has indicated as important to analyse further. These are 
large infrastructure projects applicable to PO3, bottom-up local territorial development 


 
(8) Including the information in the Annex of the Council Decisions. These can be found in the ‘Assessment of the Recovery 


and Resilience Plan’ tab for each Member State on the following web page: https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-
economy-euro/recovery-coronavirus/recovery-and-resilience-facility_en#national-recovery-and-resilience-plans.  


(9) This can be found in the ‘Operational Arrangement’ tab for each Member State on the following web page: 


https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/recovery-coronavirus/recovery-and-resilience-facility_en#national-
recovery-and-resilience-plans. 


(10) Available at: https://commission.europa.eu/business-economy-euro/economic-recovery/recovery-and-resilience-
facility/country-pages_en  


(11) European Commission (n.d.) European Regional Development Fund: 
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/funding/erdf_en  



https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/recovery-coronavirus/recovery-and-resilience-facility_en#national-recovery-and-resilience-plans

https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/recovery-coronavirus/recovery-and-resilience-facility_en#national-recovery-and-resilience-plans

https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/recovery-coronavirus/recovery-and-resilience-facility_en#national-recovery-and-resilience-plans

https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/recovery-coronavirus/recovery-and-resilience-facility_en#national-recovery-and-resilience-plans

https://commission.europa.eu/business-economy-euro/economic-recovery/recovery-and-resilience-facility/country-pages_en

https://commission.europa.eu/business-economy-euro/economic-recovery/recovery-and-resilience-facility/country-pages_en

https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/funding/erdf_en
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strategies applicable under PO5 and projects aimed at innovation and experimentation 
applicable under PO2. These areas are considered challenging to fund using the FNLC 
reimbursement method as it is difficult to agree on the achievable results in advance and 
plan for a long period of the operation. Hence, it needs to be further investigated to 
understand if and how these types of projects can be implemented with FNLC. Finally, the 
selection also aimed to cover as many Specific Objectives as possible while also 
ensuring a balanced representation of countries. 


During the selection process, the study team also prioritised measures with a higher 
number of different milestones and targets. Such measures may be more challenging 
to verify as they involve checking multiple components. This potentially increases 
complexity and hence might yield more insights into the documentation and processes 
required to verify the achievement of results. The final list of measures also features a mix 
of input, output, and result-based indicators and includes both reforms, typically 
characterised by qualitative achievements, and investments, generally defined by 
quantitative outcomes. 


Table 3 shows the list of 30 measures based on the criteria defined above.  


Table 3. List of NRRP measures 


# MS Related measure Applicable ERDF/CF and 
JTF PO + SO 


1 NL Artificial Intelligence (AI) Ned and applied AI learning 
communities 


ERDF/CF PO1; SO1.1 


2 IT Citizen inclusion – Accessibility improvement of digital public 
services 


ERDF/CF PO1; SO1.2 


3 CY 


Innovation funding programmes & funding schemes for the 
enhancement of growth & competitiveness of start-ups, 
innovative companies and Small and Medium-Sized 
Enterprises (SMEs) 


ERDF/CF PO1; SO1.3 


4 PT Digital transition of enterprises ERDF/CF PO1; SO1.3 


5 IE Reducing regulatory barriers to entrepreneurship ERDF/CF PO1; SO1.3 


6 IE Addressing the digital divide and enhancing digital skills ERDF/CF PO1; SO1.4 


7 RO 
Creation of new cybersecurity skills for society and the 
economy ERDF/CF PO1; SO1.4 


8 RO Schemes to upskill/reskill employees in firms ERDF/CF PO1; SO1.4 


9 DK Digitisation – Broadband pool ERDF/CF PO1; SO1.5 


10 DE Building renovation:  federal funding for energy-efficient  
buildings 


ERDF/CF PO2; SO2.1 


11 BG Support for renewable energy for households ERDF/CF PO2; SO2.2 


12 ES Renewable hydrogen, a country project ERDF/CF PO2; SO2.2 


13 LV 
Security and stability of energy supply, and synchronisation 
with the Union grid 


ERDF/CF PO2; SO2.3 


14 DK 
Green transition of agriculture and the environment – Climate 
technologies in agriculture 


ERDF/CF PO2; SO2.4 
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# MS Related measure Applicable ERDF/CF and 
JTF PO + SO 


15 RO Expansion of water and sewerage systems in agglomerations 
of more than 2,000 population equivalent 


ERDF/CF PO2; SO2.5 


16 AT Retrofitting of existing and construction of new sorting facilities ERDF/CF PO2; SO2.6 


17 IE Enhanced rehabilitation of peatlands ERDF/CF PO2; SO2.7 


18 AT Zero-emission utility vehicles ERDF/CF PO2; SO2.8 


19 ES 
Low-emission areas and transformation of urban and 
metropolitan transport 


ERDF/CF PO2; SO2.8 


20 PL Railways lines ERDF/CF PO3; SO3.1 


21 ES 
Measures to improve the quality and reliability of rail transport 
services 


ERDF/CF PO3; SO3.1 


22 AT Mobility Masterplan 2030  ERDF/CF PO3; SO3.2 


23 FI 
Employment and labour market – Strengthening multi-
disciplinary services ERDF/CF PO4; SO4.2 


24 RO Development of pre-hospital medical infrastructure  ERDF/CF PO4; SO4.5 


25 IT Urban Integrated Plans – general projects ERDF/CF PO5; SO5.1 


26 LV Establishing a financing fund for the construction of low-rent 
dwellings 


ERDF/CF PO5; SO5.1 


27 CY 
Encouraging the use of renewables and energy savings by 
local/wider public authorities and facilitating the transition of 
local communities towards climate mitigation & adaptation 


ERDF/CF PO5; SO5.2 


28 ES Regeneration programme and demographic challenge ERDF/CF PO5; SO5.2 


29 IE Solas recovery skills response programme  


ERDF/CF PO1 / JTF; SO1.4 
(ERDF) / “Enabling regions and 
people to address the 
environmental impacts” (JTF) 


30 ES Investment in Just Transition 
JTF; “Enabling regions and 
people to address the 
environmental impacts” (JTF) 


Source: prepared by the study team based on information from Annexes to the CIDs and OAs.  


In addition to conducting desk research to develop the list of 30 measures, further analysis 
was undertaken to identify examples of similar measures as part of Task 4. This process 
assessed how many similar measures were present across the 15 NRRPs in relation to 
those shortlisted for FNLC model development, with a focus on identifying concrete 
examples of milestones, targets, and verification mechanisms.  


The methodology for this task followed a similar approach to Task 2, involving a systematic 
review of the selected 15 NRRPs and associated documentation. The first step involved 
analysing the approved payment request documents for each NRRP, ensuring that only 
indicators that had already received approval were considered. This step aimed to confirm 
that both the indicators and verification methods had been effectively applied within the 
framework of the RRF. Table 4 below summarises the payment requests that have received 
positive assessments as of December 2024 and were therefore included in the analysis. 
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Table 4. Number of payment requests approved per Member State 


Country 


1st 
payment 
request 


approved 


2nd 
payment 
request 


approved 


3rd 
payment 
request 


approved 


4th 
payment 
request 


approved 


5th 
payment 
request 


approved 


6th 
payment 
request 


approved 


Austria x      


Bulgaria x x     


Croatia x x x x x  


Cyprus x x     


Denmark x x     


Finland x      


Germany x x     


Ireland x      


Italy x x x x x x 


Latvia x x     


Netherlands x      


Poland x x     


Portugal x x x x x  


Romania x x x    


Spain x x x x   


Source: prepared by the study team based on the country pages of the official RRF website (12).  


To supplement the information derived from the payment requests, an additional review 
was conducted of the annexes to the CIDs and the OAs between the European Commission 
and individual Member States. These sources provided further insights into the structuring 
of measures, supporting the verification that the identified examples were comparable to 
those planned for FNLC model development. The document review process was guided by 
keyword searches, outlined in Table 5 below.  


Table 5. Search terms used for the identification of similar measures 


Measure Search terms 


Innovation funding for SMEs SME; small; medium 


Digitalisation of SMEs Digital; SME; business; technology 


Energy efficiency renovations of residential 
buildings Residential; household; housing; dwelling 


Expansion of water and sewerage systems Water; sewerage 


Modernisation of railway lines Rail; railway 


Development of pre-hospital medical 
infrastructure 


Care; healthcare; medical 


Source: prepared by the study team. 


 
(12) Available at: https://commission.europa.eu/business-economy-euro/economic-recovery/recovery-and-resilience-


facility/country-pages_en  



https://commission.europa.eu/business-economy-euro/economic-recovery/recovery-and-resilience-facility/country-pages_en

https://commission.europa.eu/business-economy-euro/economic-recovery/recovery-and-resilience-facility/country-pages_en
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All relevant information has been compiled in an Excel file (Annex 1). This file provides 
details for each measure shortlisted for FNLC model development, including: 


• Country; 


• Measure; 


• Measure type (reform or investment); 


• Name of the milestone or target; 


• Qualitative indicators (if a milestone); 


• Unit of measurement, baseline and goal (if a target); 


• Description of the milestone or target; 


• Evidence supporting the achievement of results. 


This approach can serve as a source of inspiration for developing future FNLC models in 
the relevant fields. The main findings from this analysis will be outlined in Section 4.1.  


3.2 Consultations with members of the REGIO TN on 
Simplification 


As part of the broader stakeholder engagement in the study, we have consulted the 
members of the DG REGIO Transnational Network on Simplification three times: 1) through 
a survey to determine which of the 30 selected measures they consider the most relevant 
to be developed into FNLC models; 2) during the TN meeting in Marseille to present the 
draft Interim Report results; 3) during the TN meeting in Munich to present the FNLC models 
and collect inputs on each of them. 


3.2.1 Survey programme 


The objective of this consultation was to assist in narrowing down the measures to 18, 
ensuring that the process was aligned with the needs of ERDF, CF and JTF stakeholders. 


To achieve this, the study team sought the TN members’ input on prioritising specific 
measures from the list for further development into FNLC models under ERDF/CF Policy 
Objectives 1 to 5 and the JTF SO for the current programming period (2021-27). Members 
were provided with a background document outlining each measure’s name, description, 
and applicable SO. Alongside this, a short online survey was distributed, asking TN 
members to assess and rank the measures by their priority for the Member State they 
represent. Measures were rated on a scale of 1 (lowest priority) to 5 (highest priority) based 
on their potential to be incorporated into ERDF/CF or JTF programmes in their respective 
countries as future FNLC models. 


The survey, launched on 12th September 2024 and closed on 30th September, received 56 
responses from 24 Member States. Table 6 lists the measures ranked by Member States 
according to their priorities. The shortlist of 18 measures is highlighted in green, with 
additional potential replacements highlighted in yellow. These replacements were 
considered in cases where the relevant RRF or Implementing Authorities for the shortlisted 
measures were unresponsive when contacted for interviews. 
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The measures initially selected for developing the FNLC schemes are highlighted in 
bold. In most cases, the top-ranked measures were chosen, reflecting the needs of 
stakeholders and their respective Member State contexts. However, in two instances, this 
was not the case. For PO2, the first and third measures were selected, as the Bulgarian 
measure, despite being ranked second, was excluded due to the inability to contact any 
relevant authority from the Member State.  


Another exception occurred with the JTF measures, where the second-ranked measure 
was initially chosen instead of the first-ranked one. This is because an interview was 
successfully scheduled with the RRF MS authority responsible for the second-ranked 
measure. Moreover, since another Spanish measure had already been selected for in-depth 
analysis under PO5, selecting Ireland’s measure contributed to a more balanced 
representation of Member States.  


However, in a subsequent consultation with DG REGIO, it was agreed to remove both the 
JTF and the PO5 measures from the shortlist of measures for which FNLC models 
would be developed. In the case of the JTF measure, the main reason was that the 
selected measure was considered too specific to the type of operations typically supported 
by the ERDF. Given that JTF support covers a broader range of operations that often 
overlap with other policy objectives, the selected measure was not considered sufficiently 
representative of the JTF’s overall scope. Therefore, it was agreed with DG REGIO to 
discontinue the development of a JTF-specific model. JTF programmes can use the other 
models, as deemed relevant, applying JTF-specific rules. 


Similarly, for PO5, the removal was based on the specific nature of the selected measure. 
During discussions with DG REGIO, it was decided not to develop a model for PO5, as the 
very purpose of operations under this policy objective is to follow an integrated, multi-
sectoral approach. In contrast, the measure initially selected for the development of the 
FNLC model focused exclusively on a single sector, which did not reflect the integrated 
character of PO5 operations. It was therefore deemed by the study team, in agreement with 
DG REGIO, that the nature of PO5 measures did not align with the typology of measures 
identified under the RRF. As a result, the PO5 measure was excluded from further 
development. 


Table 6. Selection of measures 


PO Measure name Score MS 


PO1 


Innovation funding programmes & funding schemes for the 
enhancement of growth & competitiveness of start-ups, innovative 
companies and SMEs 


4,2 CY 


Digital transition of enterprises 3,4 PT 


Schemes to upskill/reskill employees in firms 3,3 RO 


Citizen inclusion – Accessibility improvement of digital public services 3,1 IT 


Digitisation – Broadband pool 3,0 DK 


Reducing regulatory barriers to entrepreneurship 2,9 IE 


Creation of new cybersecurity skills for society and the economy 2,9 RO 


Addressing the digital divide and enhancing digital skills 2,8 IE 


AI Ned and applied AI learning communities 2,5 DE 


PO2 
Building renovation: federal funding for energy-efficient buildings 3,7 DE 


Support for renewable energy for households 3,4 BG 
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PO Measure name Score MS 


Expansion of water and sewerage systems in agglomerations of more 
than 2,000 population equivalent 3,3 RO 


Low-emission areas and transformation of urban and  metropolitan transport 3,2 ES 


Security and stability of energy supply, and synchronisation with the Union 
grid 


3,1 LV 


Zero-emission utility vehicles 2,8 AT 


Retrofitting of existing and construction of new sorting facilities 2,7 AT 


Green transition of agriculture and the environment – Climate technologies 
in agriculture 


2,7 DK 


Renewable hydrogen, a country project 2,6 ES 


Enhanced rehabilitation of peatlands 2,4 IE 


PO3 


Modernisation of railways lines 3,3 PL 


Measures to improve the quality and reliability of rail transport services 3,3 ES 


Mobility Masterplan 2030 2,5 AT 


PO4 


Development of pre-hospital medical infrastructure 3,1 RO 


Employment and labour market – Strengthening multi-disciplinary services 
for young people 


2,9 FI 


PO5 


Regeneration programme and demographic challenge* 3,4 ES 


Urban Integrated Plans – general projects 3,3 IT 


Encouraging the use of renewables and energy savings by local/wider 
public authorities and facilitating the transition of local communities towards 
climate mitigation & adaptation 


3,3 CY 


Establishing a financing fund for the construction of low-rent dwellings 2,9 LV 


JTF 
Investment in Just Transition 3,5 ES 


Solas recovery skills response programme* 3,1 IE 


Notes: The shortlist of 18 measures is highlighted in green, with additional potential replacements in yellow. 
The measures selected for developing the FNLC schemes are in bold.  
*The measures “Regeneration programme and demographic challenge” and “Solas Recovery Skills Response 
Programme” were initially selected but subsequently removed from the shortlist following DG REGIO’s 
recommendation. 
Source: prepared by the study team, based on the TN Consultation. 


During the consultation process, TN members were also invited to indicate the reasons for 
assigning high priority to specific measures through open text boxes under each PO. 
The inclusion of open-ended questions aimed not only to capture the rationale behind 
Member States’ prioritisation of measures but also to identify any potential challenges or 
concerns. While many responses provided limited detail on the reasoning behind 
prioritisation, some comments offered valuable insights into the ranking process. 


For instance, some TN members stated that low priority was given to measures irrelevant 
or not applicable to their programmes, as they were either out of scope, covered by other 
funds, or because simplification instruments, such as Simplified Cost Options (SCOs) had 
already been applied. In addition, negative past experiences with similar measures or a lack 
of experience in certain fields also influenced their low ranking. A low priority was also given 
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to measures perceived by respondents as less suitable for FNLC development (13). Some 
respondents also expressed confidence in their competence to prepare schemes 
independently, favouring country-specific approaches that align with internal legislation and 
specific needs. This underscores the importance of having adaptable models that can be 
customised rather than fully fledged schemes defined at the EU level. 


On the other hand, measures aligning with political priorities and current or future 
programme  priorities were given high priority. Respondents emphasised the relevance to 
national strategies and the need for investments, particularly those that could be financed 
through EU funds. Measures with potential for multiple operations (calls) (i.e., with potential 
to be financed more extensively) were also prioritised, since respondents perceived them 
as more aligned with programme priorities and therefore more relevant when compared to 
those with only one call foreseen. In addition, high priority was also given to areas with a 
large administrative burden, particularly those related to tracking direct costs, monitoring, 
or where historical data is available. Respondents saw the potential for FNLC methods to 
reduce this burden and simplify management. High-ranking measures were also justified by 
the potential for simplifying administrative processes for beneficiaries. Last, measures with 
a high probability of relevance for post-2027 programming were also ranked as high priority, 
as well as those with a high application rate of project proposals. 


In addition to the justification of their priorities, TN members also raised specific questions 
and concerns during the consultation, which are listed in Annex 2. These inputs were 
considered by the study team in the development of the FNLC models. Broader insights, 
such as those concerning the suitability of FNLC schemes for certain types of investments, 
informed the design of the interview programme and workshop questions. They also 
contributed to the content of the chapter on key findings and lessons (Chapter 6). 


3.2.2 Presentation of study results at the TN meetings 


As part of Task 6, the team has presented the study to members of the REGIO TN on 
Simplification on two occasions. 


The first was on the 15th of November in Marseille, when we presented the main findings 
from the draft Interim Report. We received written feedback from three Member States (AT, 
FR and SE) after the presentation.  


The second was the presentation of an updated version of the FNLC models to the TN on 
Simplification on 13th March in Munich, which was followed by a word café and a plenary 
session where we received several additional inputs to further develop the models. 


The context of the comments received during both meetings and our responses/actions 
taken are presented in Annex 2.  


3.3 Interviews 


In addition to desk research and consultation with TN members, the study also involved an 
interview programme targeting four stakeholder types:  


• RRF MS Authorities (i.e., the national coordinating bodies, in most cases the ministries 
of finances of the Member States);  


 
(13) More details on the suitability of FNLC schemes in certain types of investment are presented in Chapter 6. 
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• NRRP MS Implementing Authorities (i.e., the authorities responsible for implementing 
the NRRP measures in Member States, such as the ministries responsible for the areas 
of the reforms/investments);  


• FNLC owners (i.e., the ERDF/CF or JTF managing authorities which have had an FNLC 
scheme adopted in their programmes and are in the process of implementing it); and  


• The Directorate General for Economic and Financial Affairs (DG ECFIN) and 
Reform and Investment Task Force (SG REFORM)(14) Geodesk officers. 


Table 7 presents the final framework for the interview questionnaire, divided on five key 
topics: 1) Set-up of the measures/schemes; 2) Costs associated with the implementation of 
the measures/schemes; 3) Verification mechanisms and audit trail; 4) Development of 
measures/schemes; and 5) Other questions on performance-based financing. The weight 
given to each of these topics depended on the degree of wealth of information that was 
already publicly available – aspects with missing information were given priority in the 
interviews. Moreover, the interview questions were tailored to each stakeholder group and 
to the country-specific situations and aimed to fill data gaps that remained after desk 
research. 


Table 7. Interview programme questions 


Topics Questions Stakeholder group(s) 


Set-up of the 
measures/ 
schemes 


Why was this specific measure included in the NRRP? 
Did you expect this measure achieve better results in 
a performance-based funding arrangement, or did 
these considerations do not feature when measures 
were selected for inclusion in the NRRP? 


NRRP MS 
Implementing 
Authorities 


How did you come up with the milestones and targets 
for the NRRP measure/FNLC scheme? What 
assumptions/reasoning were taken into consideration? 


NRRP MS 
Implementing 
Authorities; FNLC 
owners 


How were the specific measurement indicators chosen 
to track progress and results? 


NRRP MS 
Implementing 
Authorities; FNLC 
owners 


Do the measures involve multiple agencies? If so, how 
are results tracked? 


RRF MS Authorities; 
NRRP MS 
Implementing 
Authorities 


What steps, if any, did you take to ensure compliance 
with public procurement and state aid laws when 
designing the NRRP measure/FNLC scheme? 


RRF MS Authorities; 
FNLC owners; NRRP 
MS Implementing 
authorities 


Did you implement the measure in combination or in 
synergies with Cohesion Policy projects in the same 
field? If so, what worked well with respect to measures 
that received funding from both funds and what were 
the challenges? 


RRF MS Authorities; 
NRRP MS 
Implementing 
Authorities 


 
(14) Former Recovery and Resilience Task Force (RECOVER). 
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Topics Questions Stakeholder group(s) 


Please introduce the set-up of the FNLC scheme and 
reasons why the specific operation was selected. FNLC owners 


Costs 
associated 
with the 
implementati
on of the 
measures/ 
schemes 


How did you calculate the specific amounts of funding 
needed for the measure/scheme? How do these 
compare to actual implementation costs? 


RRF MS Authorities; 
FNLC owners; NRRP 
MS Implementing 
Authorities 


How are project expenses associated with NRRP 
implementation disbursed at the national level (using 
performance-based logic, cost-based logic, other)? 


RRF MS Authorities; 
NRRP MS 
Implementing 
Authorities; Geodesk 
officers 


What steps were taken to ensure that the risk of double 
funding with other instruments is prevented? 


NRRP MS 
Implementing 
Authorities; FNLC 
owners 


Verification 
mechanisms 
and audit 
trail 


Do you have a publicly available audit trail for the 
measures adopted in the NRRP/FNLC scheme? If not, 
could you provide this information to the study team? 


NRRP MS 
Implementing 
Authorities; FNLC 
owners 


Which document(s) or systems are employed to 
demonstrate and verify that a certain target or 
milestone has been achieved? 


NRRP MS 
Implementing 
Authorities; FNLC 
owners 


Could you outline the management verifications, 
including on-the-spot checks, that are to be conducted, 
and identify the responsible parties for these activities? 


NRRP MS 
Implementing 
Authorities 


Were there any additional supporting documents 
necessary to prove the achievement of results and 
fulfilment of conditions, apart from those foreseen ex-
ante? 


NRRP MS 
Implementing 
Authorities 


What arrangements have been made to collect and 
store relevant data and documents effectively? 


NRRP MS 
Implementing 
Authorities 


Developmen
t of 
measures/ 
schemes 


How have you set up operations covering the 
developed FNLC schemes? How and who did you 
selected as the beneficiary?  


FNLC owners 


Does the FNLC scheme you have developed follow the 
NRRP investment or reform measures? How (similar / 
complementary…)? 


FNLC owners 


How would you rate your experience with RRF? What 
are the relative strengths and weaknesses you would 
highlight in relation to your (prior) experience with 
Cohesion Funds? 


RRF MS Authorities; 
Geodesk officers 


To the best of your knowledge, has the Member State 
you represent submitted FNLC schemes for ERDF/CF 
and JTF? If no, why not? 


RRF MS Authorities 


Other 
questions on 


Do you think there are difficulties with switching from 
cost-system to result-system for certain investments? 


RRF MS Authorities; 
FNLC owners; NRRP 
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Topics Questions Stakeholder group(s) 


performance
-based 
financing 


If yes, which and why? How could these difficulties be 
addressed? 


MS Implementing 
Authorities; Geodesk 
officers 


How does your experience preparing and 
implementing results oriented NRRPs compare with 
requests for funding that were based on the costs of 
inputs? 


RRF MS Authorities; 
NRRP MS 
Implementing 
Authorities; Geodesk 
officers 


What worked well and what did not work under RRF? 
What could have been done differently?  


RRF MS Authorities; 
NRRP MS 
Implementing 
Authorities; Geodesk 
officers 


What were the challenges during the implementation 
and the lessons learnt? 


RRF MS Authorities; 
NRRP MS 
Implementing 
Authorities; Geodesk 
officers 


What are the lessons that ERDF/CF and JTF could 
learn from the RRF? 


RRF MS Authorities; 
NRRP MS 
Implementing 
Authorities; Geodesk 
officers 


Are there any other aspects that we have not touched 
upon and that you may want to raise? If so, what are 
they? 


RRF MS Authorities; 
FNLC owners; NRRP 
MS Implementing 
Authorities; Geodesk 
officers 


Source: prepared by the study team. 


Contacts for the interviews were identified based on the following sources: 


• For Member States that submitted FNLC schemes under ERDF/CF, or JTF, as well 
as DG ECFIN/SG REFORM Geodesk officers the contact details of the relevant 
authorities were either provided directly or obtained through facilitation by DG REGIO. 


• For RRF MS Authorities, contacts were gathered either through desk research on the 
NRRP websites and the websites of relevant Ministries, or by consulting DG ECFIN/SG 
REFORM Geodesk officers within the EC to identify appropriate stakeholders. 


• For NRRP MS Implementing Authorities, the study team identified contacts through 
desk research on the websites of the respective bodies mentioned in OA/CID for the 
selected measure or by requesting contact information from RRF MS Authorities during 
interviews. 


The interview programme started on 23rd August 2024 and ended on 27th February 2025. 
In total, 38 interviews were conducted (  
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Table 8). 
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Table 8. Overview of the interview programme 


Stakeholder 
type 


Target number 
of interviews Purpose of the interview Interviews 


conducted 


RRF MS 
Authorities 


15 (one per 
Member State 
selected for in-
depth analysis) 


To gather feedback on performance-
based financing in general and how 


expenses related to projects are 
disbursed at the national level 


12 


FNLC 
owners 


5 (AT, BG, CY, 
IT, and LV)* 


To collect lessons learnt on FNLC 
model development which could 


inform our own FNLC models 
developed. 


5 


NRRP MS 
Implementing 
Authorities 


18 (one per 
each measure 
selected for in-
depth analysis) 


To gather additional details on each 
measure (how targets were set, 


lessons learnt in implementation, 
costs, audit trail, etc.) 


15 


Geodesk 
officers 5-6** 


To discuss the FNLC models 
developed and collect lessons on 


performance-based financing 
6 


TOTAL 38 - 38 


Notes: *An interview with Germany was initially planned but was later excluded following the Inception 
meeting. It was agreed with the Client that Germany would be removed from the interview programme, as its 
FNLC scheme had not been approved when the interview programme began. ** Interviews with DG 
ECFIN/SG REFORM Geodesk officers were not initially planned but they were added to fill in the gaps from 
other stakeholder interviews. 
Source: prepared by the study team. 
 


3.4 Workshop  


To validate preliminary study findings and gather feedback on the proposed models and on 
the use of FNLC schemes in general, a workshop with ERDF/CF and JTF managing and 
audit authorities was held online on 29th January 2025. There were 57 participants 
(excluding the study team and the EC), including 21 managing and 26 audit authorities, 
representing all the 27 EU countries.  


After a short presentation of the study findings, followed by a Question and Answer (Q&A) 
session, participants were split into eight groups. Each group was assigned one FNLC 
model designed during the study, which was discussed following a structured discussion 
guide (Table 9). The feedback from these sessions was considered by the study team in 
the refinement of the FNLC models.  


Annex 2 lists the main comments received and how they were addressed in the report (15). 
General reflections on FNLC schemes, such as regarding the beneficiary types and their 
use for specific types of investments (e.g., infrastructure, bottom-up or innovation projects), 
were incorporated in Chapter 6 of this report.    


 
(15) Comments that have not been incorporated into the report mainly relate to guidance on the use of FNLC schemes or 


matters that fall under the responsibility of Member States, such as estimating amounts linked to deliverables or 
identifying the authorities responsible for specific documents. Comments falling outside the scope of the study have not 
been addressed and therefore are not listed in Annex 2. 
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Table 9. Workshop discussion guide 


Questions about FNLC models General discussion on FNLC 
schemes 


Please familiarise yourself with the FNLC 
models and then think about 
the following questions: 


• How to improve the audit trail? (e.g., 
who could be responsible for each 
verification, which documents could be 
asked, if there is a way to simplify it etc) 


• Should deliverables be split into more 
intermediate deliverables? If yes, how 
many would you consider as optimal for 
the measure? 


• Are there any result-based indicators 
that could be added to the models? If 
yes, how to verify them? 


• Do you identify any potential 
risks/perverse incentives associated 
with the implementation of the models? 
How can they be addressed? 


• Do you identify any other areas for 
improvement in the model? 


Please think on the suitability and 
primary challenges of using 
FNLC models in the following contexts: 


• in large (publicly procured) 
infrastructure projects and projects 
with high costs; 


• in bottom-up local territorial 
development strategies (like 
community-led local development) 
and projects aimed at innovation and 
experimentation; 


• at the lower level (between 
programme authorities and 
beneficiaries); 


• with specific types of beneficiaries 
(e.g., individuals vs public entities). 


Source: prepared by the study team. 
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4. FNLC models 


The following chapter presents six FNLC models for the current CPR that were developed 
by drawing inspiration from shortlisted RRF measures. The goal of these models is to 
illustrate how existing measures under the RRF could be structured to be eligible 
under the current FNLC funding framework, given that this type of reimbursement form 
is relatively novel, with various questions that may arise when applying for it.  


For ERDF/CF Policy Objectives 1 (a more competitive and smarter Europe) and 2 (greener, 
low carbon transition towards a net zero carbon economy), we present two models for each 
since these Policy Objectives are allocated the most funding under the ERDF/CF. One 
sample model is presented for PO3 (a more connected Europe by enhancing mobility) and 
PO4 (a more social and inclusive Europe).  


It is important to note that there are no specific FNLC models tailored exclusively to 
PO5 and to JTF. This is because, as mentioned in Section 3.2.1, the nature of PO5 
measures does align with the typology of measures identified under the RRF, as operations 
under this policy objective follow an integrated, multi-sectoral approach. In the case of JTF, 
the lack of measures is because JTF can finance a range of operations that overlap with 
other policy objectives. The models already proposed could also be used for JTF 
programmes, provided that they are aligned with JTF-specific rules, namely Art. 8 and Art. 
9 of the JTF Regulation, and Territorial Just Transition Plans (TJTPs) defining the transition 
challenges and needs in just transition territories.  


The models have been structured based on Appendix 2 of the CPR, which Member 
States are required to submit when applying for FNLC-based ERDF/CF or JTF funding. 
They are based on the information available from desk research and on interviews with the 
authorities in charge of implementing similar measures under the RRF. Further refinement 
of the models followed consultations with DG ECFIN/SG REFORM Geodesk officers 
overseeing the Member State associated with the original NRRP measure. Additional input 
was also gathered during the workshop involving managing and audit authorities for the 
ERDF/CF and JTF. 


While the models below are based on the measures implemented by the Member States 
under the RRF, they were adapted to the context of ERDF/CF and JTF and CPR 
requirements. Therefore, these should not be taken to represent the actual original 
NRRP measures implemented in the respective countries, as some aspects of these 
measures have changed substantially after receiving feedback from relevant stakeholders.  


It is also important to highlight that the models are designed to serve as adaptable 
blueprints, requiring further customisation by Member States to align with their 
specific national circumstances. Accordingly, the models should not be applied 
verbatim, as they serve as illustrative examples of how FNLC schemes may be drafted and 
the types of information that should be included in each field of Appendix 2. This approach 
ensures that the models offer comprehensive guidance while maintaining the flexibility 
needed for effective implementation in diverse national settings.  


In this context: 


• Details on the amounts of funding allocated to each operation and the proportion 
associated with each deliverable have been omitted as they fall outside the scope of the 
study and will vary between countries. The same applies to information on the use of 
FNLC with beneficiaries. 
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• Aspects such as the documents needed to verify the achievement of results are 
provided only as references. Member States should define the relevant documentation 
and responsibilities based on their national frameworks. 


• The suggested duration and the indicative dates for deliverables are intended for 
illustrative purposes only. Final deadlines should be established in accordance with 
the specific country’s needs.  


• The number of deliverables serves as an example based on stakeholder 
consultations on the optimal quantity for comparable measures. Deliverables may be 
further split or repeated according to the programme’s needs. 


• Indicative target values have been kept to demonstrate the level of specificity required 
in the models and provide an example of the magnitude of the targets. However, 
Member States should determine their own targets based on their national contexts. 


4.1 PO1: A more competitive and smarter Europe 


4.1.1 Innovation funding support for SMEs 


1. Description of the 
operation type 


Source: Own elaboration 
based on Cyprus’ NRRP. 


The operation shall consist of support through innovation 
schemes for SMEs to develop innovative products and services 
with international orientation from concept to ready-for-market.  


The operation shall: 


• promote collaboration of businesses with research 
organisations;  


• facilitate commercialisation of research results in targeting 
delivery of closer-to-market outputs and outcomes, thus 
allowing for shorter-term economic effects;  


• lead to the creation of employment;  
• promote business clustering, and  
• target accelerated transition to a green economy and 


towards a digital era of efficiency and productivity.  
 


The list of activities to be funded through this operation can be 
found below (16):  


• Provision of consultancy services (e.g., development of 
technical applications, technology transfer and technical 
know-how, techno-economic studies) provided to SMEs by 
universities, research centres or knowledge-intensive 
companies; 


• Support for projects focused on developing innovative new 
products, services, or processes (e.g., feasibility studies, 
prototyping, testing); 


• Efforts to expand market reach or explore new markets 
(e.g., market research, marketing strategies, promotional 
campaigns); 


• Training aimed at enhancing business skills relevant to 
innovation; 


• Activities that facilitate the adoption of new technologies 
(e.g., licensing agreements or joint ventures with 
technology providers); 


 
(16) Each Member State, when designing their own FNLC scheme, shall set out an exhaustive list of activities. 
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• Funding for upgrading facilities or equipment necessary for 
innovation. 


 
[The description of the operation should be adjusted and 
tailored to the specific case and also include the following 
elements: a) identification of the beneficiary of the operation; b) 
short explanation on how the estimates were established (i.e., 
what assumptions were made to come up with the budget for 
the FNLC scheme and the split of amounts across the different 
intermediate deliverables)] 


2. Specific objective(s) 
Source: Own elaboration 


SO1.3 Enhancing sustainable growth and competitiveness of 
SMEs and job creation in SMEs, including by productive 
investments. 


3. Conditions to be fulfilled 
or results to be achieved 


Source: Own elaboration 
based on Cyprus’ CID and 
OA. 


At least 200 (17) SMEs completing Research and Innovation 
(R&I) projects.  


At least 100 of the SMEs supported introduced innovation 
(product, process or marketing) thanks to the support provided. 


4. Deadline for fulfilment 
of conditions or results 
to be achieved 


Source: Own elaboration. 


The FNLC scheme will be implemented in 5 years (18)   


5. Indicator definition 
Source: Own elaboration 
based on Cyprus’ CID and 
OA. 


Intermediate deliverable 1 – Signed grant agreements.   


Intermediate deliverable 2, 3, and Result 1 – SMEs 
completing R&I projects. The deliverable is achieved when each 
SME has completed its respective activities. The indicator is 
cumulative. 
 
Result 2 – SMEs supported which introduced innovation 
(product, process or marketing) thanks to the support provided.  
 
Product innovation is the market introduction of a new or 
significantly improved good or service with respect to its 
capabilities, user friendliness, components or sub-systems.  
 
Process innovation is the implementation of a new or 
significantly improved production process, distribution method, 
or supporting activity.  
 
Marketing innovation is the implementation of a new 
marketing concept or strategy that differs significantly from the 
enterprise’s existing marketing methods and which has not 
been used before. It requires significant changes in product 
design or packaging, product placement, product promotion or 
pricing. The indicator does not cover seasonal, regular or other 
routine changes in marketing methods.  
 
Innovations introduced must be new to the enterprise 
supported, but they do not need to be new to the market.  
 
A project is considered completed when all planned R&I related 
activities have been fully carried out, projects are operational 
and the Implementing Body officially and in writing informs the 


 
(17) All figures in this model are for illustrative purposes and shall be adapted based on Member States’ specific needs. 
(18) This field requires a specific date. The duration provided here is for illustrative purposes and shall be adapted by 


Member States. Unlike the deadlines for intermediate deliverables, which are indicative, the final result must be fully 
achieved by this date, with no flexibility beyond the stated deadline. 
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beneficiary of the completion of the verification of the physical 
and financial object of the project. 


The intermediate deliverables in this operation are 
interdependent, meaning that no payment request for a given 
deliverable can be made unless the previous deliverable has 
been successfully achieved and verified. 
 
[Please note that the deliverables provided may be further split 
or repeated according to the programme needs.] 


6. Unit of measurement 
Source: Own elaboration 
based on Cyprus’ CID and 
OA. 


Intermediate deliverable 1: % budget share committed to 
innovation funding schemes for SMEs 


Intermediate deliverables 2 and 3 and Result 1: Number of 
SMEs completing R&I projects 


Result 2: Number of SMEs introducing innovation (product, 
process or marketing) thanks to the support provided 


7. Intermediate 
deliverables (if 
applicable) triggering 
reimbursement by the 
Commission with 
schedule for 
reimbursements 


Source: Own elaboration 
based on Cyprus’ CID and 
OA. 


Intermediate 
deliverables and results 


Envisaged 
date Amount (EUR) 


Intermediate deliverable 
1. Signature of grant 
agreements for at least 
30% of budget (19) 


Q4 of first 
operation 
year 


[to be defined by the 
MS] 


Intermediate deliverable 
2. 50 SMEs having 
completed R&I projects 


Q4 of the 
second 
operation 
year 


[to be defined by the 
MS] 


Intermediate deliverable 
3. 100 SMEs having 
completed R&I projects 
 
This is a cumulative 
deliverable, based on 
Intermediate deliverable 2 


Q4 of the 
third 
operation 
year 


[to be defined by the 
MS] 


Result 1. 200 SMEs 
having completed R&I 
projects 
 
This is a cumulative 
deliverable, based on 
Intermediate deliverable 3 


Q4 of the 
fourth 
operation 
year 


[to be defined by the 
MS] 


Result 2. At least 100 
SMEs introducing 
innovation (product, 
process or marketing) 
thanks to the support 
provided 


Q4 of the 
fifth 
operation 
year 


[to be defined by the 
MS] 


8. Total amount (including 
Union and national 
funding) 


[Not relevant for the purpose of the model. To be adapted based 
on Member State intentions and specific context.] 


9. Adjustment(s) method 
Source: Own elaboration. 


Annual adjustment based on annual inflation rate [year Y; 
Harmonised Index of Consumer Prices, HICP] in the Member 


 
(19) This deliverable is a suggestion. Member States may adjust the proposed percentages based on national feasibility 


considerations or opt to set a fixed number of grant agreements instead.  



https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/prc_hicp_aind__custom_15341510/default/table?lang=en





 Performance-based schemes: from the RRF to possible approaches under the ERDF/CF and JTF 
 


52 


State (20). The baseline year is the first operation year for all 
costs (21). 


10. Verification of the 
achievement of the 
result or condition (and 
where relevant, the 
intermediate 
deliverables): 


− document(s)/system to 
verify the achievement 
of the result or 
condition; 


− management 
verifications (including 
on-the-spot), and by 
whom; 


− arrangements to collect 
and store relevant 
data/documents. 


Source: Own elaboration 
based on Cyprus’ CID and 
OA. 


Intermediate deliverable 1 
a) A list of the signed grant agreements. The list mentions:  


• the title of the call,  
• the  reference number of the grant agreement,  
• the date of signature of the grant agreement, 
• the amount of the grant,  
• the unique identifier (or equivalent reference number) of the 


beneficiary and the category of beneficiary, 
• type of the R&I activity supported.  


 
b) A calculation showing that the total amount committed 
through the signed grant agreements corresponds to at least 
30% of the total budget allocated for the scheme. 


c) Signed grant agreements (by both the SME (22) and the 
managing authority). 


d) Documents proving that the companies supported are SMEs 
(23). 


Intermediate deliverables 2 and 3 and Result 1 
Document duly justifying how the deliverable (including all the 
constitutive elements) was fulfilled. This document shall include 
a declaration of the Managing Authority verifying that all 
conditions of the grant agreements have been complied with 
and grants have been paid out to the listed recipients. This 
should be accompanied by the complete list of the SMEs 
supported, detailing the following:  


• call identifier,  
• project protocol number,  
• amount of the grant,   
• unique identifier of the beneficiary,   
• type of beneficiary,  
• sector and location of incorporation of the beneficiary,  
• type of R&I activity supported, 
• verification of the completion of the project by the managing 


authority (that all planned R&I-related activities have been 
fully carried out and that projects are operational), in full 
compliance with the terms of the scheme and the grant 
decision.   


 
Result 2 
Document duly justifying how the deliverable was satisfactorily 
fulfilled. This document shall contain:  
• the description of the innovations introduced per SME 


(product, process or marketing);  


 
(20) In cases where there are currency differences, a fixed exchange rate will be applied. 
(21) Any other adjustment shall be subject to the prior agreement of both the Managing Authority and the European 


Commission and shall take place via a programme amendment. Sector-specific Indexes can be used if they are 
available in the Member States. The adjustment method is not mandatory, therefore if not relevant for the scheme it can 
be deleted. 


(22) This applies only to the set-up proposed by this model, in which SMEs are considered beneficiaries of the FNLC 
scheme. 


(23) Or the type of beneficiary as foreseen by the operation/scheme. 
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• evidence of implementation (e.g., product launch, updated 
processes, marketing campaigns etc);  


• any supporting documentation (e.g., photographs, sales 
data, marketing materials, customer feedback, cross-
checks against predefined innovation models etc). 


 
[The managing authority will describe the IT system in place to 
collect and store the data. If applicable, it will also explain how 
the data is collected and aggregated (24).]  
 
[The managing authority will describe the arrangements in place 
at the national level to get assurance on compliance with 
applicable law (public procurement and State aid). The 
managing authority shall ensure that double funding is avoided. 
Checks that the deliverables/results funded by  this scheme 
have not been financed from other EU sources will be 
performed (according to available tools are the 
national/European level). Assurance with applicable law is 
obtained through legal oversight, obtaining necessary 
regulatory approvals and permits, providing staff training on 
compliance, and conducting independent audits.] 
 
[to be further developed/adapted depending on the MS specific 
set-up and context as well as the type of operation at hand, and 
based on COM explanatory note on how assurance is provided 
when implementing an FNLC scheme (CPRE_23-0008-02). 
Explanations must cover the following aspects, whenever 
relevant to the specific scheme at hand: risk of double funding, 
conflict of interest, compliance with state aid and public 
procurement law.] 


11. Use of grants in the form 
of financing not linked 
to costs. Does the grant 
provided by Member 
State to beneficiaries 
take the form of 
financing not linked to 
costs? 


[Not relevant for the purpose of the model – to be adapted based 
on the Member State specific context] 


12. Arrangements to ensure 
the audit trail. Please list 
the body(ies) 
responsible for these 
arrangements. 


Source: Own elaboration. 


The responsible authority for ensuring the audit trail shall be 
determined by the relevant national body, depending on the 
country’s specific administrative structure and programme’s 
governance (e.g., the body responsible for innovation) (25). The 
body is responsible for collecting and maintaining all the 
necessary documents (signed grant agreements, budget 
information, project completion reports, etc.) in its information 
system. [To be adapted based on Member State specific 
context] 


  


 
(24) The methodology is to be explained once, at the submission of the FNLC, not when declaring expenditure. 
(25) This is usually a task of the Intermediate Body or Managing Authority, with the sectoral bodies responsible for ensuring 


the objectivity, impartiality and quality of the documents/certificates used for the audit trail. 
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4.1.2 Digital transition of SMEs 


1. Description of the 
operation type 


Source: Own elaboration 
based on Portugal’s NRRP.  


The operation aims to establish a National Test Beds Network, 
providing the infrastructure needed for SMEs to develop and 
test new products and services while accelerating their digital 
transition.  


The goal is to take products or services from concept to market 
readiness by ensuring they meet specific technological 
standards. Products tested in Test Beds must demonstrate an 
increase of at least two Technology Readiness Levels (TRLs) 
during their development cycle (26) – with a strong digital 
component and/or associated virtual/digital simulation, in order 
to accelerate their production, industrialisation and 
commercialisation. 


The Test Beds will be equipped and, where relevant, 
maintained through eligible investments under the operation. 
SMEs will not be required to purchase or rent equipment or 
software; instead, they will have free access to the Test Beds’ 
infrastructure (physical or virtual), where they can test their 
products and benefit from technical support, prototyping tools, 
testing equipment and digital simulators. 


This will be achieved through the provision and maintenance 
of: 


• Physical equipment: 
− Tangible tools and machinery. 
− Prototyping tools and testing instruments for 


product development and testing. 
• Eligible infrastructure: 


− Physical and virtual facilities supporting innovation. 
− Innovation hubs, laboratories, and collaborative 


workspaces. 
• Digital simulators: 


− Software platforms for modelling and testing 
products in virtual environments, facilitating rapid 
iteration and analysis. 


The first phase involves selecting already existing 30 (27) Test 
Beds, which will be equipped to support the development and 
testing of pilot products within the National Test Beds Network. 
These 30 physical and virtual infrastructures will create the 
conditions for SMEs to innovate, test, and refine new products 
and services, driving both innovation and digitalisation. 


This initial step will be followed by the development of 1,000 
pilot products. In this context, a “product” refers to any 
innovative offering – be it a physical device, digital service, or 
integrated system – that SMEs aim to develop, test, and refine 
to achieve high levels of technological readiness and 
successfully transition to the market. 


 
(26) Technology readiness levels; Extract from Part 19 - Commission Decision C(2014)4995. Available at: 


https://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2014_2015/annexes/h2020-wp1415-annex-g-trl_en.pdf  
(27) All figures in this model are for illustrative purposes and shall be adapted based on Member States’ specific needs.  



https://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2014_2015/annexes/h2020-wp1415-annex-g-trl_en.pdf
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The development of a product includes the testing phase which 
occurs within the test bed. 


[The description of the operation should also include the 
following elements that should be developed by MS depending 
on their specific context and intentions: a) identification of the 
beneficiary of the operation; b) short explanation on how the 
estimates were established (i.e., what assumptions were made 
to come up with the budget for the FNLC scheme and the split 
of amounts across the different intermediate deliverables)] 


2. Specific objective(s) 
Source: Own elaboration. 


1.3 Enhancing sustainable growth and competitiveness of 
SMEs and job creation in SMEs, including by productive 
investments 


3. Conditions to be fulfilled 
or results to be achieved 


Source: Portugal’s annex to 
CID. 


1,000 pilot products developed that demonstrate a minimum 
increase of two TRLs compared to the TRL before 
development within the Test Bed. 


4. Deadline for fulfilment of 
conditions or results to 
be achieved 


Source: Own elaboration. 


The FNLC scheme will be implemented in 3 years (28)   


5. Indicator definition 
Source: Own elaboration 
based on Portugal’s annex to 
CID.  


Intermediate deliverable 1 – Test Beds selected for the 
National Test Beds Network. This refers to the testing 
infrastructures (both physical and virtual) selected and 
equipped to support SMEs in developing and testing new 
products or services. A test bed is a specialised facility 
designed to help SMEs test and improve innovative ideas. 
These facilities provide access to advanced equipment, tools 
and expert support. The test beds must align with the 
objectives of the European Digital Innovation Hubs (EDIH) 
Network (29), ensuring sectoral coverage and 
complementarities. A single EDIH, research centre or 
innovation hub can open multiple test beds. However, each 
test bed must offer access to unique tools, equipment or 
expertise not provided by any other test bed within the same 
geographical area or operated by the same organisation (be it 
an EDIH, research centre or innovation hub). 


Intermediate deliverable 2 and result (cumulative) – Pilot 
products developed. This measures the number of new 
products or services developed and tested within the National 
Test Beds Network, with the goal of an increase of at least two 
TRL levels during the testing period.  


The intermediate deliverables in this operation are 
interdependent, meaning that no payment request for a given 
deliverable can be made unless the previous deliverable has 
been successfully achieved and verified.  


 
(28) This field requires a specific date. The duration provided here is for illustrative purposes and shall be adapted by 


Member States. Unlike the deadlines for intermediate deliverables, which are indicative, the final result must be fully 
achieved by this date, with no flexibility beyond the stated deadline. 


(29) For additional information, please see https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/activities/edihs  



https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/activities/edihs
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[Please note that the deliverables provided may be further split 
or repeated according to the programme needs of specific 
Member States.] 


6. Unit of measurement 
Source: Portugal’s annex to 
CID. 


Intermediate deliverable 1: Number of Test Beds 


Intermediate deliverable 2 and result: Number of pilot 
products 


7. Intermediate deliverables 
(if applicable) triggering 
reimbursement by the 
Commission with 
schedule for 
reimbursements 


Source: Own elaboration 
based on Portugal’s annex to 
CID.  


Intermediate deliverables 
and results 


Envisaged 
date 


Amount 
(EUR) 


Intermediate deliverable 1. 
30 Test Beds selected for the 
National Test Beds Network  


Q3 of the 
first 
operation 
year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


Intermediate deliverable 2. 
300 National Test Beds 
Network pilot products 
developed  


Q2 of the 
second 
operation 
year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


Result. 1,000 National Test 
Beds Network pilot products 
developed 


This is a cumulative 
deliverable, based on 
Intermediate deliverable 2 


Q4 of the 
third year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


8. Total amount (including 
Union and national 
funding) 


[Not relevant for the purpose of the model. To be adapted 
based on Member State intentions and specific context.] 


9. Adjustment(s) method 
Source: Own elaboration 


Annual adjustment based on annual inflation rate [year Y; 
Harmonised Index of Consumer Prices, HICP] in the Member 
State (30). The baseline year is the first operation year for all 
costs (31). 


10. Verification of the 
achievement of the result 
or condition (and where 
relevant, the intermediate 
deliverables): 


− document(s)/system to 
verify the achievement of 
the result or condition; 


− management 
verifications (including 
on-the-spot), and by 
whom; 


Intermediate deliverable 1 


• Document confirming the official selection of Test Beds 
following the evaluation process, developed by the body 
responsible for innovation in the country. This body will 
evaluate submissions based on criteria published in the 
calls for proposals. These criteria will include the capacity 
of the proposed Test Beds to support SMEs and start-ups 
in developing and testing new products and the fact that 
the Test Beds align with the European Digital Innovation 
Hubs (DIH) network, covering relevant industry sectors 
and subsectors to maximise synergies and 
complementarities.  


 
(30) In cases where there are currency differences, a fixed exchange rate will be applied. 
(31) Any other adjustment shall be subject to the prior agreement of both the Managing Authority and the European 


Commission and shall take place via a programme amendment. Sector-specific Indexes can be used if they are 
available in the Member States. The adjustment method is not mandatory, therefore if not relevant for the scheme it can 
be deleted. 



https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/prc_hicp_aind__custom_15341510/default/table?lang=en
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− arrangements to collect 
and store relevant 
data/documents. 


Source: Own elaboration 
based on Portugal’s annex to 
CID and positive preliminary 
assessment of the 
satisfactory fulfilment of 
milestones and targets 
related to the third and fourth 
instalments of the payment 
request of Portugal. 


• The official list of the 30 Test Beds selected. The list will 
include information on each Test Bed, such as: 


− Leaders and co-promoters. 
− Specific projects and their objectives. 
− Sectoral alignment with the European Digital 


Innovation Hubs Network, ensuring coverage and 
complementarities across industry sectors and 
subsectors. 


• Copies of the official Notices of the calls for proposals that 
outline the criteria and process for selecting the Test Beds. 


Intermediate deliverable 2 and Result 


• List of the pilot products and the companies developing 
them, including: 


− a brief description of the product,  
− the TRL level before development within the Test Beds 
− the TRL level achieved after testing, and  
− its primary intended use.  


• all TRL certifications   
 
[The managing authority will describe the IT system in place to 
collect and store the data. If applicable, it will also explain how 
the data is collected and aggregated (32).] 


[The managing authority will describe the arrangements in 
place at the national level to get assurance on compliance with 
applicable law (public procurement and State aid). The  
managing authority shall ensure that double funding is 
avoided. Checks that the deliverables/results funded by  this 
scheme have not been financed from other EU sources will be 
performed (according to available tools are the 
national/European level). Assurance with applicable law is 
obtained through legal oversight, obtaining necessary 
regulatory approvals and permits, providing staff training on 
compliance, and conducting independent audits.] 


[to be further developed/adapted depending on the MS-specific 
set-up and context as well as the type of operation at hand, 
and based on COM explanatory note on how assurance is 
provided when implementing an FNLC scheme (CPRE_23-
0008-02). A comprehensive review of funding sources for each 
Test Bed and product will ensure no overlap with other EU or 
national funding sources. Explanations must cover the 
following aspects, whenever relevant to the specific scheme at 
hand: risk of double funding, conflict of interest, compliance 
with state aid and public procurement law.] 


11. Use of grants in the form 
of financing not linked to 
costs. Does the grant 
provided by Member 
State to beneficiaries 
take the form of financing 
not linked to costs? 


[Not relevant for the purpose of the model – to be adapted 
based on the Member State specific context] 


12. Arrangements to ensure 
the audit trail. Please list 


The responsible authority for ensuring the audit trail shall be 
determined by the relevant national body, depending on the 
country’s specific administrative structure and programme’s 


 
(32) The methodology is to be explained once, at the submission of the FNLC, not when declaring expenditure. 
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the body(ies) responsible 
for these arrangements. 


Source: Own elaboration 


governance (e.g., the body responsible for innovation) (33). 
Independent bodies will verify testing outcomes, supported by 
documentation such as testing reports, photographic evidence, 
and on-the-spot checks. [To be adapted based on Member 
State-specific context] 


 


4.2 PO2: A greener, low carbon transitioning towards a net 
zero carbon economy 


4.2.1 Energy-efficient renovation of residential buildings 


1. Description of the 
operation type 


Source: Own elaboration 
based on Germany’ 
NRRP. 
 


The operation focuses on support to the energy-efficient renovation 
of residential buildings. The measure shall achieve, on average, at 
least a medium-depth level renovation as defined in Commission 
Recommendation (EU) 2019/786 on Building Renovation.  


More specifically, given the current state of housing stock, it is 
expected to achieve on average a minimum of 45% of primary 
energy demand savings and potentially significantly more (70% 
savings) through support for renewable energy and better classes 
of energy efficiency. 


The list of activities to be funded through this operation can be found 
below (34): 


• consultancy services for preparing the necessary technical 
studies / reports as well as monitoring the implementation of the 
interventions (project management / supervision of works), 


• energy audits for buildings, 
• installation of biomass energy system, 
• installation of hot water system with the use of Renewable 


Energy Systems (RES), 
• installation of new high efficiency or upgrade of existing heating 


/ cooling systems (including based on RES), 
• installation of renewable electricity unit, 
• replacement of window frames / glass / moving of fixed shading 


systems, 
• upgrade of thermal insulation (walls, roofs, ceiling, etc.). 


All types of residential buildings are eligible under this operation. 
Examples include blocks of flats or individual housing. 


[The description of the operation should also include the following 
elements that should be developed by MS depending on their 
specific context and intentions: a) identification of the beneficiary of 
the operation; b) short explanation on how the estimates were 
established (i.e., what assumptions were made to come up with the 
budget for the FNLC scheme and the split of amounts across the 
different intermediate deliverables)] 


2. Specific objective(s) SO2.1 - Energy efficiency 


 
(33) This is usually a task of the Intermediate Body or Managing Authority, with the sectoral bodies responsible for ensuring 


the objectivity, impartiality and quality of the documents/certificates used for the audit trail. 
(34) Each Member State, when designing their own FNLC scheme, shall set out an exhaustive list of activities  
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Source: Own 
elaboration. 
3. Conditions to be 


fulfilled or results to 
be achieved 


Source: Own elaboration 
based on Germany’s CID 
and OA. 


40,000 (35) residential building units have been renovated under the 
support scheme; the corresponding works have been fully carried 
out and the corresponding grants have been disbursed.  


Of the 40,000 residential building units that have been renovated, 
average primary energy demand savings of at least 45% (measured 
against the baseline prior renovation).  


4. Deadline for 
fulfilment of 
conditions or 
results to be 
achieved 


Source: Own 
elaboration. 


The FNLC scheme will be implemented in 5 years (36)   


5. Indicator definition 
Source: Own elaboration 
based on Germany’s CID 
and OA. 


Intermediate deliverable 1: Signature of grant agreements. 


Intermediate deliverables 2 to 5: Energy-efficient renovations of 
residential building units, aimed directly at reducing energy 
consumption and increasing the production of renewable energy by 
implementing energy saving measures. 


Result: Energy-efficient renovations of residential building 
units (37), with renovation leading to average primary energy 
savings of at least 45%, measured in Million Tonnes of Oil 
Equivalent (Mtoe) estimated as total annual decline at the end of the 
period (38). The estimate is based on the amount of primary energy 
saved and/or produced by the supported units in the given year 
(either one year following project completion or the calendar year 
after project completion). 


In this scheme, blocks of flats count as multiple units. 


The intermediate deliverables in this operation are interdependent, 
meaning that no payment request for a given deliverable can be 
made unless the previous deliverable has been successfully 
achieved and verified. 


[Please note that the deliverables provided may be further split or 
repeated according to the programme needs.] 


6. Unit of 
measurement 


Source: Own 
elaboration based on 
Germany’s CID and OA. 


Intermediate deliverable 1: % budget share committed to the 
support of energy-efficient renovation of residential building units 


Intermediate deliverables 2 to 5: Number of residential building 
units renovated.  


Result: % of primary energy savings, estimated as total annual 
decline at the end of the period. 


 
(35) All figures in this model are for illustrative purposes and shall be adapted based on Member States’ specific needs. 
(36) This field requires a specific date. The duration provided here is for illustrative purposes and shall be adapted by 


Member States. Unlike the deadlines for intermediate deliverables, which are indicative, the final result must be fully 
achieved by this date, with no flexibility beyond the stated deadline. 


(37) The concept of “residential unit” should be defined in the Member State-specific scheme, based on the programme and 
the Member State’s specific intentions. 


(38) Alternatively, Member States could consider using other types of indicators, such as reduction in greenhouse gas 
emissions due to energy savings, in tons of CO2 equivalent. 
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7. Intermediate 
deliverables (if 
applicable) 
triggering 
reimbursement by 
the Commission 
with schedule for 
reimbursements 


Source: Own elaboration 
based on Germany’s CID 
and OA. 


Intermediate deliverables Envisaged 
date 


Amount 
(EUR) 


Intermediate deliverable 1: Signed grant 
agreements committing at least 30% of 
the total budget for the support of energy-
efficient renovation of buildings (39). 


Q2 of first 
operation 
year 


[to be 
defined 
by the 
MS] 


Intermediate deliverable 2: Completion 
of energy-efficient renovations of 5,000 
residential building units. 


Q1 of the 
second 
operation 
year 


[to be 
defined 
by the 
MS] 


Intermediate deliverable 3: Completion 
of energy-efficient renovations of 10,000 
residential building units. 


This is a cumulative deliverable, based on 
Intermediate deliverable 2 


Q1 of the 
third 
operation 
year 


[to be 
defined 
by the 
MS] 


Intermediate deliverable 4: Completion 
of energy-efficient renovations of 20,000 
residential building units. 


This is a cumulative deliverable, based on 
Intermediate deliverable 3 


Q1 of the 
fourth 
operation 
year 


[to be 
defined 
by the 
MS] 


Intermediate deliverable 5: Completion 
of energy-efficient renovations of 40,000 
residential building units.  


This is a cumulative deliverable, based on 
Intermediate deliverable 4 


Q3 of the 
fifth 
operation 
year 


[to be 
defined 
by the 
MS] 


Result: Average primary energy savings 
of 45% for the renovated units. 


Q4 of the 
fifth 
operation 
year 


[to be 
defined 
by the 
MS] 


8. Total amount 
(including Union 
and national 
funding) 


[Not relevant for the purpose of the model. To be adapted based on 
Member State intentions and specific context.] 


9. Adjustment(s) 
method 


Source: Own 
elaboration. 


Annual adjustment based on annual inflation rate [year Y; 
Construction Cost Index] in the Member State (40). The baseline 
year is the first operation year for all costs (41). 


10. Verification of the 
achievement of the 
result or condition 
(and where relevant, 


Intermediate deliverable 1:  


a) A list of the signed grant agreements. The list mentions:  


• the title of the call,  


 
(39) This deliverable is a suggestion. Member States may adjust the proposed percentages based on national feasibility 


considerations or opt to set a fixed number of grant agreements instead.  
(40) In cases where there are currency differences, a fixed exchange rate will be applied. 
(41) Any other adjustment shall be subject to the prior agreement of both the Managing Authority and the European 


Commission and shall take place via a programme amendment. Sector-specific Indexes can be used if they are 
available in the Member States. The adjustment method is not mandatory, therefore if not relevant for the scheme it can 
be deleted. 



https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/sts_copi_a__custom_15341635/default/table?lang=en
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the intermediate 
deliverables): 


− document(s)/system 
to verify the 
achievement of the 
result or condition; 


− management 
verifications 
(including on-the-
spot), and by whom; 


− arrangements to 
collect and store 
relevant 
data/documents. 


Source: Own 
elaboration based on 
Germany’s CID and OA. 


• the  reference number of the grant agreement,  
• the date of signature of the grant agreement, 
• the amount of the grant,  
• the unique identifier of the beneficiary (or equivalent reference 


number) and the category of beneficiary.  
 


b) A calculation showing that the total amount committed through 
the signed grant agreements corresponds to at least 30% of the total 
budget allocated for the scheme. 


c)  All signed grant agreements by both the beneficiaries and the 
managing authority. 


Intermediate deliverable 2: Document duly justifying how the 
deliverable (including all its constitutive elements, as set out in the 
description of the operation) was satisfactorily fulfilled, with 
appropriate links to the underlying evidence. This document shall 
also include as an annex a spreadsheet with at least the list of the 
renovated residential building units. If a block of flats was renovated, 
the list will contain the units renovated withing that block, not only 
the building. 


Intermediate deliverables 3 to 5: Same as Intermediate 
deliverable 2, except for additional 5,000/10,000/20,000 residential 
building units. 


Result: Document duly justifying how the deliverable (including all 
its constitutive elements, as set out in the description of the 
operation) was satisfactorily fulfilled, with appropriate links to the 
underlying evidence. 


This document shall include as an annex at least the following 
documentary evidence and elements: 


• a description of the methodology used to compute primary 
energy demand savings;  


• the calculated absolute savings in annual primary energy 
demand, and the primary energy target value after renovation;   


• a calculation of the average reduction in primary energy demand 
for the 40,000 energy-efficient renovations showing that the 
renovation works have led to primary energy demand savings 
of at least 45%;   


• a copy of the certificate of completion of renovation actions, 
issued in accordance with the national legislation, confirming 
that the planned primary energy demand savings and targeted 
level of efficiency have been reached after renovation. 


 
Example of such documentation could be Energy Performance 
Certificates (EPCs) completed before and after the implementation 
of energy efficiency measures, or equivalent. 


[The managing authority will describe the IT system in place to 
collect and store the data. If applicable, it will also explain how the 
data is collected and aggregated (42).] 


[The managing authority will describe the arrangements in place at 
the national level to get assurance on compliance with applicable 
law (public procurement and State aid). The managing authority 
shall ensure that double funding is avoided by showing that the units 


 
(42) The methodology is to be explained once, at the submission of the FNLC, not when declaring expenditure. 
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funded under this scheme were not funded by other EU funds. 
Checks that the residential units renovated through this scheme 
have not been financed from other EU sources will be performed 
(according to available tools at the national/European level). 
Assurance with applicable law is obtained through legal oversight, 
obtaining necessary regulatory approvals and permits, providing 
staff training on compliance.]  


[to be further developed/adapted depending on the MS specific set-
up and context as well as the type of operation at hand, and based 
on COM explanatory note on how assurance is provided when 
implementing an FNLC scheme (CPRE_23-0008-02). Explanations 
must cover the following aspects, whenever relevant to the specific 
scheme at hand: risk of double funding, conflict of interest, 
compliance with state aid and public procurement law].  


11. Use of grants in the 
form of financing 
not linked to costs. 
Does the grant 
provided by 
Member State to 
beneficiaries take 
the form of 
financing not linked 
to costs? 


[Not relevant for the purpose of the model – to be adapted based on 
the Member State specific context] 


12. Arrangements to 
ensure the audit 
trail. Please list the 
body(ies) 
responsible for 
these 
arrangements. 


Source: Own 
elaboration. 


The responsible authority for ensuring the audit trail shall be 
determined by the relevant national body, depending on the 
country’s specific administrative structure and programme’s 
governance (e.g., the body responsible for energy) (43). The body is 
responsible for collecting and maintaining all the necessary 
documents (copy of signed grant agreements, housing units 
information, energy certificates, etc.) in its information system. [To 
be adapted based on Member State specific context] 


 
4.2.2 Expansion of water and sewerage systems 


To provide flexibility to Member States in implementing investments in both water and 
wastewater infrastructure, this section presents two approaches for the same FNLC – Model 
A and Model B – instead of a single approach.  


Model A offers a simpler, modular structure by separating the operation into two distinct 
phases: one for drinking water and one for sewerage. This allows Member States to adjust 
the sequence of implementation based on their specific context and priorities, or even 
choose only one type of intervention (either water or sewerage).  


On the other hand, recognising that water and sewerage works often overlap – such as the 
need to break and restore the same street infrastructure – we also propose Model B, a 
combined and more complex version that merges both operations into a single, integrated 
framework. This may be more suitable in cases where operational efficiency or planning 
coordination is a key consideration. 


Both models encompass the same range of activities and pursue the same objective, the 
distinction lies solely in their structure. 


 
(43) This is usually a task of the Intermediate Body or Managing Authority, with the sectoral bodies responsible for ensuring 


the objectivity, impartiality and quality of the documents/certificates used for the audit trail. 
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Model A (modular) 


1. Description of the 
operation type 


Source: Own elaboration 
based on Romania’s NRRP. 


Investment in drinking water supply is an important priority for 
DG REGIO Funds. High quality, safe and sufficient drinking 
water is an important element of public health and well-
being (44). Investment in drinking water supply is done by first 
reducing the demand for water via implementation of water 
efficiency measures (e.g., leakage reduction) in water 
distribution infrastructure and then increasing supply by 
investing in new water distribution systems.  


Urban wastewater is also an important EU priority, as it is one 
of the main sources of water pollution if it is not collected and 
treated according to EU rules (45).  


The objective of the operation is to upgrade the existing network 
and later extend the coverage of public water distribution (in 
compliance with Drinking Water Directive (DWD)) and 
wastewater collection systems in municipalities of more than 
2,000 population equivalent, where it is needed to reach 
compliance with the Urban Waste Water Treatment Directive 
(UWWTD). The overall aim of the operation is to increase 
distribution capacity and reduce leakages. 


The activities are distributed into two phases:  


• PHASE 1 (WATER): a total of 400 km (46) of water 
distribution networks shall be upgraded and 400 km newly 
installed and as a result, reduce water losses in distribution 
systems for public water supply and increase the population 
benefiting from newly built water distribution networks.  


• PHASE 2 (SEWERAGE): a total of 300 km of sewerage 
(wastewater) networks shall be upgraded and 300 km newly 
installed in total in agglomerations of more than 2,000 
population equivalents. As a result, it shall reduce 
uncollected or leaked wastewater in the sewerage 
(wastewater) networks and increase the population 
benefiting from newly built wastewater collection capacity. 


 
[The description of the operation should also include the 
following elements that should be developed by MS depending 
on their specific context and intentions: a) identification of the 
beneficiary of the operation; b) short explanation on how the 
estimates were established (i.e., what assumptions were made 
to come up with the budget for the FNLC scheme and the split 
of amounts across the different intermediate deliverables)] 


2. Specific objective(s) 
Source: Own elaboration. 


SO2.5 - Sustainable water 


3. Conditions to be 
fulfilled or results to be 
achieved 


Source: Own elaboration 
based on Romania’s CID 
and OA. 


PHASE 1 (WATER) 


Total of 400 km of water distribution networks shall be upgraded 
and 400 km newly installed. 


At least 20% reduction (in cubic metres) of water loss of the 
public water supply, compared to the baseline at the beginning 
of the operation. 


 
(44) For more information on drinking water, please see https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/water/drinking-water_en  
(45) For more on urban wastewater, please see https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/water/urban-wastewater_en  
(46) All figures in this model are for illustrative purposes and shall be adapted based on Member States’ specific needs. 



https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/water/drinking-water_en

https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/water/urban-wastewater_en
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At least 10% increase in population benefiting from newly built 
water distribution networks, compared to the baseline at the 
beginning of the operation. 


PHASE 2 (SEWERAGE) 


Total of 300 km of sewerage (wastewater) networks shall be 
upgraded and 300 km newly installed in total in agglomerations 
of more than 2,000 population equivalents (47). 


At least 15% reduction (in cubic metres) of uncollected or leaked 
wastewater in the sewerage (wastewater) networks, compared 
to the baseline at the beginning of the operation. 


At least 10% increase in population equivalents benefiting from 
newly built wastewater collection capacity, compared to the 
baseline at the beginning of the operation. 


4. Deadline for fulfilment 
of conditions or results 
to be achieved 


Source: Own elaboration. 


The FNLC scheme will be implemented in 5 years, 
considering both phases 1 and 2 (48) 


5. Indicator definition 
Source: Own elaboration 
based on Romania’s CID 
and OA. 


PHASE 1 (WATER) 


Intermediate deliverable 1.1: Signature of grant agreements.   


Intermediate deliverable 1.2: Percentage of completion of 
works (in kilometres) on upgrading/installing pipes for the 
distribution of public water supply.  


Upgrading refers to improvements aiming at higher quality of 
water and/or reduction of water losses / leakage. The water 
pipes need to be physically completed and operational to count 
for the achieved values. Maintenance (regular activities to 
prevent issues and ensure proper functioning) and repairs 
(fixing or restoring after damage) are not covered. 


This deliverable is linked to Intermediate Deliverables 1.3 and 
1.4; however, their full achievement is not a prerequisite for 
meeting this target. For example, 50% completion of works may 
be achieved by reaching 50% of the works planned to upgrade 
the pipes and install the new pipes. [The percentages to be 
achieved are to be set by the MS in the intermediate 
deliverables triggering the payment, under section 7]. 


Intermediate deliverable 1.3: Length of upgraded pipes for 
the distribution of public water supplied, in kilometres.  


Intermediate deliverable 1.4: Length of newly installed pipes 
for the distribution of public water supplied, in kilometres.  


Result 1.1: Decrease in the annual volume of water losses 
registered over a year in the distribution networks for public 
water supply. The indicator covers the water losses only for the 
pipes which are being financed through the projects 
implemented as part of this operation. The baseline refers to the 


 
(47) For a definition of population equivalents, please see the section “Indicator definition”. 
(48) This field requires a specific date. The duration provided here is for illustrative purposes and shall be adapted by 


Member States. Unlike the deadlines for intermediate deliverables, which are indicative, the final result must be fully 
achieved by this date, with no flexibility beyond the stated deadline. 
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annual volume of water losses for the respective pipes in the 
year before the start of the intervention. The minimum target 
(20%) refers to the decrease in the annual volume of water 
losses in the year after the project is physically completed. The 
indicator will be used to calculate the percentage reduction of 
water losses as a result of projects supported (49). 


Result 1.2: increase in population (inhabitants) benefiting from 
the newly built water distribution networks, compared to the 
baseline at the beginning of the operation. The indicator will be 
used to calculate the percentage increase in population as a 
result of projects supported. 


PHASE 2 (SEWERAGE) 


Intermediate deliverable 2.1: Signature of grant agreements.    


Intermediate deliverable 2.2: Percentage of completion of 
works (in kilometres) on upgrading/installing sewerage 
(wastewater) networks in agglomerations of more than 2,000 
population equivalents.  


Upgrading refers to improvements aiming elimination of 
leakages etc. The wastewater pipes need to be physically 
complete and operational in order to count for the achieved 
values. The indicator also covers wastewater collection 
networks linked to stormwater management (see Council 
Directive 91/271/EC in references). Maintenance and repairs 
are not covered.  


This deliverable is linked with Intermediate Deliverables 2.3 and 
2.4. However, their full achievement is not a prerequisite for 
meeting this target. For example, 50% completion of works may 
be achieved by reaching 50% of the works planned to upgrade  
the pipes and install the new pipes. [The percentages to be 
achieved are to be set by the MS in the intermediate 
deliverables triggering the payment, under section 7]. 


Intermediate deliverable 2.3: Length of upgraded pipes for 
the public network for wastewater collection, in kilometres.  


Intermediate deliverable 2.4: Length of newly installed pipes 
for the public network for wastewater collection.  


Result 2.1: Reduction (in cubic metres) of uncollected or leaked 
wastewater in the sewerage (wastewater) networks, compared 
to the baseline at the beginning of the operation. The indicator 
covers only the pipes which are being financed through the 
projects implemented as part of this operation. The baseline 
refers to the year before the start of the intervention and shall 
be compared with the year after the project is physically 
completed. The indicator will be used to calculate the 
percentage reduction of uncollected or leaked wastewater as a 
result of projects supported. 


 
(49) The common ERDF/CF indicator RCR43 (“Water losses in distribution systems for public water supply”) can be used to 


measure this result. 
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Result 2.2: Increase in population equivalents benefiting from 
newly built collection capacity (50) for wastewater treatment, 
compared to the baseline at the beginning of the operation. The 
indicator will be used to calculate the percentage increase in 
population equivalents as a result of projects supported. 


Population equivalent (1 p.e.) is defined as the organic 
biodegradable load having a five-day Biochemical Oxygen 
Demand (BOD) of 60 g oxygen per day (see Council Directive 
91/271/EC in references). Population equivalent is not the same 
as inhabitant. While inhabitants refer to an actual person living 
in a giving area, population equivalent is a unit to express the 
pollution load generated by a person per day (51). It refers to the 
pollution load generated, not just actual inhabitants. The 
calculation includes all entities contributing to wastewater 
production, such as businesses and public institutions, in line 
with EU definitions (52).  


[Relation between deliverables (e.g., if they are interdependent, 
cumulative etc) shall be defined depending on the final structure 
of the scheme.] 


[Please note that the deliverables provided may be further split 
or repeated according to the programme needs.] 


6. Unit of measurement 
Source: Own elaboration 
based on Romania’s CID 
and OA. 


PHASE 1 (WATER) 


Intermediate deliverable 1.1: % budget share committed to 
schemes on water. 


Intermediate deliverable 1.2: Percentage of completion of 
works (in kilometres) on upgrading/installing pipes for the 
distribution of public water supply. 


Intermediate deliverable 1.3:  Number of kilometres of 
upgraded water distribution network. 


Intermediate deliverable 1.4: Number of kilometres of newly 
built water distribution network. 


Result 1.1: Percentage of water loss. 


Result 1.2: Percentage increase in population (inhabitants) 
benefiting from the newly built water distribution networks. 


PHASE 2 (SEWERAGE) 


Intermediate deliverable 2.1: % budget share committed to 
schemes on sewerage systems. 


Intermediate deliverable 2.2: Percentage of completion of 
works (in kilometres) on upgrading/installing sewerage 


 
(50) Please note that ”collection capacity” resulting from building sewerage systems is different from “treatment capacity”, 


which results from actually treating collected wastewater in a wastewater treatment plant. The proposed model focuses 
only on upgrading sewerage collection. 


(51) For instance, a region with 1,000 inhabitants but a large industry might have a population equivalent of 2,000 since 
factories generate additional wastewater. 


(52) Indicators related to drinking water use inhabitants as the unit of measurement, reflecting the actual number of people 
gaining access to safe water supply. Indicators related to wastewater use population equivalents, in line with EU 
legislation, which defines infrastructure requirements based on total pollution load generated by both domestic 
population and non-domestic sources. 
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(wastewater) networks in agglomerations of more than 2,000 
population equivalents.  


Intermediate deliverable 2.3: Number of kilometres of 
upgraded sewerage network. 


Intermediate deliverable 2.4: Number of kilometres of newly 
built sewerage network. 


Result 2.1: Percentage of reduction of uncollected or leaked 
wastewater in the sewerage (wastewater) networks. 


Result 2.2: Percentage of increase in population equivalents 
benefiting from newly built collection capacity for wastewater 
treatment. 


7. Intermediate 
deliverables (if 
applicable) triggering 
reimbursement by the 
Commission with 
schedule for 
reimbursements 


Source: Own elaboration 
based on Romania’s CID 
and OA. 


Intermediate deliverables Envisaged 
date 


Amount 
(EUR) 


PHASE 1 (WATER) 


Intermediate deliverable 1.1: 
Signed grant agreements 
committing at least 30% of the 
total budget for the schemes on 
water (53).  


Q2 of first 
operation 
year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


Intermediate deliverable 1.2: 
50% completion of works (in 
kilometres) on upgrading/ 
installing pipes for the 
distribution of public water 
supply. 


Q2 of the 
second 
operation 
year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


Intermediate deliverable 1.3: 
Completion of works on 
upgrading 400 km of pipes for 
the distribution of public water 
supply. 


Q2 of the 
third 
operation 
year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


Intermediate deliverable 1.4: 
Completion of works on newly 
installed 400 km of pipes for the 
distribution of public water 
supply. 


Q3 of the 
third 
operation 
year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


Result 1.1: At least 20% 
reduction (in cubic metres) of 
water loss of the public water 
supply, compared to the 
baseline at the beginning of the 
operation 


Q4 of the 
third 
operation 
year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


Result 1.2: At least 10% 
increase in population 
benefiting from newly built 
water distribution networks, 


Q4 of the 
third 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


 
(53) This deliverable is a suggestion. Member States may adjust the proposed percentages based on national feasibility 


considerations or opt to set a fixed number of grant agreements instead. 
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compared to the baseline at the 
beginning of the operation. 


operation 
year 


PHASE 2 (SEWERAGE) 


Intermediate deliverable 2.1: 
Signed grant agreements 
committing at least 30% of the 
total budget for the schemes on 
sewerage systems (54). 


Q2 of third 
operation 
year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


Intermediate deliverable 2.2: 
50% completion of works (in 
kilometres) on upgrading/ 
installing sewerage 
(wastewater) networks in 
agglomerations of more than 
2,000 population equivalents. 


Q2 of the 
fourth 
operation 
year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


Intermediate deliverable 2.3: 
Completion of works on 
upgrading 300 km of pipes for 
the sewerage (wastewater) 
networks in total in 
agglomerations of more than 
2,000 population equivalents. 


Q2 of the 
fifth 
operation 
year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


Intermediate deliverable 2.4: 
Completion of works on 300 km 
of sewerage (wastewater) 
networks newly installed and 
made operational in total in 
agglomerations of more than 
2,000 population equivalents. 


Q3 of the 
fifth 
operation 
year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


Result 2.1: At least 15% 
reduction (in cubic metres) of 
uncollected or leaked 
wastewater in the sewerage 
(wastewater) networks, 
compared to the baseline at the 
beginning of the operation. 


Q4 of the 
fifth 
operation 
year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


Result 2.2: At least 10% 
increase in population 
equivalents benefiting from 
newly built wastewater 
collection capacity, compared 
to the baseline at the beginning 
of the operation. 


Q4 of the 
fifth 
operation 
year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


8. Total amount (including 
Union and national 
funding) 


[Not relevant for the purpose of the model. To be adapted 
based on Member State intentions and specific context.] 


 
(54) This deliverable is a suggestion. Member States may adjust the proposed percentages based on national feasibility 


considerations or opt to set a fixed number of grant agreements instead. Additionally, Member States may choose to 
associate the deliverable with alternative documentation demonstrating implementation progress, such as work 
contracts or equivalent records. 
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9. Adjustment(s) method 
Source: Own elaboration. 


Annual adjustment based on annual inflation rate [year Y; 
Construction Cost Index] in the Member State (55). The baseline 
year is the first operation year for all costs (56). 


10. Verification of the 
achievement of the 
result or condition (and 
where relevant, the 
intermediate 
deliverables): 


− document(s)/system to 
verify the achievement 
of the result or 
condition; 


− management 
verifications (including 
on-the-spot), and by 
whom; 


− arrangements to collect 
and store relevant 
data/documents. 


Source: Own elaboration 
based on Romania’s CID 
and OA. 


PHASE 1 (WATER) 


Intermediate deliverable 1.1:  
a) A list of the signed grant agreements. The list mentions:  
• the title of the call,  
• the  reference number of the grant agreement,  
• the date of signature of the grant agreement, 
• the amount of the grant,  
• the unique identifier of the beneficiary (or equivalent 


reference number) and the category of beneficiary.  
 


b) A calculation showing that the total amount committed 
through the signed grant agreements corresponds to at least 
30% of the total budget allocated for the scheme. 


c)  all signed grant agreements (by both the beneficiaries and 
the managing authority). 


Intermediate deliverables 1.2, 1.3 and 1.4: Document 
justifying how the target (including all the constitutive elements) 
was fulfilled. This document shall include as an annex the 
following evidence:  


a) only for intermediate deliverable 1.2: progress report of works 
(or equivalent document based on the Member State’s national 
practices), including the number of km of network upgraded or 
newly built; 


b) list of references of certificates of completion issued in 
accordance with the national legislation (including the 
environmental legislation), including the number of km of 
network upgraded or newly built;  


c) a report by an independent engineer endorsed by the relevant 
ministry, including justification that the projects are operational 
and verifying compliance of completed works with DWD and 
with the energy efficiency requirements for new or improved 
drinking water networks; 


On-the-spot checks must be carried out to ensure physical 
completion and verify the progress.  


Result 1.1: Document duly justifying how the target (including 
all the constitutive elements) was fulfilled. The document must 
present the baseline (at the start of the operation) and water 
losses at the end of the operation. Calculation methodologies 
could include Infrastructure Leakage Index (ILI) which is the 
ratio between Current Annual Real Loss (CARL) and 
Unavoidable Annual Real Loss (UARL). 


Result 1.2: Document duly justifying how the target (including 
all the constitutive elements) was fulfilled. The document must 


 
(55) In cases where there are currency differences, a fixed exchange rate will be applied. 
(56) Any other adjustment shall be subject to the prior agreement of both the Managing Authority and the European 


Commission and shall take place via a programme amendment. Sector-specific Indexes can be used if they are 
available in the Member States. The adjustment method is not mandatory, therefore if not relevant for the scheme it can 
be deleted. 



https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/sts_copi_a__custom_15341635/default/table?lang=en
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present the baseline (at the start of the operation) and the 
number of inhabitants benefiting from newly built water 
distribution networks at the end of the operation. 


PHASE 2 (SEWERAGE) 


Intermediate deliverable 2.1:  
a) A list of the signed grant agreements. The list mentions:  
• the title of the call,  
• the  reference number of the grant agreement,  
• the date of signature of the grant agreement, 
• the amount of the grant,  
• the unique identifier of the beneficiary (or equivalent 


reference number) and the category of beneficiary.  
 


b) A calculation showing that the total amount committed 
through the signed grant agreements corresponds to at least 
30% of the total budget allocated for the scheme. 


c)  All signed grant agreements (by both the beneficiaries and 
the managing authority). 


Intermediate deliverables 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4: Document 
justifying how the target (including all the constitutive elements) 
was fulfilled. This document shall include as an annex the 
following evidence:  


a) only for intermediate deliverable 2.2: progress report of works 
(or equivalent document based on the Member State’s national 
practices), including the number of km of network upgraded or 
newly built; 


b) list of references of certificates of completion issued in 
accordance with the national legislation (including the 
environmental legislation), including the number of km of 
network upgraded or newly built;  


c) the locations of the projects providing evidence that they are 
built in the municipalities located in agglomerations more than 
2,000 population equivalent;  


d) a report by an independent engineer endorsed by the 
relevant ministry, including justification that the projects are 
operational and verifying compliance of completed works with 
the UWWTD and with the energy efficiency requirements for 
new or improved wastewater treatment networks.  


On-the-spot checks must be carried out to ensure physical 
completion and verify the progress.  


Result 2.1: Document duly justifying how the target (including 
all the constitutive elements) was fulfilled. The document must 
present the baseline (at the start of the operation) and the 
uncollected or leaked wastewater in the sewerage (wastewater) 
networks at the end of the operation. 


Result 2.2: Document duly justifying how the target (including 
all the constitutive elements) was fulfilled. The document must 
present the baseline (at the start of the operation) and the 
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number of population equivalents benefiting from newly built 
wastewater collection capacity at the end of the operation. 


[The managing authority will describe the IT system in place to 
collect and store the data. If applicable, it will also explain how 
the data is collected and aggregated (57).] 


[The managing authority will describe the arrangements in place 
at the national level to get assurance on compliance with 
applicable law (public procurement and State aid). The 
managing authority shall ensure that double funding is avoided 
by delimiting the water and wastewater network funded under 
this scheme from other water and wastewater networks funded 
by other EU funds. Checks that the pipes upgrades and 
installations funded by  this scheme have not been financed 
from other EU sources will be performed (according to available 
tools are the national/European level). Assurance with 
applicable law is obtained through legal oversight, obtaining 
necessary regulatory approvals and permits, providing staff 
training on compliance, and conducting independent audits.]  


[to be further developed/adapted depending on the MS specific 
set-up and context as well as the type of operation at hand, and 
based on COM explanatory note on how assurance is provided 
when implementing an FNLC scheme (CPRE_23-0008-02). 
Explanations must cover the following aspects, whenever 
relevant to the specific scheme at hand: risk of double funding, 
conflict of interest, compliance with state aid and public 
procurement law.] 


11. Use of grants in the 
form of financing not 
linked to costs. Does 
the grant provided by 
Member State to 
beneficiaries take the 
form of financing not 
linked to costs? 


[Not relevant for the purpose of the model – to be adapted 
based on the Member State specific context] 


12. Arrangements to ensure 
the audit trail. Please 
list the body(ies) 
responsible for these 
arrangements. 


Source: Own elaboration. 


The responsible authority for ensuring the audit trail shall be 
determined by the relevant national body, depending on the 
country’s specific administrative structure and programme’s 
governance (e.g., the body responsible for environment and/or 
water) (58). The body is responsible for collecting and 
maintaining all the necessary documents (copy of signed grant 
agreements, certificates of completion, engineer reports, project 
information, etc.) in its information system. [To be adapted 
based on Member State specific context] 


 
Model B (mixed) 


1. Description of the 
operation type 


Source: Own elaboration 
based on Romania’s NRRP. 


Investment in drinking water supply is an important priority for 
DG REGIO Funds. High quality, safe and sufficient drinking 
water is an important element of public health and well-
being (59). Investment in drinking water supply is done by first 
reducing the demand for water via implementation of water 


 
(57) The methodology is to be explained once, at the submission of the FNLC, not when declaring expenditure. 
(58) This is usually a task of the Intermediate Body or Managing Authority, with the sectoral bodies responsible for ensuring 


the objectivity, impartiality and quality of the documents/certificates used for the audit trail. 
(59) For more information on drinking water, please see https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/water/drinking-water_en  



https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/water/drinking-water_en
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efficiency measures (e.g., leakage reduction) in water 
distribution infrastructure and then increasing supply by 
investing in new water distribution systems. Urban wastewater 
is also an important EU priority, as it is one of the main sources 
of water pollution if it is not collected and treated according to 
EU rules (60).  


The objective of the operation is to upgrade the existing 
network and later extend the coverage of public water 
distribution (in compliance with Drinking Water Directive 
(DWD)) and wastewater collection systems in municipalities of 
more than 2,000 population equivalent, where it is needed to 
reach compliance with the Urban Waste Water Treatment 
Directive (UWWTD). The overall aim of the operation is to 
increase distribution capacity and reduce leakages. 


The activities are the following:  


• a total of 400 km (61) of water distribution networks shall 
be upgraded and 400 km newly installed and as a result, 
reduce water losses in distribution systems for public 
water supply and increase the population benefiting from 
newly built water distribution networks.  


• a total of 300 km of sewerage (wastewater) networks shall 
be upgraded and 300 km newly installed in total in 
agglomerations of more than 2,000 population 
equivalents. As a result, it shall reduce uncollected or 
leaked wastewater in the sewerage (wastewater) 
networks and increase the population benefiting from 
newly built wastewater collection capacity. 


 
[The description of the operation should also include the 
following elements that should be developed by MS 
depending on their specific context and intentions: a) 
identification of the beneficiary of the operation; b) short 
explanation on how the estimates were established (i.e., what 
assumptions were made to come up with the budget for the 
FNLC scheme and the split of amounts across the different 
intermediate deliverables)] 


2. Specific objective(s) 
Source: Own elaboration. 


SO2.5 - Sustainable water 


3. Conditions to be fulfilled 
or results to be achieved 


Source: Own elaboration 
based on Romania’s CID and 
OA. 


Total of 400 km of water distribution networks shall be 
upgraded  and 400 km newly installed. 


Total of 300 km of sewerage (wastewater) networks shall be 
upgraded and 300 km newly installed in total in 
agglomerations of more than 2,000 population 
equivalents (62). 


At least 20% reduction (in cubic metres) of water loss of the 
public water supply, compared to the baseline at the beginning 
of the operation. 


At least 15% reduction (in cubic metres) of uncollected or 
leaked wastewater in the sewerage (wastewater) networks, 
compared to the baseline at the beginning of the operation. 


 
(60) For more on urban wastewater, please see https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/water/urban-wastewater_en  
(61) All figures in this model are for illustrative purposes and shall be adapted based on Member States’ specific needs. 
(62) For a definition of population equivalents, please see the section “Indicator definition”. 



https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/water/urban-wastewater_en
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At least 10% increase in population benefiting from newly built 
water distribution networks, compared to the baseline at the 
beginning of the operation. 


At least 10% increase in population equivalents benefiting 
from newly built wastewater collection capacity, compared to 
the baseline at the beginning of the operation. 


4. Deadline for fulfilment of 
conditions or results to 
be achieved 


Source: Own elaboration. 


The FNLC scheme will be implemented in 5 years (63) 


5. Indicator definition 
Source: Own elaboration 
based on Romania’s CID and 
OA. 


Intermediate deliverable 1: Signature of grant agreements.  


Intermediate deliverable 2: Percentage of completion of 
works (in kilometres) on upgrading/installing pipes for the 
distribution of public water supply.  


Upgrading refers to improvements aiming at higher quality of 
water and/or reduction of water losses. The water pipes need 
to be physically completed and operational to count for the 
achieved values. Maintenance (regular activities to prevent 
issues and ensure proper functioning) and repairs (fixing or 
restoring after damage) are not covered. 


This deliverable is linked to Intermediate Deliverables 4 and 6; 
however, their full achievement is not a prerequisite for 
meeting this target. For example, 50% completion of works 
may be achieved by completing 50% of planned works to 
upgrade the pipes and install the new pipes. 


Intermediate deliverable 3: Percentage of completion of 
works (in kilometres) on upgrading/installing sewerage 
(wastewater) networks in agglomerations of more than 2,000 
population equivalents.  


Upgrading refers to improvements aiming elimination of 
leakages etc. The wastewater pipes need to be physically 
complete and operational in order to count for the achieved 
values. The indicator also covers wastewater collection 
networks linked to stormwater management (see Council 
Directive 91/271/EC in references). Maintenance and repairs 
are not covered.  


This deliverable is linked with Intermediate Deliverables 5 and 
7; however, their full achievement is not a prerequisite for 
meeting this target. For example, 50% completion of works 
may be achieved by completing 50% of the planned works to 
upgrade the pipes and install the new pipes. 


Intermediate deliverable 4: Length of upgraded pipes for the 
distribution of public water supplied, in kilometres.  


Intermediate deliverable 5: Length of upgraded pipes for the 
public network for wastewater collection, in kilometres.  


 
(63) This field requires a specific date. The duration provided here is for illustrative purposes and shall be adapted by 


Member States. Unlike the deadlines for intermediate deliverables, which are indicative, the final result must be fully 
achieved by this date, with no flexibility beyond the stated deadline. 
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Intermediate deliverable 6: Length of newly installed pipes 
for the distribution of public water supplied, in kilometres.  


Intermediate deliverable 7: Length of newly installed pipes 
for the public network for wastewater collection.  


Result 1: Decrease in the annual volume of water losses 
registered over a year in the distribution networks for public 
water supply. The indicator covers the water losses only for 
the pipes which are being financed through the projects 
implemented as part of this operation. The baseline refers to 
the annual volume of water losses for the respective pipes in 
the year before the start of the intervention. The minimum 
target (20%) refers to the decrease in the annual volume of 
water losses in the year after the project is physically 
completed. The indicator will be used to calculate the 
percentage reduction of water losses as a result of projects 
supported (64). 


Result 2: Reduction (in cubic metres) of uncollected or leaked 
wastewater in the sewerage (wastewater) networks, 
compared to the baseline at the beginning of the operation. 
The indicator covers only the pipes which are being financed 
through the projects implemented as part of this operation. 
The baseline refers to the year before the start of the 
intervention and shall be compared with the year after the 
project is physically completed. The indicator will be used to 
calculate the percentage reduction of uncollected or leaked 
wastewater as a result of projects supported. 


Result 3: Increase in population (inhabitants) benefiting from 
the newly built water distribution networks, compared to the 
baseline at the beginning of the operation. The indicator will 
be used to calculate the percentage increase in population as 
a result of projects supported. 


Result 4: At least 10% increase in population equivalents 
benefiting from newly built collection capacity (65) for 
wastewater treatment, compared to the baseline at the 
beginning of the operation. The indicator will be used to 
calculate the percentage increase in population equivalents as 
a result of projects supported. 


Population equivalent (1 p.e.) is defined as the organic 
biodegradable load having a five-day Biochemical Oxygen 
Demand (BOD) of 60 g oxygen per day (see Council Directive 
91/271/EC in references). Population equivalent is not the 
same as inhabitant. While inhabitants refer to an actual person 
living in a giving area, population equivalent is a unit to 
express the pollution load generated by a person per day (66). 
It refers to the pollution load generated, not just actual 
inhabitants. The calculation includes all entities contributing to 


 
(64) The common ERDF/CF indicator RCR43 (“Water losses in distribution systems for public water supply”) can be used to 


measure this result. 
(65) Please note that ”collection capacity” resulting from building sewerage systems is different from “treatment capacity”, 


which results from actually treating collected wastewater in a wastewater treatment plant. The proposed model focuses 
only on upgrading sewerage collection. 


(66) For instance, a region with 1,000 inhabitants but a large industry might have a population equivalent of 2,000 since 
factories generate additional wastewater. 
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wastewater production, such as businesses and public 
institutions, in line with EU definitions (67). 


[Relation between deliverables (e.g., if they are 
interdependent, cumulative etc) shall be defined depending on 
the final structure of the scheme.] 


[Please note that the deliverables provided may be further split 
or repeated according to the programme needs.] 


6. Unit of measurement 
Source: Own elaboration 
based on Romania’s CID and 
OA. 


Intermediate deliverable 1: % budget share committed to the 
schemes on water and sewerage systems. 


Intermediate deliverable 2: Percentage of completion of 
works (in kilometres) on upgrading/installing pipes for the 
distribution of public water supply. 


Intermediate deliverable 3: Percentage of completion of 
works (in kilometres) on upgrading/installing sewerage 
(wastewater) networks in agglomerations of more than 2,000 
population equivalents.  


Intermediate deliverable 4:  Number of kilometres of 
upgraded water distribution network. 


Intermediate deliverable 5: Number of kilometres of 
upgraded sewerage network. 


Intermediate deliverable 6: Number of kilometres of newly 
built water distribution network. 


Intermediate deliverable 7: Number of kilometres of newly 
built sewerage network. 


Result 1: Percentage of water loss. 


Result 2: Percentage of reduction of uncollected or leaked 
wastewater in the sewerage (wastewater) networks. 


Result 3: Percentage increase in population (inhabitants) 
benefiting from the newly built water distribution networks. 


Result 4: Percentage of increase in population equivalents 
benefiting from newly built collection capacity for wastewater 
treatment. 


7. Intermediate deliverables 
(if applicable) triggering 
reimbursement by the 
Commission with 
schedule for 
reimbursements 


Intermediate 
deliverables Envisaged date Amount 


(EUR) 


Intermediate 
deliverable 1: Signed 
grant agreements 
committing at least 30% 
of the total budget for the 


Q2 of first 
operation year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


 
(67) Indicators related to drinking water use inhabitants as the unit of measurement, reflecting the actual number of people 


gaining access to safe water supply. Indicators related to wastewater use population equivalents, in line with EU 
legislation, which defines infrastructure requirements based on total pollution load generated by both domestic 
population and non-domestic sources. 
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Source: Own elaboration 
based on Romania’s CID and 
OA. 


schemes on water and 
sewerage systems (68). 


Intermediate 
deliverable 2: 50% 
completion of works (in 
kilometres) on upgrading/ 
installing pipes for the 
distribution of public 
water supply. 


Q4 of the 
second 
operation year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


Intermediate 
deliverable 3: 50% 
completion of works on 
upgrading/installing 
sewerage (wastewater) 
networks in 
agglomerations of more 
than 2,000 population 
equivalents. 


Q2 of the third 
operation year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


Intermediate 
deliverable 4: 
Completion of works on 
upgrading 400 km of 
pipes for the distribution 
of public water supply. 


Q2 of the fourth 
operation year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


Intermediate 
deliverable 5: 
Completion of works on 
upgrading 300 km of 
pipes for the sewerage 
(wastewater) networks in 
total in agglomerations of 
more than 2,000 
population equivalents. 


Q4 of the fourth 
operation year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


Intermediate 
deliverable 6: 
Completion of works on 
newly installed 400 km of 
pipes for the distribution 
of public water supply. 


Q3 of the fifth 
operation year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


Intermediate 
deliverable 7: 
Completion of works on 
300 km of sewerage 
(wastewater) networks 
newly installed and made 
operational in total in 
agglomerations of more 
than 2,000 population 
equivalents. 


Q3 of the fifth 
operation year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


 
(68) This deliverable is a suggestion. Member States may adjust the proposed percentages based on national feasibility 


considerations or opt to set a fixed number of grant agreements instead. 







 Performance-based schemes: from the RRF to possible approaches under the ERDF/CF and JTF 


77 


Result 1: At least 20% 
reduction (in cubic 
metres) of water loss of 
the public water supply, 
compared to the baseline 
at the beginning of the 
operation. 


Q4 of the fifth 
operation year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


Result 2: At least 15% 
reduction (in cubic 
metres) of uncollected or 
leaked wastewater in the 
sewerage (wastewater) 
networks, compared to 
the baseline at the 
beginning of the 
operation. 


Q4 of the fifth 
operation year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


Result 3: At least 10% 
increase in population 
benefiting from newly 
built water distribution 
networks, compared to 
the baseline at the 
beginning of the 
operation. 


Q4 of the fifth 
operation year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


Result 4: At least 10% 
increase in population 
equivalents benefiting 
from newly built 
wastewater collection 
capacity, compared to 
the baseline at the 
beginning of the 
operation. 


Q4 of the fifth 
operation year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


8. Total amount (including 
Union and national 
funding) 


[Not relevant for the purpose of the model. To be adapted 
based on Member State intentions and specific context.] 


9. Adjustment(s) method 
Source: Own elaboration. 


Annual adjustment based on annual inflation rate [year Y; 
Construction Cost Index] in the Member State (69). The 
baseline year is the first operation year for all costs (70). 


10. Verification of the 
achievement of the result 
or condition (and where 
relevant, the intermediate 
deliverables): 


− document(s)/system to 
verify the achievement of 
the result or condition; 


− management 
verifications (including 


Intermediate deliverable 1:  
a) A list of the signed grant agreements. The list mentions:  
• the title of the call,  
• the   reference number of the grant agreement,  
• the date of signature of the grant agreement, 
• the amount of the grant,  
• the unique identifier of the beneficiary (or equivalent 


reference number) and the category of beneficiary.  
 


 
(69) In cases where there are currency differences, a fixed exchange rate will be applied. 
(70) Any other adjustment shall be subject to the prior agreement of both the Managing Authority and the European 


Commission and shall take place via a programme amendment. Sector-specific Indexes can be used if they are 
available in the Member States. The adjustment method is not mandatory, therefore if not relevant for the scheme it can 
be deleted. 



https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/sts_copi_a__custom_15341635/default/table?lang=en
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on-the-spot), and by 
whom; 


− arrangements to collect 
and store relevant 
data/documents. 


Source: Own elaboration 
based on Romania’s CID and 
OA. 


b) A calculation showing that the total amount committed 
through the signed grant agreements corresponds to at least 
30% of the total budget allocated for the scheme. 


c)  All signed grant agreements (by both the beneficiaries and 
the managing authority). 


Intermediate deliverables 2 to 7: Document justifying how 
the target (including all the constitutive elements) was fulfilled. 
This document shall include as an annex the following 
evidence:  


a) only for intermediate deliverable 2: progress report of works 
(or equivalent document based on the Member State’s 
national practices), including the number of km of network 
upgraded or newly built; 


b) list of references of certificates of completion issued in 
accordance with the national legislation (including the 
environmental legislation) ), including the number of km of 
network upgraded or newly built;  


c) [for sewerage networks] the locations of the projects 
providing evidence that they are built in the municipalities 
located in agglomerations more than 2,000 population 
equivalent;  


d) a report by an independent engineer endorsed by the 
relevant ministry, including justification that the projects are 
operational and verifying compliance of completed works with:  


- [for public water supply] DWD and with the energy efficiency 
requirements for new or improved drinking water networks; 


- [for sewerage networks] UWWTD and with the energy 
efficiency requirements for new or improved wastewater 
treatment networks.  


On-the-spot checks must be carried out to ensure physical 
completion and verify the progress.  


Result 1: Document duly justifying how the target (including 
all the constitutive elements) was fulfilled. The document must 
present the baseline (at the start of the operation) and water 
losses at the end of the operation. Calculation methodologies 
could include Infrastructure Leakage Index (ILI) which is the 
ratio between Current Annual Real Loss (CARL) and 
Unavoidable Annual Real Loss (UARL). 


Result 2: Document duly justifying how the target (including 
all the constitutive elements) was fulfilled. The document must 
present the baseline (at the start of the operation) and the 
uncollected or leaked wastewater in the sewerage 
(wastewater) networks at the end of the operation. 


Result 3: Document duly justifying how the target (including 
all the constitutive elements) was fulfilled. The document must 
present the baseline (at the start of the operation) and the 
number of inhabitants benefiting from newly built water 
distribution networks at the end of the operation. 







 Performance-based schemes: from the RRF to possible approaches under the ERDF/CF and JTF 


79 


Result 4: Document duly justifying how the target (including 
all the constitutive elements) was fulfilled. The document must 
present the baseline (at the start of the operation) and the 
number of population equivalents benefiting from newly built 
wastewater collection capacity at the end of the operation. 


[The managing authority will describe the IT system in place 
to collect and store the data. If applicable, it will also explain 
how the data is collected and aggregated (71).] 


[The managing authority will describe the arrangements in 
place at the national level to get assurance on compliance with 
applicable law (public procurement and State aid). The 
managing authority shall ensure that double funding is 
avoided by delimiting the water and wastewater network 
funded under this scheme from other water and wastewater 
networks funded by other EU funds. Checks that the pipes 
upgrades and installations funded by  this scheme have not 
been financed from other EU sources will be performed 
(according to available tools are the national/European level). 
Assurance with applicable law is obtained through legal 
oversight, obtaining necessary regulatory approvals and 
permits, providing staff training on compliance, and 
conducting independent audits.] 


[to be further developed/adapted depending on the MS 
specific set-up and context as well as the type of operation at 
hand, and based on COM explanatory note on how assurance 
is provided when implementing an FNLC scheme (CPRE_23-
0008-02). Explanations must cover the following aspects, 
whenever relevant to the specific scheme at hand: risk of 
double funding, conflict of interest, compliance with state aid 
and public procurement law.] 


11. Use of grants in the form 
of financing not linked to 
costs. Does the grant 
provided by Member 
State to beneficiaries 
take the form of financing 
not linked to costs? 


[Not relevant for the purpose of the model – to be adapted 
based on the Member State specific context] 


12. Arrangements to ensure 
the audit trail. Please list 
the body(ies) responsible 
for these arrangements. 


Source: Own elaboration. 


The responsible authority for ensuring the audit trail shall be 
determined by the relevant national body, depending on the 
country’s specific administrative structure and programme’s 
governance (e.g., the body responsible for environment and/or 
water) (72). The body is responsible for collecting and 
maintaining all the necessary documents (copy of signed grant 
agreements, certificates of completion, engineer reports, 
project information, etc.) in its information system. [To be 
adapted based on Member State specific context] 


 


 
(71) The methodology is to be explained once, at the submission of the FNLC, not when declaring expenditure. 
(72) This is usually a task of the Intermediate Body or Managing Authority, with the sectoral bodies responsible for ensuring 


the objectivity, impartiality and quality of the documents/certificates used for the audit trail. 
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4.3 PO3: A more connected Europe by enhancing mobility 


4.3.1 Modernisation of railways lines 


1. Description of the 
operation type 


Source: Own elaboration 
based on Poland’s NRRP. 


The main goal of this operation is to further improve the condition 
and reliability of the railway infrastructure, thereby increasing the 
attractiveness of rail transport for both passengers and freight. The 
measure involves three key steps: 


First, implementation begins with the launch of calls for proposals 
to select projects for modernisation and revitalisation works. The 
process will invite eligible entities to submit their project proposals 
based on predefined criteria, such as technical feasibility, 
alignment with the measure’s objectives, and readiness for 
implementation. 


Second, grant agreements for the modernisation and revitalisation 
works on the railway lines will be signed.  


Third, the actual execution and completion of the works will be 
carried out as per the signed grant agreements. This includes 
modernising of at least 500 km (73) of existing railway lines. The 
operation aims to enhance the speed, capacity, and electrification 
of key railway routes. To guide implementation priorities, it is 
recommended that activities enhancing safety are prioritised first, 
followed by those improving traffic management (74).  


Additional activities include: 


• replacing signalling and control systems, 
• centralising traffic management, and  
• eliminating bottlenecks to improve freight transport efficiency. 


This operation does not involve the construction of new railway 
lines but focuses exclusively on the modernisation and 
revitalisation of existing railway infrastructure to meet technical 
standards and improve operational efficiency. 


[The description of the operation should also include the following 
elements that should be developed by MS depending on their 
specific context and intentions: a) identification of the beneficiary of 
the operation; b) short explanation on how the estimates were 
established (i.e., what assumptions were made to come up with the 
budget for the FNLC scheme and the split of amounts across the 
different intermediate deliverables)] 


2. Specific objective(s) 
Source: Own elaboration. 


3.1 - Sustainable Trans-European Transport Network (TEN-T) 


3. Conditions to be 
fulfilled or results to 
be achieved 


Source: Poland’s annex 
to CID. 


500 km of railways modernised and/or revitalised. 


Time savings due to improved rail infrastructure (reduction in travel 
time).  


 
(73) All figures in this model are for illustrative purposes and shall be adapted based on Member States’ specific needs. 
(74) If this becomes a requirement in the Member State-specific scheme, it needs to be fulfilled to trigger payments and 


checked/reflected in the audit trail. 
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4. Deadline for 
fulfilment of 
conditions or results 
to be achieved 


Source: Own elaboration 
based on Poland’s 
NRRP. 


The FNLC scheme will be implemented in 6 years (75)  


5. Indicator definition 
Source: Own elaboration 
based on Poland’s 
NRRP. 


For Intermediate deliverable 1 – Launch of call for proposals – 
the indicator will be the formal publication of calls for proposals 
inviting eligible entities to submit their project proposals for the 
modernisation and revitalisation works on the railway lines. This 
deliverable will be considered achieved once the calls are officially 
launched. The call(s) for proposals has/have to include the 
following requirements: 


• Requirement for the rail ways to be modernised to be at least 
30% non-compliant with core TEN-T standards according to 
Regulation (EU) 2024/1679 (76) and instruct applicants to 
provide relevant evidence in their submissions.  


• Require evidence of Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA) 
and/or Strategic Environmental Assessments (SEA), where 
applicable, to be submitted by the applicants. 


• Maturity: The project must ensure completion and final 
settlement by the end of Q4 of the fifth operation year. 


• Maximisation of synergy effects: This will take into account the 
scope of projects completed over the last 20 years.  


• Minimising disruption: The projects should address bottlenecks 
while minimally limiting the capacity of railway lines, 
considering the implementation of other investments, 
especially those financed by Connecting Europe Facility 2014-
20 and European Fund for Strategic Investment 2014-20. 


 
For the Intermediate deliverable 2 – Signature of grant 
agreements – grant agreements shall be signed for the works on a 
pre-agreed number of km of railway lines (77).  


For Intermediate deliverables 3, 4, 5 and 6 – Completion of a 
percentage of planned railway modernisation works – the indicator 
will be the cumulative percentage of railway modernisation works 
completed within the specified timeframe. The percentage refers 
not only to the modernisation of the railway lines but to all related 
work planned for the scheme. 


“Modernisation” involves restoring and upgrading of existing 
railway infrastructure to meet current TEN-T technical standards 
without significant alterations to the original route or fundamental 
design parameters. It may include, but is not limited to, track 
replacement, speed improvement, electrification, developing single 
track railroad into double track, signalling upgrades, and 
infrastructure repairs.   


 
(75) This field requires a specific date. The duration provided here is for illustrative purposes and shall be adapted by 


Member States. Unlike the deadlines for intermediate deliverables, which are indicative, the final result must be fully 
achieved by this date, with no flexibility beyond the stated deadline. 


(76) Examples include (and are not limited to): 
− Passenger lines with operational speeds below 160 km/h or freight lines below 100 km/h. 
− Lines lacking electrification or automated signaling systems. 
(77) This deliverable is a suggestion. Member States may choose to associate the deliverable with alternative 


documentation demonstrating implementation progress, such as work contracts or equivalent records. 



https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/AUTO/?uri=CELEX:32024R1679
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“Completed works” means that all planned activities have been 
finalised. In the case of the railway lines, it means that the lines are 
operational and meet the designated technical standards.  


The intermediate deliverables in this operation are interdependent, 
meaning that no payment request for a given deliverable can be 
made unless the previous deliverable has been successfully 
achieved and verified.  


In particular, intermediate deliverables 3, 4, 5, and 6 (Completion 
of a percentage (78) of planned railway modernisation works, 
respectively) are cumulative. This means that each progress point 
represents the cumulative share of modernisation works achieved 
up to that point, rather than standalone progress steps. For 
example, the 40% intermediate deliverable includes the previously 
achieved 20%, and the 70% intermediate deliverable includes both 
the 20% and 40% milestones. Similarly, intermediate deliverable 6 
(100%) encompasses all prior progress deliverables. 


For the Result, the percentage reduction in train travel times 
resulting from the modernisation or upgrading of existing railway 
lines. It compares a baseline scheduled travel time (taken from 
official timetables or equivalent reliable sources prior to works) with 
the scheduled travel time once the infrastructure is fully operational 
post-investment. The difference is expressed as a percentage of 
the baseline time. The time savings should be calculated as: 


𝑇𝑖𝑚𝑒 𝑠𝑎𝑣𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠 (%) =
𝐵𝑎𝑠𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑛𝑒 𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑣𝑒𝑙 𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒 − 𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑗𝑒𝑐𝑡 𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑣𝑒𝑙 𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒


𝐵𝑎𝑠𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑛𝑒 𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑣𝑒𝑙 𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒
× 100% 


If multiple services or timetable periods are affected, the time 
savings should be averaged or aggregated accordingly. The 
achieved value is to be estimated ex-post over a period of one year 
after the completion of the intervention. 


[Please note that the deliverables provided may be further split or 
repeated according to the programme needs of individual Member 
States.] 


6. Unit of measurement 
Source: Poland’s annex 
to CID. 


Intermediate deliverable 1: Call for proposals published 


Intermediate deliverable 2: Grant agreements signed 


Intermediate deliverables 3, 4, 5 and 6: Share of completed 
railway modernisation works out of the total planned (%)  


Result: % reduction in travel time per railway route 


7. Intermediate 
deliverables (if 
applicable) 
triggering 
reimbursement by 
the Commission with 
schedule for 
reimbursements 


Source: Poland’s annex 
to CID. 


Intermediate deliverables Envisaged 
date 


Amount 
(EUR) 


Intermediate deliverable 1. 
Launch of the call for proposals 


Q1 of the 
first 
operation 
year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


Intermediate deliverable 2. 
Signature of grant agreements for 


Q4 of the 
first 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


 
(78) Percentages can also be presented as absolute values (e.g., 100 km, 200 km, 350 km, or 500 km) if preferred by the 


Member State. 
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the works on at least 500 km of 
railway lines (79) 


operation 
year 


Intermediate deliverable 3. 
Completion of at least 20% of 
planned railway modernisation 
works (80) 


Q4 of the 
second 
operation 
year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


Intermediate deliverable 4. 
Completion of at least 40% of 
planned railway modernisation 
works 


Q4 of the 
third 
operation 
year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


Intermediate deliverable 5. 
Completion of at least 70% of 
planned railway modernisation 
works 


Q4 of the 
fourth 
operation 
year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


Intermediate deliverable 6. 
Completion of at least 100% of 
planned railway modernisation 
works 


Q4 of the 
fifth 
operation 
year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


Result. Time savings due to 
improved rail infrastructure 
(percentage reduction) 


Q4 of the 
sixth 
operation 
year 


[to be defined 
by the MS] 


8. Total amount 
(including Union and 
national funding) 


[Not relevant for the purpose of the model. To be adapted based 
on Member State intentions and specific context.] 


9. Adjustment(s) 
method 


Source: Own elaboration. 


Annual adjustment based on annual inflation rate [year Y; 
Construction Cost Index] in the Member State (81). The baseline 
year is the first operation year for all costs (82). 


10. Verification of the 
achievement of the 
result or condition 
(and where relevant, 
the intermediate 
deliverables): 


− document(s)/system 
to verify the 
achievement of the 
result or condition; 


− management 
verifications 
(including on-the-
spot), and by whom; 


Intermediate deliverable 1:  


Verification will be based on a link to the official publication of calls 
for proposals. This documentation will include the date, content, 
and public availability of the calls. For the published call for 
proposals to be considered for the achievement of this intermediate 
deliverable, they have to: 


• Require that the rail ways to be modernised have to be at least 
30% non-compliance with core TEN-T standards and instruct 
applicants to provide relevant evidence in their submissions.  


• Require from the applicants evidence of Environmental Impact 
Assessments (EIA) and/or Strategic Environmental 
Assessments (SEA), where applicable. 


• Foresee all of the following selection criteria:  


 
(79) This deliverable is a suggestion. Member States may adjust the proposed kilometres based on national feasibility 


considerations or opt to set a fixed number of grant agreements instead 
(80) Percentages can also be presented as absolute values (e.g., 100 km, 200 km, 350 km, or 500 km) if preferred by the 


Member State. 
(81) In cases where there are currency differences, a fixed exchange rate will be applied. 
(82) Any other adjustment shall be subject to the prior agreement of both the Managing Authority and the European 


Commission and shall take place via a programme amendment. Sector-specific Indexes can be used if they are 
available in the Member States. The adjustment method is not mandatory, therefore if not relevant for the scheme it can 
be deleted. 



https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/sts_copi_a__custom_15341635/default/table?lang=en
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− arrangements to 
collect and store 
relevant 
data/documents. 


Source: Own elaboration 
based on Poland’s annex 
to CID. 


1. Maturity: The project must ensure completion and final 
settlement by the end of Q4 of the fifth operation year. 


2. Maximisation of synergy effects: This will take into account 
the scope of projects completed over the last 20 years.  


3. Minimising disruption: The projects should address 
bottlenecks while minimally limiting the capacity of railway 
lines, considering the implementation of other investments, 
especially those financed by Connecting Europe Facility 
2014-20 and European Fund for Strategic Investment 
2014-20. 


If the call(s) does/do not contain the above requirements, the 
intermediate deliverable is not considered achieved.  
 
Intermediate deliverable 2: 


a) Signed grant agreements by both the beneficiaries and the 
managing authority and any amendments.  


b) Project selection report(s) or equivalent records confirming the 
compliance with the selection criteria. 


Intermediate deliverables 3, 4, 5 and 6: 


Technical standards will be verified through documentation (such 
as as-built drawings, material and equipment certificates, test and 
commissioning reports, compliance certificates, and inspection and 
supervision report) confirming the progress of the  modernisation 
works, including compliance with TEN-T specifications, speed 
upgrades, and electrification.  


Result: 


Verification will be based on the comparison of scheduled train 
travel times before and after the modernisation works. 
Documentation will include: 


• official timetables or certified operator records indicating the 
baseline travel time (prior to works) and  


• post-project travel time (once the modernised infrastructure is 
operational).  


The share of time saved will be calculated as the percentage 
difference between the baseline and post-modernisation times.  


Management verifications will involve physical inspections and 
verification of regular progress reports submitted by the 
beneficiary(ies). A centralised record-keeping system will securely 
store all documents, maintaining an audit trail for all verifications 
conducted. [To be further developed by the MS, depending on the 
systems at the national level] 


[The managing authority will describe the IT system in place to 
collect and store the data. If applicable, it will also explain how the 
data is collected and aggregated (83).] 


[The managing authority will describe the arrangements in place at 
the national level to get assurance on compliance with applicable 
law (public procurement and State aid). The authority shall ensure 
that double funding is avoided by delimiting the rail ways funded 


 
(83) The methodology is to be explained once, at the submission of the FNLC, not when declaring expenditure. 
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under this scheme from other rail ways funded by other EU funds. 
Checks that the railways modernisations funded by this scheme 
have not been financed from other EU sources will be performed 
(according to available tools are the national/European level). 
Assurance with applicable law is obtained through legal oversight, 
obtaining necessary regulatory approvals and permits, providing 
staff training on compliance, and conducting independent audits.] 


[to be further developed/adapted depending on the MS specific set-
up and context as well as the type of operation at hand, and based 
on COM explanatory note on how assurance is provided when 
implementing an FNLC scheme (CPRE_23-0008-02). 
Explanations must cover the following aspects, whenever relevant 
to the specific scheme at hand: risk of double funding, conflict of 
interest, compliance with state aid and public procurement law.] 


11. Use of grants in 
the form of financing 
not linked to costs. 
Does the grant 
provided by Member 
State to beneficiaries 
take the form of 
financing not linked 
to costs? 


[Not relevant for the purpose of the model – to be adapted based 
on the Member State specific context] 


12. Arrangements to 
ensure the audit trail. 
Please list the 
body(ies) responsible 
for these 
arrangements. 


Source: Own elaboration. 


The responsible authority for ensuring the audit trail shall be 
determined by the relevant national body, depending on the 
country’s specific administrative structure and programme’s 
governance (e.g., the body responsible for infrastructure) (84). The 
body is responsible for collecting and maintaining all the necessary 
documents in its information system. [To be adapted based on 
Member State specific context] 


 


4.4 PO4: A more social and inclusive Europe 


4.4.1 Development of pre-hospital medical infrastructure 


1. Description of the 
operation type 


Source: Own elaboration 
based on Romania’s 
NRRP. 


The objective of the operation is to improve the access for people in 
rural and less developed areas to basic health care, including 
prevention and early diagnosis and treatment services.  


This operation contributes to long-term healthcare resilience by 
transitioning from institutional to community-based care models and 
ensuring integration with mainstream services to reduce healthcare 
disparities. It aims to create inclusive healthcare infrastructure that 
integrates underserved populations into high-quality services while 
fostering independent and community-based healthcare delivery. 


 
(84) This is usually a task of the Intermediate Body or Managing Authority, with the sectoral bodies responsible for ensuring 


the objectivity, impartiality and quality of the documents/certificates used for the audit trail. 
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Below is a list of activities (85) to be funded through this operation in 
rural areas (86) and/or less developed regions and municipalities (87) 
with marginalised population (88):  


• Family doctors or associations of primary care: equipping or 
renovating practices of family doctors or associations of primary 
care practices;  


• Mobile medical units: acquisition of medical caravans equipped 
with medical devices; 


• Outpatient care units: rehabilitation, modernisation, extension 
(including through construction of new buildings) of outpatient 
care units;  


• Integrated community centres: building/renovation and fully 
equipping integrated community centres;  


• Family planning offices: rehabilitation or equipment of family 
planning practices. 


 
The results as well as the operation as a whole should be embedded 
in the relevant Strategic Framework and contribute or be guided by 
the targets of said strategy. 


[The description of the operation should also include the following 
elements that should be developed by MS depending on their 
specific context and intentions: a) identification of the beneficiary of 
the operation; b) short explanation on how the estimates were 
established (i.e., what assumptions were made to come up with the 
budget for the FNLC scheme and the split of amounts across the 
different intermediate deliverables)] 


2. Specific objective(s) 
Source: Own 
elaboration. 


SO4.4 - Access to health care 


3. Conditions to be 
fulfilled or results to 
be achieved 


Source: Own elaboration 
based on Romania’s CID 
and OA. 


At least 2,000 (89) practices of family doctors or associations of 
primary care practices providing preventive consultations shall be 
equipped or renovated. 


300 healthcare and community service centres providing preventive 
consultations (e.g., integrated community centres, family planning 
cabinets, facilities providing outpatient care or mobile medical units 
equipped for breast and cervical cancer screening) shall be newly 
built/renovated and equipped. 


At least 1,000,000 individuals annually benefiting from the services 
of the supported facilities after completion of the interventions.  


4. Deadline for 
fulfilment of 
conditions or 


The FNLC scheme will be implemented in 5 years (90) 


 
(85) Each Member State, when designing their own FNLC scheme, shall set out an exhaustive list of activities. 
(86) Rural areas are the areas where more than 50% of its population lives in rural grid cells, as used in the degree of 


urbanisation (https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Glossary:Degree_of_urbanisation).  
(87) Areas where the Gross Domestic Product (GDP)/head < 75% of country’s average. 
(88) The classification of marginalised population is based on an analysis of the degree of deprivation in terms of human 


capital, formal employment and inadequate living conditions, the risk of poverty and social exclusion and reduced 
access to services, health and the provision of other fundamental rights for which access is limited or non-existent. The 
criteria of marginalisation and the degree of marginalisation are established at regional level. 


(89) All figures in this model are for illustrative purposes and shall be adapted based on Member States’ specific needs. 
(90) This field requires a specific date. The duration provided here is for illustrative purposes and shall be adapted by 


Member States. Unlike the deadlines for intermediate deliverables, which are indicative, the final result must be fully 
achieved by this date, with no flexibility beyond the stated deadline. 



https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Glossary:Degree_of_urbanisation
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results to be 
achieved 


Source: Own 
elaboration. 


5. Indicator definition 
Source: Own 
elaboration based on 
Romania’s CID and OA. 


Intermediate deliverable 1: Signed grant agreements for the 
development of pre-hospital medical infrastructure (91).  


Intermediate deliverable 2 and 3: Practices of family doctors or 
associations of primary care practices providing preventive 
consultations equipped or renovated. The selected units have to 
contribute to the Strategic Framework or be guided by the targets of 
said strategy. 


Intermediate deliverable 4 and 5: Newly built/renovated and 
equipped healthcare and community service centres providing 
preventive consultations (e.g., integrated community centres, family 
planning cabinets, facilities providing outpatient care or mobile 
medical units equipped for breast and cervical cancer screening). 
The selected units have to contribute to the Strategic Framework or 
be guided by the targets of said strategy. 


Result: Number of individuals using the supported healthcare and 
community service centres providing preventive consultations. The 
target is set at a minimum of 1,000,000 individuals annually 
benefiting from the services of the supported facilities after 
completion of the interventions (92). If an individual uses the centre 
more than once, they shall be counted only once. 


[Please note that the deliverables provided may be further split or 
repeated according to the programme needs.] 


6. Unit of 
measurement 


Source: Own elaboration 
based on Romania’s CID 
and OA. 


Intermediate deliverable 1: % budget share committed for the 
development of pre-hospital medical infrastructure. 


Intermediate deliverables 2 and 3: Number of practices of family 
doctors or associations of primary care. 


Intermediate deliverable 4 and 5: Number of built/renovated and 
equipped healthcare and community service centres providing 
preventive consultations (mobile medical units, facilities providing 
outpatient care, integrated community centres and family planning 
cabinets). 


Result: Number of individuals (annual users of the supported 
healthcare and community service centres providing preventive 
consultations). If an individual uses the centre more than once, they 
shall be counted only once. 


7. Intermediate 
deliverables (if 
applicable) 


Intermediate deliverables Envisaged date Amount 
(EUR) 


 
(91) This deliverable is a suggestion. Member States may choose to associate the deliverable with alternative 


documentation demonstrating implementation progress, such as work contracts or equivalent records. 
(92) Given that the effective use of the supported medical infrastructure depends on the availability of medical staff and 


service provision, it is recommended that this result indicator is used in combination with ESF+ investments covering the 
"soft" aspects (such as recruitment and training). In cases where the operation is financed exclusively under the ERDF, 
the Managing Authority may alternatively use an output-based indicator reflecting the increased capacity of the 
supported centres (e.g., common indicator RCO69). 
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triggering 
reimbursement by 
the Commission 
with schedule for 
reimbursements 


Source: Own elaboration 
based on Romania’s CID 
and OA. 


Intermediate deliverable 1. 
Signed grant agreements 
committing at least 30% of the total 
budget for the development of pre-
hospital medical infrastructure (93) 


Q4 of the first 
operation year 


[to be 
defined 
by the 
MS] 


Intermediate deliverable 2. At 
least 1,000 practices of family 
doctors or associations of primary 
care practices providing preventive 
consultations equipped or 
renovated, prioritising practices in 
rural areas and less developed 
regions or municipalities 


Q4 of the second 
operation year 


[to be 
defined 
by the 
MS] 


Intermediate deliverable 3. At 
least 2,000 practices of family 
doctors or associations of primary 
care practices providing preventive 
consultations equipped or 
renovated, prioritising practices in 
rural areas and less developed 
regions or municipalities 


This is a cumulative deliverable 
following Intermediate deliverable 2 


Q4 of the third 
operation year 


[to be 
defined 
by the 
MS] 


Intermediate deliverable 4. 150 
newly built/renovated and equipped 
healthcare and community service 
centres providing preventive 
consultations (e.g., integrated 
community centres, family planning 
cabinets, facilities providing 
outpatient care or mobile medical 
units equipped for breast and 
cervical cancer screening), 
prioritising rural areas and less 
developed regions or municipalities 


Q4 of the 
second 
operation year 


[to be 
defined 
by the 
MS] 


Intermediate deliverable 5. 300 
newly built/renovated and equipped 
healthcare and community service 
centres providing preventive 
consultations (e.g., integrated 
community centres, family planning 
cabinets, facilities providing 
outpatient care or mobile medical 
units equipped for breast and 
cervical cancer screening), 
prioritising rural areas and less 
developed regions or municipalities 


This is a cumulative deliverable 
following Intermediate deliverable 4 


Q4 of the third 
operation year 


[to be 
defined 
by the 
MS] 


 
(93) This deliverable is a suggestion. Member States may adjust the proposed percentages based on national feasibility 


considerations or opt to set a fixed number of grant agreements instead. 
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Result. At least 1,000,000 
individuals annually benefiting from 
the services of the supported 
facilities after completion of the 
interventions (94)  


Q4 of the fifth 
operation year 


 


[to be 
defined 
by the 
MS] 


 


8. Total amount 
(including Union 
and national 
funding) 


[Not relevant for the purpose of the model. To be adapted based on 
Member State intentions and specific context.] 


9. Adjustment(s) 
method 


Source: Own 
elaboration. 


Annual adjustment based on annual inflation rate [year Y; 
Construction Cost Index] in the Member State (95). The baseline 
year is the first operation year for all costs (96). 


 Documents duly justifying how the milestones and targets (including 
all the constitutive elements) were satisfactorily fulfilled. 


Intermediate deliverable 1:  
a) A list of the signed grant agreements. The list mentions:  
• the title of the call,  
• the reference number of the grant agreement,  
• the date of signature of the grant agreement, 
• the amount of the grant,  
• the unique identifier of the beneficiary (or equivalent reference 


number) and the category of beneficiary.  
 


b) A calculation showing that the total amount committed through 
the signed grant agreements corresponds to at least 30% of the total 
budget allocated for the scheme. 


c)  signed grant agreements by both beneficiaries and managing 
authority 


For Intermediate deliverables 2, 3, 4 and 5: The following 
documentary evidence shall be submitted for each unit.  


• list of all selected units, including a short project description, 
location, region classification (specifying whether the units are 
situated in rural areas, less developed areas and areas with 
marginalised populations) and if they are coherent with the 
targets and objectives of the relevant Strategic Framework, a 
brief justification for their selection, and implementation timeline. 
Only the units which are contributing to the Strategic Framework 
will be considered for determining the achieved deliverable; 


• certificate of completion of works issued in accordance with the 
national legislation;  


• evidence that medical units/equipment comply with national 
healthcare standards and protocols (e.g., reports from national 
health authorities/accreditation bodies, licenses/certifications, 


 
(94) This result can be split into more intermediate results. When setting the result(s) and the indicative deadline(s), Member 


States need to make sure there will be enough time to claim the final result before the end of the implementation period. 
(95) In cases where there are currency differences, a fixed exchange rate will be applied. 
(96) Any other adjustment shall be subject to the prior agreement of both the Managing Authority and the European 


Commission and shall take place via a programme amendment. Sector-specific Indexes can be used if they are 
available in the Member States. The adjustment method is not mandatory, therefore if not relevant for the scheme it can 
be deleted. 



https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/sts_copi_a__custom_15341635/default/table?lang=en
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manufacturer documentation showing that equipment meets 
national standards, maintenance logs). 


In the case of cumulative intermediate deliverables (i.e., 
intermediate deliverables 3 and 5), only information on the additional 
units must be provided. 


For Result:  aggregated annual data on the total number of 
individuals using the supported healthcare and community service 
centres during the year following the implementation of the 
operation and evidence of the individuals using the supported 
centres. If an individual uses a centre more than once, they shall be 
counted only once. 


[The managing authority will describe the IT system in place to 
collect and store the data. If applicable, it will also explain how the 
data is collected and aggregated (97).] 


[The managing authority will describe the arrangements in place at 
the national level to get assurance on compliance with applicable 
law (public procurement and State aid). The authority shall ensure 
that double funding is avoided by delimiting the pre-hospital medical 
infrastructures funded by this scheme from those funded from other 
EU funds. Checks that the pre-hospital medical infrastructures 
funded by  this scheme have not been financed from other EU 
sources will be performed (according to available tools are the 
national/European level). Assurance with applicable law is obtained 
through legal oversight, obtaining necessary regulatory approvals 
and permits, providing staff training on compliance, and conducting 
independent audits.] 


[to be further developed/adapted depending on the MS specific set-
up and context as well as the type of operation at hand, and based 
on COM explanatory note on how assurance is provided when 
implementing an FNLC scheme (CPRE_23-0008-02). Explanations 
must cover the following aspects, whenever relevant to the specific 
scheme at hand: risk of double funding, conflict of interest, 
compliance with state aid and public procurement law.] 


10. Use of grants in the 
form of financing 
not linked to costs. 
Does the grant 
provided by 
Member State to 
beneficiaries take 
the form of 
financing not linked 
to costs? 


[Not relevant for the purpose of the model – to be adapted based on 
the Member State specific context]  


11. Arrangements to 
ensure the audit 
trail. Please list the 
body(ies) 
responsible for 
these 
arrangements. 


Source: Own 
elaboration. 


The responsible authority for ensuring the audit trail shall be 
determined by the relevant national body, depending on the 
country’s specific administrative structure and programme’s 
governance (e.g., the body responsible for health) (98). The body is 
responsible for collecting and maintaining all the necessary 
documents (signed contracts, list of medical units, certificates of 
completion, etc.) in its information system. [To be adapted based on 
Member State specific context] 


 
(97) The methodology is to be explained once, at the submission of the FNLC, not when declaring expenditure. 
(98) This is usually a task of the Intermediate Body or Managing Authority, with the sectoral bodies responsible for ensuring 


the objectivity, impartiality and quality of the documents/certificates used for the audit trail. 
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5. Material for FNLC model design 


This section analyses measures found across the 15 NRRPs that are similar to those 
shortlisted for FNLC model development, focusing on their milestones, targets and 
verification mechanisms based on the review of the NRRPs carried out in Task 4 (see 
Section 3.1). By examining how other Member States have implemented indicators and 
verification mechanisms for comparable initiatives, these insights provide valuable 
examples to inform the design of FNLC models. The aim is to offer practical references 
that can help refine performance measurement and enhance accountability. 


While this section highlights key examples of performance indicators and verification 
mechanisms, a more detailed analysis, including specific examples, is available in 
Annex 1. 


The number of similar operations identified for each of the six selected measures is 
presented in Table 10, along with their description. The following subsections explore the 
indicators used to assess results and the verification methods implemented across them. 


Table 10. Number of similar measures identified, indicators and scope 


Related measure Measures 
identified 


Indicators Scope of similar 
measures Qualitative Quantitative 


Innovation funding for 
SMEs 27 25 7 


Support for SMEs in 
digital technologies, 
grants for innovation, 
R&D funding, reskilling 
programmes 


Digitalisation of SMEs 14 16 5 


Digital Innovation Hubs, 
cloud adoption, 
AI/Internet of Things (IoT) 
support, digital start-up 
grants 


Energy efficiency 
renovations of 
residential buildings 


10 9 4 
Energy-efficient 
renovations, renewable 
energy promotion 


Expansion of water 
and sewerage 
systems 


18 17 6 


Expansion of water 
supply, sewerage 
modernisation, 
digitisation for water loss 
reduction 


Modernisation of 
railway lines 7 7 4 


Railway infrastructure 
upgrades, signalling 
improvements, regional 
connectivity expansion 


Development of pre-
hospital medical 
infrastructure 


21 20 5 


Expansion of medical 
facilities, telemedicine, 
improved primary 
healthcare 


Source: prepared by the study team based on the Annexes to the Council Implementing Decisions, Operational 
Arrangements and approved payment requests of the selected NRRPs. 


5.1 Indicators to measure the achievement of results 


The analysed measures employ a range of indicators to track progress and assess the 
achievement of results. These indicators are both quantitative and qualitative, 







 Performance-based schemes: from the RRF to possible approaches under the ERDF/CF and JTF 
 


92 


demonstrating that both numerical and descriptive approaches effectively evaluate the 
development and implementation of the measures selected.  


Quantitative indicators are data-driven and provide measurable evidence of project 
implementation. They are theme-specific and often correspond to the intermediate and/or 
final stages of implementation. Table 11 below summarises the key quantitative indicators 
observed across the analysed measures: 


Table 11. Types of quantitative indicators 


Similar measure Quantitative indicator 


Innovation funding for SMEs 
and Digitalisation of SMEs 


N. of SMEs supported; n. of projects completed; n. of 
incubators created 


Energy-efficient renovation of 
residential buildings 


N. of completed projects; area of buildings renovated 
(m2); energy savings (CO2, kWh)   


Expansion of water and 
sewerage systems 


Kms of public sewerage network built or 
reconstructed; n. of projects completed 


Modernisation of railway lines Kms constructed/modernised; n. of projects completed 


Development of pre-hospital 
medical infrastructure 


N. of new healthcare staff; n. of new equipment in 
place; n. of units of health centres covered; share of 
preventive consultations; share of access to primary 
care 


Source: prepared by the study team based on the Annexes to the Council Implementing Decisions, 
Operational Arrangements and approved payment requests of the selected NRRPS. 


Unlike quantitative indicators, qualitative indicators are less focused on specific policy 
areas and can correspond to various stages of a project’s lifecycle. Some indicators, such 
as legal entry into force, publication of funding guidelines, and contract awards, are common 
across multiple measures. Others are more specific, such as environmental impact 
assessments, which are particularly relevant to railway renovation projects. 


Table 12 summarises the most frequent qualitative indicators and their associated similar 
measures. 


Table 12. Types of qualitative indicators 


# Type of qualitative indicator Similar measure in which the indicator was used 


Planning documents, approval and reports 


1 
Communication of selection 
and eligibility criteria 


Innovation funding for SMEs, Digitalisation of SMEs, Energy 
efficiency renovations on residential buildings, Water and 
sewerage systems, Pre-hospital medical infrastructure, Railway 
lines 


2 
Environmental Impact 
Assessments  Railway lines 


3 
Legal entry into force/provision 
in the law 


Innovation funding for SMEs, Digitalisation of SMEs, Energy 
efficiency renovations on residential buildings, Water and 
sewerage systems, Pre-hospital medical infrastructure, Railway 
lines 
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4 
Publication of calls for 
proposals 


Innovation funding for SMEs, Digitalisation of SMEs, Energy 
efficiency renovations on residential buildings 


5 
Publication of funding 
guidelines 


Innovation funding for SMEs, Digitalisation of SMEs, Energy 
efficiency renovations on residential buildings, Pre-hospital 
medical infrastructure, Railway lines 


6 Strategy approval and 
publication 


Innovation funding for SMEs, Digitalisation of SMEs, Water and 
sewerage systems, Pre-hospital medical infrastructure, 
Regeneration programme 


Contract awards and signings 


7 Agreements signed Innovation funding for SMEs, Digitalisation of SMEs, Water and 
sewerage systems, Pre-hospital medical infrastructure 


8 Contracts signed Innovation funding for SMEs, Digitalisation of SMEs, Energy 
efficiency renovations on residential buildings 


9 Grant agreements signed Innovation funding for SMEs 


10 Notification of the award Innovation funding for SMEs, Digitalisation of SMEs, Pre-
hospital medical infrastructure 


11 
Published list of approved 
projects Innovation funding for SMEs, Digitalisation of SMEs 


Commencement of works 


12 
Implementation of new 
healthcare models Pre-hospital medical infrastructure 


13 Start of construction Railway lines 


14 Work order issued Water and sewerage systems 


Completion and operationalisation 


15 
Final reports on completed 
projects, evaluation, and public 
dissemination 


Innovation funding for SMEs, Energy efficiency renovations on 
residential buildings 


16 Certificate of funding transfer Innovation funding for SMEs, Energy efficiency renovations on 
residential buildings 


17 
Completion of projects, 
services or infrastructure in 
place 


Digitalisation of SMEs, Railway lines 


Source: prepared by the study team based on the Annexes to the Council Implementing Decisions, 
Operational Arrangements and approved payment requests of the selected NRRPs. 


5.2 Examples of verification mechanisms 


This section outlines some of the most common verification methods used to confirm the 
achievement of intended results in selected measures under the RRF framework. As noted 
in Section 3.1, an examination was conducted to determine which indicators have been 
positively assessed for payment under the RRF, providing a reference point for the 
effectiveness of existing verification mechanisms. 
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Some of these mechanisms recur across all seven groups of measures. Table 13 presents 
these common mechanisms, which draw on a broad evidence base (legal, financial, 
technical or administrative) to demonstrate results, ensure transparency and support 
monitoring. In addition to these widely used methods, each thematic area also employs 
supplementary verification mechanisms to evidence the achievement of results. The most 
common of these are also outlined in the table below. 


Table 13. Verification mechanisms across measure types 


Verification method Description 


Common verification mechanisms for all six groups of measures 


Published funding 
guidelines Official documents outlining programme scope, eligibility and objectives. 


Screenshots of online 
publications Evidence of guidelines or notices posted on official websites. 


Calls for proposals and 
tender documents Invitations for project submissions, including rules and eligibility. 


Lists of approved 
projects or beneficiaries Databases outlining entities funded, with basic project or funding details. 


Grant agreements Contracts confirming the allocation of financial support to beneficiaries. 


Signed contracts Formalised agreements between authorities and entities carrying out 
projects. 


Certificates of 
completion Statements verifying that a project or milestone has been finalised. 


Ministerial or 
government orders Official decrees or decisions establishing or amending policies. 


Official gazette or journal 
publications Legal confirmation of regulations or policies through formal publication. 


Evaluation or committee 
reports Assessments ensuring applications or bids meet the required criteria. 


Methodology documents Guidance explaining how to implement or measure certain activities or 
outcomes. 


Environmental or 
compliance certificates 


Documents verifying adherence to legal, environmental or funding 
conditions. 


Sampling analysis 
tables  Verification tools using random samples to confirm compliance. 


Specific verification mechanisms for operations concerning innovation funding for SMEs  


Organisational 
governance documents Organisational governance documents specifying internal rules and policies. 


Investment strategies 
and policies 


Evidence ensuring that funding allocations align with broader economic or 
policy objectives. 


Decision approvals Ministerial or government resolutions confirming the final selection of funding 
recipients. 


Scientific and technical 
assessments 


Reviews ensuring proposed innovations align with technical standards or 
environmental goals. 


Call for expressions of 
interest & public 
consultations 


Documents verifying open, transparent selection processes for SMEs. 


Specific verification mechanisms for operations concerning digitalisation of SMEs 
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Completion report A signed document detailing the completion of digitalisation activities. 


Design proposal report Outlines the recommended approach and technical architecture of the digital 
initiative. 


Technical meeting 
reports 


Summaries of discussions that validate technological progress and 
stakeholder alignment. 


Digital platforms and 
links 


Demonstrations of new or upgraded digital solutions made available to end 
users. 


Public communication 
materials 


Press releases, social media posts or brochures confirming outreach efforts 
for digitalisation. 


Specific verification mechanisms for operations concerning  energy efficiency renovation 
of residential buildings  


Datasheet of audited 
projects 


A list of individual projects with key identifiers, energy savings data and 
technical details. 


Project evidence files Technical specifications, verification checklists and beneficiary information 
for each renovation. 


Methodology regulation Specific regulations on calculating energy savings in line with EU directives. 


Energy efficiency 
guidelines 


Official parameters defining required insulation levels and savings 
thresholds. 


Energy efficiency 
certificates Verification of energy performance before and after renovation measures. 


Calculation tools Software or models confirming the depth of energy renovation. 


Impact assessments Evaluations analysing the effectiveness of renovations in meeting policy 
goals. 


Specific verification mechanisms for operations concerning  modernisation of railway 
lines 


Construction progress 
report 


Periodic overviews of ongoing civil works, key stages and milestones 
achieved. 


Go-live procedure 
document Instructions for launching operational digital or signalling systems. 


Post-tender clarification 
documents Records of clarifications provided to bidders during the procurement phase. 


Project compliance 
reports 


Documents ensuring alignment with environmental and sustainability 
regulations. 


Applicative contracts Specific contracts detailing the implementation of improvements or new 
installations. 


Specific verification mechanisms for operations concerning  expansion of water and 
sewerage systems 


Multiannual programmes Long-term planning documents for large-scale water infrastructure 
improvements. 


Regulations on water 
services pricing and 
performance 


Legal frameworks setting pricing models and quality benchmarks. 


Reports on water losses 
and efficiency 
improvements 


Documents demonstrating improvements in water distribution efficiency. 


Pressure test reports Technical evaluations confirming network integrity. 


Methodologies for 
investment assessments Guidelines to ensure fair and transparent allocation of resources. 


Programme trackers Monitoring systems to review ongoing progress against planned targets. 
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Government emergency 
ordinances Urgent legislative measures supporting infrastructure investments. 


Extracts from 
expenditure and contract 
approvals meetings 


Internal records of financial and administrative decisions. 


Specific verification mechanisms for operations concerning development of pre-hospital 
medical infrastructure 


Formal adoption 
document 


A signed record of the internal administrative process approving the 
measure. 


Special directive Government-issued directive outlining the legal and technical framework for 
pre-hospital services. 


Concept for expansion A strategic plan describing the wider rollout of a pilot initiative. 


Employment contracts & 
certificates Documents proving workforce-related milestones, such as new hires. 


Infrastructure delivery 
records Detailed confirmations of physical or digital equipment installation. 


Connectivity list Verification of operational links between facilities or systems in the pre-
hospital network. 


Assessment framework A structured approach to evaluate service performance and outcomes. 


Mapping databases Data repositories used to support investment planning in the healthcare 
sector.  


Source: prepared by the study team based on the approved payment requests of the 15 selected NRRPs.  


  







 Performance-based schemes: from the RRF to possible approaches under the ERDF/CF and JTF 


97 


6. Key findings and Lessons Learnt   


Performance-based financing has become a key focus in public administration, particularly 
within the frameworks of EU funding mechanisms. As the European Union shifts towards 
performance-based schemes, stakeholders face various challenges and opportunities in 
adapting to these new approaches.  


The goal of this chapter is to summarise key findings from consultations with various 
stakeholders and apply them in the context of ERDF/CF and JTF FNLC schemes. It 
examines stakeholder insights related to the design, implementation, and monitoring of 
performance-based financing, particularly under the RRF, ERDF/CF, and JTF. 


The chapter synthesises findings derived from interviews with key stakeholders, 
including 12 RRF MS Coordinating Authorities (99) (AT, CY, DE, DK, ES, HR, IE, LV, NL, 
PL, PT, and RO), 5 FNLC owners (100) (AT, BG, CY, IT, and LV), 15 NRRP MS 
Implementing Authorities (representing 10 Member States – AT, CY, DE, ES, IE, IT, LV, 
PL, PT, and RO), and 6 DG ECFIN/SG REFORM Geodesk Officers. It also includes 
insights coming from the workshop with ERDF/CF and JTF managing and audit 
authorities and open-ended survey responses by members of the REGIO TN on 
Simplification. These were complemented with information from the RRF mid-term 
evaluation, published by the European Commission in February 2024 (101). 


Findings presented in this chapter cover the design, implementation, and monitoring of 
performance-based financing schemes and highlight areas where improvements can be 
made for a better use of FNLC under Cohesion Policy. While main findings are presented 
in an aggregated way focusing on performance-based instruments in general (and 
mixing responses from RRF and ERDF/CF and JTF stakeholders), the main findings are 
transposed to lessons learnt in the context of FNLC under the CPR, presented in 
boxes at the end of each sub-section. 


6.1 Administrations’ performance 


The consultation with RRF stakeholders highlighted several factors influencing 
administrative performance under performance-based financing schemes.  


Two NRRP MS Implementing Authorities and two RRF Coordination Authorities reported 
that performance-based instruments are more effective in improving performance 
within administrations. The requirement to achieve specific results within a set timeframe 
to receive payments incentivises administrations to enhance their efficiency. Consequently, 
the delivery of outcomes is faster compared to traditional funding mechanisms.  


One Member State RRF Authority noted that the structure of predefined deadlines, 
tranches, and outputs provided clear direction and created positive pressure to 
deliver results faster than with traditional funding models. They explained that, while 
certain physical investments (like sewerage systems for instance) inherently take time, the 
performance-based approach encouraged their administration to accelerate intermediate 
steps and avoid delays. As a result, outcomes that might have taken one or two additional 
years under classical funds were achieved earlier, with strong leadership from the 
coordination ministry and clear financial incentives playing a key role. According to a DG 


 
(99) Referred in this chapter as “RRF MS Authority”. 
(100) ERDF/CF or JTF managing authorities which have had an FNLC scheme adopted in their programmes and are in the 


process of implementing it. 
(101) European Commission. (2024). Commission staff working document: Mid-term evaluation of the Recovery and 


Resilience Facility. Brussels: European Commission. https://commission.europa.eu/about/departments-and-executive-
agencies/economic-and-financial-affairs/evaluation-reports-economic-and-financial-affairs-policies-and-spending-
activities/mid-term-evaluation-recovery-and-resilience-facility-rrf_en  



https://commission.europa.eu/about/departments-and-executive-agencies/economic-and-financial-affairs/evaluation-reports-economic-and-financial-affairs-policies-and-spending-activities/mid-term-evaluation-recovery-and-resilience-facility-rrf_en

https://commission.europa.eu/about/departments-and-executive-agencies/economic-and-financial-affairs/evaluation-reports-economic-and-financial-affairs-policies-and-spending-activities/mid-term-evaluation-recovery-and-resilience-facility-rrf_en

https://commission.europa.eu/about/departments-and-executive-agencies/economic-and-financial-affairs/evaluation-reports-economic-and-financial-affairs-policies-and-spending-activities/mid-term-evaluation-recovery-and-resilience-facility-rrf_en
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ECFIN/SG REFORM Geodesk Officer, with performance-based financing, Member States 
are motivated to be more realistic when preparing their plans. 


These findings align with the conclusions of the RRF mid-term evaluation, which highlights 
that the implementation of the Facility has generated positive externalities for national policy 
planning by strengthening governance, improving coordination, and accelerating delivery. 
The evaluation further underscores that disbursement upon the achievement of concrete 
outputs – such as milestones and targets – has been crucial to ensuring performance.  


Having a performance-based scheme with an ex-ante estimation of amounts linked to 
deliverables was also noted by one NRRP MS Implementing Authority and one RRF MS 
Authority during our interview programme as positive when it comes to negotiating prices 
with  possible vendors. Establishing financial amounts from the outset was seen as a 
means of mitigating some of the price fluctuation. For example, an NRRP MS 
Implementing Authority in Italy noted that, because administrations were aware of their 
allocated funding from the beginning, they were able to negotiate prices with vendors at an 
early stage, which helped to avoid cost increases towards the end of project 
implementation. 


One NRRP MS Implementing Authority also noted that the experience of preparing and 
implementing result-oriented plans (i.e., the National Recovery and Resilience Plans) 
provided a distinct perspective compared to cost-based funding requests. The 
emphasis on achieving pre-defined results necessitated more rigorous monitoring and 
placed greater responsibility on setting milestones and targets. A Member State RRF 
Authority observed that such instruments exert positive pressure on administrations, 
ensuring that all stakeholders are aware of their responsibilities and deadlines.  


These findings from the RRF experience provide useful insights for the design and 
implementation of FNLC under the CPR, as summarised in Box 1 below. 


 
Source: prepared by the study team.  


Box 1. Lessons Learnt for FNLC: Administrations’ performance 


Creating a positive pressure on administrations: Linking payments to 
the achievement of predefined conditions and results, in line with Article 95 
CPR, creates a positive pressure on administrations, which are more 
motivated to accelerate the implementation of operations supported by the 
ERDF/CF, and JTF. 


Encouraging a strategic and realist approach: Under CPR FNLC 
schemes, the conditions for payment must be pre-defined and objectively 
verifiable, as set out in Article 95(1)(c) and (f), and are subject to verification 
under Article 95(3). This encourages administrations to adopt a strategic 
and realistic approach to programme design and implementation and 
increases the responsibility and accountability of managing authorities, as 
they need to establish credible conditions/results and to monitor their 
achievement.  


Providing earlier clarity: FNLC schemes require that the schedule for 
reimbursement by the Commission and the related amounts are 
established in advance and set out in the decision approving the 
programme or programme amendment (Articles 95(1)(f) and 95(2)). This 
ensures that administrations have early clarity on the financial framework, 
supporting more effective procurement planning and reducing exposure to 
cost fluctuations during implementation. 
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6.2 Administrative burden  


Performance-based instruments aim to lessen the administrative burden of using EU funds. 
However, this will only be effective if authorities monitor clear indicators to confirm that 
conditions and results are met, without also requiring proof of actually incurred 
expenditure. The importance of (further) addressing administrative burden was highlighted 
in 17 interviews conducted for this study. While very prevalent in interviews with RRF 
stakeholders (appearing in 7 interviews with RRF MS Authorities and 8 with NRRP MS 
Implementing Authorities), this challenge was also cited during 2 (out of 5) interviews with 
FNLC owners from Member States. 


Although performance-based schemes are designed to prioritise outputs and results over 
costs, RRF stakeholders stated that the focus on costs is still very much present in 
institutions involved with the RRF. Representatives from RRF in 6 Member States and 4 
MS Implementing Authorities noted that institutions such as the European Court of Auditors 
and the National Audit Offices review invoices and receipts alongside performance 
measures. This tendency to ask for ad hoc verification of documents significantly increases 
the administrative burden, as actions are subject to a double framework. It also 
evidences the need to involve all stakeholders in the co-design phase of the FNLC 
schemes and ensure common understanding of the system (as discussed in section 6.4), 
while also highlighting the value of harmonised data-collection systems to facilitate the 
collection and sharing of documents/data. 


RRF stakeholders indicated that cost-tracking remains prevalent partially due to national-
level obligations, as for RRF the reimbursement at the national level (i.e., between the 
Member State and the final beneficiaries/recipients) continues to be predominantly 
based on actual costs instead of using performance-based instruments, which adds to the 
administrative burden. This highlights that the simplification potential of a 
performance-based instrument such as an FNLC can only be fully realised if such 
instruments are applied not only at the higher level, but also at the level of 
reimbursement to beneficiaries/project promoters, when possible, preferably supported 
by common digital platforms to streamline data exchange. Although there is interest in 
exploring more performance-based methods in the future, cost-tracking is perceived by 
RRF stakeholders as a strategy for maintaining internal national controls and mitigating the 
risk of fund misuse, ensuring transparency and accountability. 


Despite the continued reliance on cost-based mechanisms, some examples demonstrate 
efforts to integrate performance-based reimbursement models at the lower level. For 
instance, an NRRP Implementing Authority in Spain noted that reimbursements at the 
national level of one of the RRF programmes primarily follow a performance-based logic, 
where funds are tied to the achievement of verified milestones. However, for small 
municipalities, an upfront cost-based payment covering up to 85% was used to alleviate 
financial constraints. Similarly, in Ireland, a hybrid model was employed in an RRF measure: 
initial disbursements were cost-based, while final payments were linked to performance 
milestones.  


The increased focus on cost in the implementation of performance-based schemes seems 
more prevalent in Member States where the same personnel manage both NRRP and 
Cohesion Policy projects. For example, a MS Implementing Authority reported applying 
uniform rules across all projects involving the same final beneficiaries. Consequently, when 
implementing a measure under the NRRP, all documentation was collected, even when it 
was not strictly necessary.  


Moreover, in an interview with a DG ECFIN/SG REFORM Geodesk Officer, they noted that 
overlaps between different EU funding mechanisms are also a challenge increasing 
administrative burden. Ensuring compatibility between funding streams was highlighted as 
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critical, as a lack of alignment complicates both project implementation and verification. To 
address these issues, national authorities have implemented a range of measures, 
including systemic checks, national databases, strict eligibility criteria, clear delineation of 
objectives across funding streams and having digital platforms, to identify overlaps between 
funding programmes. Tools such as unique project codes and beneficiary declarations were 
perceived as instrumental in tracking and verifying project eligibility, reinforcing the integrity 
of financial management processes. However, it is important to add that since the RRF is 
a temporary instrument, it is expected that, in the absence of similar schemes, challenges 
associated with overlapping of personnel and funding mechanisms may become less 
significant. 


Transitioning to performance-based systems is challenging and requires a shift in mindset. 
According to interviewed authorities, implementing institutions and beneficiaries often 
prefer the familiarity of cost-based systems. For instance, as an FNLC owner stated, 
auditors, both at the national and European levels, often express discomfort with funding 
models that do not require detailed cost documentation. This resistance to change 
contributes to administrative burden, as uncertainties around what documentation may be 
requested during audits lead authorities to continue collecting extensive cost-based records 
as a precaution. This hybrid approach complicates a full transition to results-oriented 
funding, as cost considerations remain central to accountability processes.  


Additionally, RRF stakeholders mentioned that performance-based instruments also 
require significant time and effort ex-ante to establish clear definitions of results, define 
the appropriate funding amounts, and determine verification mechanisms. As a result, 
Member States continue to rely internally on supporting documents such as 
invoices, cost estimates, and accounting records. However, this ex-ante effort is 
worthwhile only if it leads to simplified management during implementation – particularly by 
avoiding the need to collect financial documentation such as invoices. In decentralised 
systems, tracing financial flows can be particularly burdensome, as authorities must 
coordinate with multiple bodies, including local municipalities and provinces, to obtain 
relevant documentation.  


Complexity is perceived by the stakeholders consulted to be reduced in Member 
States with centralised systems, where databases and IT infrastructure provide 
information on money flows and funding sources. Agreeing upfront on common data fields 
and interoperable digital platforms helps ensure that, once implementation begins, 
information flows automatically and no extra document requests are needed. 


To reduce administrative burden, it is important to avoid additional documentation to 
verify the achievement of results and to clearly define not just the audit trail but the 
standard data requirements during the design phase. For instance, given that RRF was 
set up in a crisis context during the COVID-19 pandemic, not all documentation 
requirements were clear at the outset of the NRRPs, leading to difficulties both in certifying 
expenditure to the European Commission and in meeting audit requests later on. In some 
cases, the requested documentation was either not available or required significant 
effort to produce retrospectively. This was particularly challenging for documents 
requiring specific formats uncommon in the respective Member State, such as those 
needing to be condensed or requiring the signature of many entities (e.g., certificates signed 
by both the supplier and the receiver). 


In that regard, having a streamlined approach that reduces the administrative burden 
associated with these instruments is recommended, with a greater emphasis on 
performance-based monitoring rather than cost-based controls. For instance, during our 
workshop, ERDF/CF and JTF managing and audit authorities emphasised the need for 
clear, standardised procedures for documentation and reporting. One 
recommendation involves using digital project management systems to centralise 
documents, track progress, and facilitate communication among stakeholders. Additionally, 
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setting up automated notifications to prompt document submissions at key milestones was 
advised. Maintaining a single, regularly updated digital file repository, accessible to both 
internal stakeholders and auditors was also suggested by ERDF/CF and JTF authorities.  


Given the novelty of FNLC and performance-based schemes in general, a coordinated effort 
involving the European Commission, Member States, national audit institutions and the 
European Court of Auditors is perceived by stakeholders as fundamental. It is 
recommended that these bodies work together to refine control mechanisms and reduce 
the administrative burden of double reporting requirements. According to the mid-term 
evaluation of the RRF, stakeholders consider audit and control procedures to be complex, 
with perceived overlaps in oversight conducted by national authorities, the Commission, 
and the European Court of Auditors. A more harmonised and simplified approach under the 
ERDF/CF and JTF could ensure better alignment between performance objectives and 
financial accountability, making the implementation of performance-based schemes 
smoother.  


These findings underline important lessons on how FNLC schemes under the CPR can 
contribute to reducing administrative burden, as summarised in Box 2 below. 


 
Source: prepared by the study team.  


6.3 Balancing flexibility with a performance-based focus 


Striking a balance between detailed ex-ante planning in performance-based schemes 
and the need for flexibility to adapt to unforeseen circumstances is also an important 
finding from the consultation programme, highlighted in 20 interviews (10 with RRF MS 


Box 2. Lessons Learnt for FNLC schemes: Administrative burden 


Focusing on results and not on costs: Under the CPR, Article 95(3) 
clearly limits audits and management verifications to verifying whether the 
conditions for reimbursement by the Commission have been fulfilled or the 
results have been achieved. Verification of actual incurred costs is not 
required under FNLC schemes. Applying this rule consistently, while 
involving all stakeholders in the design phase and ensuring they are on the 
same page, is key to reducing the administrative burden. 


Using FNLC at all levels: When setting up FNLC, the programme decision 
must indicate the envisaged type of reimbursement method used to 
reimburse beneficiaries. This gives Member States the possibility to mirror 
the performance-based approach also in payments to beneficiaries, if they 
choose to do so. The experience of RRF stakeholders shows that 
simplification is only fully achieved when this approach is consistently 
applied at all levels, supported by shared IT systems, avoiding the 
reintroduction of cost-based controls when dealing with lower-level 
reimbursement. 


Investing in thorough ex-ante planning and standardising systems: 
By defining clearly, from the outset, the documentary requirements, 
indicators, milestones and data systems, Member States help minimising 
the administrative burden and ad hoc requests during implementation. The 
clearer the blueprint, the fewer clarifications and document calls during 
later stages. Moreover, agreeing on common data fields, document formats 
and on having a single digital repository during programme design and 
ensuring their integration into interoperable digital platforms minimises 
duplicate uploads and makes processes faster. 
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Authorities, 8 with NRRP MS Implementing Authorities and 2 with ERDF/CF/JTF FNLC 
owners).  


This challenge was particularly evident in the implementation of the RRF. Stakeholders 
emphasised that unexpected events, such as the Russia-Ukraine war, internal political 
changes, or macroeconomic factors like inflation, delays in global supply chains and labour 
shortages, often required adjustments that were not anticipated during the initial planning 
stages. According to the RRF mid-term evaluation, by February 2024, all Member States 
had submitted a revision to their NRRP under Article 21 of the RRF Regulation (102), which 
enables modifications based on objective circumstances. In addition, in the context of the 
REPowerEU Plan, created in 2022 to support the phase out of Russian fossil fuel imports 
(103), Member States added REPowerEU chapters in their NRRPs. However, incorporating 
these changes into the programming of the NRRPs required time, leading to the 
postponement of certain measures and contributing to delays in implementation, ultimately 
slowing overall progress (104). 


During interviews, stakeholders underscored the importance of balancing clarity and 
adaptability in the description of conditions, results and indicators. Two examples 
from the implementation of NRRPs exemplify this challenge. In Austria, RRF authorities 
have noted difficulties with a measure aimed at replacing outdated heating systems, as the 
OA/CID focused exclusively on fossil fuel heaters. This narrow scope initially excluded other 
inefficient systems, such as certain types of electric heaters, from the initiative while 
replacing them would still have improved energy efficiency. A similar example arose in 
Portugal with a measure designed for building and renovating houses. Authorities reported 
difficulties in justifying the achievement of a target related to increasing the housing stock 
since the implementing body purchased an already constructed complex, rather than 
building new units.  


These examples suggest that defining outcomes in less detailed terms could enhance 
flexibility. For instance, in the case of the Austrian measure mentioned above, instead of 
specifying the replacement of only "fossil fuel heaters," a more inclusive target could be 
"heating systems within two years of their anticipated end-of-life", as the latter would 
encompass not just fossil fuels heaters but also other outdated heating systems. However, 
it is important to consider that while defining less detailed conditions/outcomes may bring 
flexibility, overly broad definitions should also be avoided. Broad definitions could 
create interpretation issues, complicating the programme authorities’ and the European 
Commission’s ability to assess the achievement of objectives effectively and increasing 
burden and discussions with Member States during implementation. 


At the same time, adaptive implementation should be embedded into programme 
design. As one Member State RRF Authority noted during an interview, the expectation 
that targets remain rigidly fixed throughout a programme’s lifecycle is unrealistic, as 
deviations, both minor and significant, are inevitable. In this context, the flexible timing within 
the FNLC schemes under the CPR – where payments are triggered upon verified outcomes 
and only final deadlines are binding (105) – was considered as a positive aspect of Cohesion 
Policy funds.  
 
Box 3 below summarises the main lessons from the consultation programme for the design 
of FNLC schemes under the CPR. 


 
(102) Regulation (EU) 2021/241 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 12 February 2021 establishing the 


Recovery and Resilience Facility, https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2021/241/oj/eng 
(103) https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/priorities-2019-2024/european-green-deal/repowereu-affordable-


secure-and-sustainable-energy-europe_en#how-repowereu-is-funded  
(104) Please note that the process for amending the RRPs has been further simplified after the publication of the RRF mid-


term evaluation. 
(105) Please note that the deliverable itself (e.g., X number of outputs/outcomes to be achieved), is not flexible. Only the 


timeline is flexible for intermediate deliverables (but not for the final result, which has a hard deadline). For intermediate 
deliverables the deadline is only indicative. 



https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2021/241/oj/eng

https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/priorities-2019-2024/european-green-deal/repowereu-affordable-secure-and-sustainable-energy-europe_en#how-repowereu-is-funded

https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/priorities-2019-2024/european-green-deal/repowereu-affordable-secure-and-sustainable-energy-europe_en#how-repowereu-is-funded
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Source: prepared by the study team.  


6.4 Stakeholder alignment and guidance  


Another key finding from the RRF that is relevant in the context of ERDF/CF and JTF FNLC 
schemes refers to the importance of stakeholder alignment and collaboration when 
designing or implementing schemes. Nine RRF stakeholders (4 RRF MS Authorities and 
5 NRRP MS Implementing Authorities) highlighted the importance of coordinating the 
various stakeholders involved in NRRP measures, particularly across different ministries 
and national agencies, and also including national auditors and final beneficiaries.  


Insights from different stakeholders – including interviews with one Member State RRF 
Authority, one FNLC owner and four ECFIN/SG REFORM Geodesk officers, as well as 
ERDF/CF and JTF managing and audit authorities attending our workshop – indicate that 
the effectiveness of performance-based schemes depends less on the type of 
beneficiary (public entities vs individuals) and more on previous experience and 
clarity of ownership, as well as the alignment of responsibilities and motivations. 
When stakeholders are coordinated, demonstrate strong monitoring and evaluation 
capacities and possess a clear understanding of scheme requirements and EU fundings 
and regulations, such schemes can be implemented effectively across a range of project 
types with clear advantages in terms of simplification and focus on performance.  


Two key findings emerged in this context. First, the relative novelty of performance-based 
approaches highlighted the need for comprehensive guidance and training for all 
stakeholders. Member State stakeholders involved both in the RRF (6 MS Implementing 
Authorities and 6 RRF MS Authorities) and in FNLC schemes (2 authorities) emphasised 
that having clear guidance and capacity building from the outset is key. This includes, 
where feasible, methodological support and indicative guidance – particularly from the 
European Commission – on performance-based funding approaches and expectations 
regarding documentation. While recognising that in shared management contexts such as 
Cohesion Policy the responsibility for detailed requirements lies primarily within Member 
State authorities, interviewees highlighted the value of upfront orientation at the EU level to 
reduce uncertainty and facilitate audit readiness. In this regard, considering the 
adaptation period of stakeholders who are still adjusting to the shift from cost-based to 


Box 3. Lessons Learnt for FNLC: Balancing flexibility with a performance-based 
focus  


Balancing clarity with adaptability: Stakeholders’ experience confirms 
that overly rigid or narrowly defined conditions and indicators can limit the 
effective implementation of FNLC. While conditions, deliverables, and audit 
trails are defined ex-ante, Member States retain flexibility in how these 
conditions are formulated, allowing space to define them in a way that 
ensures both clarity and the ability to accommodate different 
implementation contexts. 


Adapting the timing of deliverables: Under FNLC, payments by the 
Commission are made upon verification of the fulfilment of conditions or 
achievement of results, with no obligation to request payments at specific 
intermediate points (except for the final payment). Having indicative 
deadlines for intermediate deliverables is considered a positive aspect, as 
it gives Member States freedom to adapt the timing of payment requests 
according to implementation progress, within the boundaries of the 
eligibility period and financial rules. 
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performance-based systems is perceived as essential. This shift requires a significant 
change in mindset, which has been identified during interviews as a challenge for public 
officials.  


With regards to the RRF, stakeholders also mentioned that some ministries and 
implementing agencies exhibited reluctance to engage fully, further complicating 
collaboration. A difficulty exacerbated by the fact that ministries operate on an equal 
footing. This makes it challenging for the coordinating body to impose specific standards 
related to timing, quality, or output on other ministries. Even in cases where there are strong 
inter-agency relationships, coordinating authorities reported feeling insufficiently 
empowered to effectively motivate and stimulate implementing bodies. This issue also 
emerged in instances where national funds were used to pre-finance NRRP operations. In 
these cases, implementing bodies lacked strong incentives to meet the pre-defined 
deadlines, as they had already received the necessary funding from national sources.  


Furthermore, the RRF mid-term evaluation highlighted concerns in Member States with 
more decentralised structure to managing Cohesion Policy. In these cases, regional 
and local authorities, along with other stakeholders, including social partners, reported 
insufficient involvement in the planning and implementation of the RRF. This finding aligns 
with insights from two DG ECFIN/SG REFORM Geodesk Officers, who stated that involving 
subnational stakeholders earlier in the process helps ensure that the funding arrangements 
are tailored to specific needs, as late engagement often results in poor alignment and slower 
implementation.  


The role of regional governments in decentralised programmes is particularly 
noteworthy, as funds are transferred to regional authorities for local disbursement and 
monitoring. One NRRP MS Implementing Authority with experience in performance-based 
schemes at the lower level reported that regular, structured meetings were effective in 
addressing challenges and ensuring alignment between central and local stakeholders. 


Although engagement challenges were not explicitly raised during interviews with FNLC 
owners, these lessons from RRF remain relevant. Effective communication and clarity 
regarding roles and responsibilities are essential to ensuring the relevance and 
success of programmes.  


The experience with the RRF also highlights the importance of thorough policy 
discussions during the design of FNLC. Stakeholders must have a shared understanding 
of the objectives, the allowable means to achieve them, and the metrics for measuring 
success before translating these into a structured scheme with indicators, conditions, and 
audit trails. Such preparation helps avoid overly ambitious plans that may face political 
resistance or implementation challenges. Clarity about objectives and constraints at the 
outset also reduces the likelihood of misalignment between programme goals and practical 
implementation mechanisms.  


To address potential uncertainties arising from the involvement of multiple implementing 
bodies, it is recommended that Member States clearly specify the responsibilities of 
each entity, including the documentation to be provided and associated deadlines. Open, 
frequent and transparent communication channels, coupled with well-defined reporting and 
implementation structures, are vital to minimising confusion and ensuring effective 
collaboration. 


While officials are still in the process of understanding performance-based instruments’ 
functioning, active co-creation between the Commission and Member States is essential 
to refine the design, foster a shared understanding of key definitions, and provide clarity on 
which approaches are most effective. However, limited technical expertise continues to 
act as a barrier. As stated in the RRF mid-term evaluation, challenges such as the lack of 
support/technical assistance to local authorities to develop projects, as well as personnel 
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shortage at local level were both observed in the context of RRF. According to a NRRP MS 
Implementing Authority, providing targeted training and technical assistance to 
national bodies (such as coordinating and implementing bodies) can bridge the gap 
between the cost-based systems many are accustomed to and the more demanding 
requirements of results-based frameworks. This includes training on how to design projects 
that align with results-based indicators and how to report on achievements effectively. 
Moreover, equally important is ensuring that (final) beneficiaries (e.g., project promoters) 
receive adequate training on the functioning of performance-based funding, since they 
are responsible for collecting the necessary evidence and reporting to managing authorities. 
Involving national bodies and beneficiaries early on also supports the feasibility of the 
scheme, ensuring that targets, documentation, and expectations are realistically aligned 
from the start. This support is critical to easing the transition and reducing resistance to 
change. 


Despite these challenges, interviewed stakeholders maintain a positive perception of 
performance-based instruments and FNLC in general, viewing them favourably for the 
ability to measure tangible outcomes and ensuring stakeholder accountability. According to 
representatives from a MS Implementing Authority and a RRF MS Authority, these 
instruments provide greater flexibility in resource allocation, allowing for project adjustments 
based on actual performance. An FNLC owner underscored the success of performance-
based approach, drawing parallels with previous experiences in introducing Simplified Cost 
Options. They highlighted that, as with SCOs, the adoption of FNLC schemes requires time 
and sustained encouragement at higher levels to motivate Member States to develop and 
submit proposals.  


Box 4 below summarises the key lessons from the consultation programme regarding the 
importance of stakeholder alignment and guidance in the implementation of FNLC schemes 
under the CPR. 


 
Source: prepared by the study team.  


Box 4.Lessons Learnt for FNLC schemes: Stakeholder alignment and guidance  


Coordinating stakeholders: FNLC function best when all relevant 
stakeholders are aligned and actively engaged. Transparent 
communication, clear definition of roles and responsibilities, as well as 
structured collaboration among actors at national and subnational level are 
essential to ensure the effective delivery of results. 


Providing sustainable capacity-building: Given the relative novelty of 
FNLC schemes, the RRF experience shows that comprehensive guidance, 
training, and technical support are important to ensure a smooth transition 
from cost-based to result-based systems. While the CPR assigns 
responsibility for programme implementation to Member States, the 
experience suggests that sustained capacity-building efforts are key to 
developing the necessary expertise in programme authorities, 
beneficiaries, and audit bodies. Active co-creation between the 
Commission and Member States, as well as involving beneficiaries in the 
design process, are essential to refine the design, foster a shared 
understanding of key definitions, and provide clarity on which approaches 
are most effective. 
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6.5 Approaches to similar measures 


Another finding from the interview programme highlights the importance of streamlining 
approaches for similar measures, with stakeholders emphasising the importance of 
adopting standardised methods for estimating funding amounts and defining indicators.  


RRF implementing and national authorities in Member States, along with FNLC owners, 
noted that estimations of funding amounts often rely on historical data. This includes 
the use of statistical data from previous programmes and similar schemes, reviewing 
documentation such as procurement contracts, and conducting market research. For 
instance, amounts for a RRF railway line measure have been estimated based on the costs 
for preparatory work (i.e., pre-design and design documentation for the construction of the 
railway line) based on tender offers submitted, rates from other road and rail infrastructure 
managers, and analyses prepared for the 2021-27 financial perspective. 


In the context of the RRF, using data from previous programmes was expected and 
encouraged. The “Guidance to Member States – Recovery and Resilience Plans – Part 
1”(106) recommended that estimated costs should closely reflect actual expenditures, 
making historical cost data a key reference point. In contrast, for FNLC schemes under the 
ERDF/CF and JTF frameworks, the approach is less prescriptive. Recital 34 of the CPR 
states that, in determining the appropriateness of the funding amounts linked to the 
fulfilment of conditions or the achievement of results, the European Commission and 
Member States should ensure that resources employed are adequate for the investments 
undertaken and that the principle of sound financial management should be ensured. 


According to interviewed stakeholders, achieving comparability across Member States 
remains a challenge, given that methodologies to define funding amounts are often 
country-specific and not directly transferable. One RRF MS Authority identified issues 
arising from inconsistencies in performance measurement for similar investments 
across Member States. They observed that discrepancies often emerge when comparing  
the national plans, with some countries setting more modest targets despite receiving 
comparable levels of funding.  


A second RRF MS Authority also underlined the potential role of the European 
Commission in helping to address these challenges. They suggested that standardised 
formulations for performance-based programmes could enhance clarity and 
consistency across Member States, noting the value of sharing best practices or 
establishing a common EU-wide framework to support Member States in adopting coherent 
approaches.  


While this reflects stakeholder expectations for the RRF, it is important to note that in the 
context of FNLC schemes – governed under shared management – such standardisation 
is difficult to implement in practice. In these cases, providing general models or blueprint 
examples, as those developed within this study, may be a more appropriate way to support 
Member States, offering inspiration without prescribing detailed or uniform guidance. While 
this study does not address the estimation of funding amounts, it supports the definition of 
indicators by providing blueprint models that Member States can use when designing their 
FNLC schemes under the ERDF/CF and JTF frameworks. For instance, the blueprints 
developed in Chapter 0 illustrate possible indicator structures for measures contributing to 
four Policy Objectives, in models related to innovation and digital transition of SMEs, energy 
efficiency, water and sewerage, railway lines and hospital infrastructure. 


 
(106) Secretariat-General, (2021). Guidance to Member States - Recovery and Resilience Plans - Part 1. Available at: 


https://commission.europa.eu/publications/guidance-member-states-recovery-and-resilience-plans-part-1_en  



https://commission.europa.eu/publications/guidance-member-states-recovery-and-resilience-plans-part-1_en
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Box 5 below summarises the main lessons from the consultation programme regarding 
approaches to similar measures. 


 
Source: prepared by the study team.  


6.6 Indicators and reporting schedules 


Another finding emerging from the RRF which is also relevant in the context of FNLC 
schemes is the strong emphasis on the use of output-based indicators rather than 
result-based indicators. Among the 103 targets and milestones identified in this study 
across the 30 NRRP measures analysed for a potential FNLC model, 53% were only output-
based, while only 11% incorporated result-based aspects. In 9% there were only input 
indicators and in 27% there were only milestones (as opposed to targets). Of the 30 
measures analysed, only 9 included a result-based indicator (107). 


This preference, while aligned with RRF guidance, is also influenced by practical 
considerations. Insights from open-ended survey responses by members of the REGIO TN 
on Simplification indicate that setting targets for outputs is relatively straightforward, 
whereas measuring actual results presents significant challenges. Interviews with 
stakeholders further reinforced this observation. One RRF MS Authority highlighted the 
complexity in formulating detailed and effective result-based indicators. Similarly, an NRRP 
MS Implementing Authority noted that employing result-based indicators requires careful 
consideration when selecting indicators and establishing targets. This is because achieving 
results often depends on factors beyond the control of the implementing bodies, such as 
the actions of beneficiaries.  


As outcomes cannot always be guaranteed post-project completion, contingency planning 
becomes essential. For example, an FNLC model owner noted the challenges of linking 
funding to results that may only materialise after the programme period, mentioning that a 
funding disbursed in intervals could help the implementation of programmes and 
schemes throughout their lifecycle. To address this, a more balanced approach that 
combines both outputs and results – rather than relying solely on long-term results – 
may offer greater flexibility and facilitate funding flows. It may also mitigate the risk of non-
achievement which is higher for results than for outputs. As noted by ERDF/CF and JTF 
audit and managing authorities during the workshop, this is also relevant for schemes 
implemented at the lower level (between programme authorities and beneficiaries), in which 
the addition of intermediate deliverables is perceived as a way of helping the financing of 
operations.  


Practical considerations also influence the reporting schedules. For instance, according 
to an NRRP Implementing Authority, the number of intermediate deliverables and their 


 
(107) Based on data from NRRP OAs and CIDs. It is important to highlight that this refers only to a small subsample of RRF 


measures analysed in this study. According to the Recovery and Resilience Scoreboard 
(https://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/recovery-and-resilience-scoreboard/index.html), by Jan 2024, there were over 4 
thousand milestones and targets per investments and over 2 thousand per reforms. 


Box 5. Lessons Learnt for FNLC schemes: Approach to similar measures  


Sharing blueprints and examples: While the CPR operates under a 
shared management framework and does not impose common 
methodologies across Member States, the experience with RRF suggests 
that developing blueprints for similar measures or sharing examples of 
methodologies can support consistency and comparability, without 
imposing prescriptive requirements. In this context, the DG REGIO TN on 
Simplification can play a key role by facilitating the exchange of practices, 
blueprints, and methodological approaches among Member States. 



https://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/recovery-and-resilience-scoreboard/index.html
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deadlines must be carefully considered. This is because the frequency of reporting  impacts 
administrative workload, with more frequent reporting requiring additional controls and 
checks. On the other hand, as two DG ECFIN/SG REFORM Geodesk Officers highlighted, 
splitting deliverables into smaller, intermediate targets can have advantages. It reduces risk 
and allows for earlier financial disbursement, further reducing complexity and preventing 
the failure of one component from jeopardising the entire scheme. This suggests the need 
to strike a balance between designing deliverables in a way that supports financial 
and implementation flexibility without placing an excessive burden on administrative 
resources. 
 
Box 6 below summarises the key lessons from the consultation programme regarding the 
use of indicators and reporting schedules in the design of FNLC schemes under the CPR. 
 


 
Source: prepared by the study team.  


6.7 FNLC models for different operation types 


While performance-based approaches and FNLC schemes can be applied across a wide 
range of operations, their implementation varies depending on the type of investment. 
Certain categories – such as large infrastructure projects, innovation and experimentation, 
and bottom-up local development – pose specific challenges due to factors like complexity, 
uncertainty, and the involvement of multiple stakeholders. This section explores how FNLC 
schemes have been used or considered in these contexts, and also reflects on their 
application at the lower level. 


Infrastructure projects present specific considerations for performance-based schemes 
due to their complexity, long timelines, and high uncertainty. This was highlighted by several 
stakeholders – including the open-answer section of the TN on Simplification survey, the 
ERDF/CF and JTF managing and audit authorities attending our workshop and interviews 
with two FNLC owners, three NRRP MS Implementing Authorities, and two DG ECFIN/SG 
REFORM Geodesk officers. As highlighted in Section 6.1, performance-based funding can 
foster timely delivery and accountability. However, stakeholders stressed the importance of 
flexible frameworks, as rigid milestones and targets could contribute to cost overruns, 
delays, or project setbacks when conditions change or milestones/targets prove unrealistic. 


Box 6. Lessons Learnt for FNLC schemes: Indicators and reporting schedules 


Considering a hybrid approach to indicators: Member States have 
flexibility to choose the most appropriate indicators, provided they are 
objectively verifiable. While output-based indicators are often easier to 
measure, combining them with result-based indicators can strengthen the 
performance focus of FNLC schemes. Mixing indicators for both outputs 
and results can also facilitate funding flows (as outputs tend to materialise 
earlier than results) while also mitigating the risk of non-completion and 
non-payment, which is higher for results than for outputs. 


Using intermediate deliverables: Under the CPR, Member States can 
include intermediate deliverables to trigger partial reimbursements (Article 
95(1)(d)). This approach can facilitate continuous financing throughout 
implementation and reduce the risk of delayed disbursements, particularly 
when longer-term results will materialise only after project completion. 


Balancing administrative burden and financial flow: The RRF 
experience suggests that breaking down conditions into smaller milestones 
can support regular disbursements and mitigate risks but should be 
designed to avoid excessive administrative workload. 
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This is particularly relevant for large infrastructure projects involving public 
procurement, where administrative complexities and even minor procurement issues can 
affect timely reimbursements.  


Workshop participants stressed that such projects often require substantial upfront 
investments before payment applications can be submitted. They also noted potential risks 
during implementation, including price increases, which can result in initially allocated funds 
no longer being sufficient to cover project costs. Additionally, they highlighted the challenge 
of verifying smaller milestones in large-scale infrastructure projects, particularly when 
multiple contractors or suppliers are involved. An FNLC owner suggested during an 
interview that large infrastructure projects may be easier to manage under a real-cost 
structure through public procurement, where prices are set through formal procedures. They 
considered this approach as a way to simplify cost management, particularly when there is 
a main contractor overseeing subcontracting activities, resulting in fewer large invoices and 
a more streamlined payment process. 


Financial mismatches may also pose a risk in projects with high cost variability when 
results-based funding does not align with fluctuating project costs. This is often due to the 
fact that actual costs resulting from procurement processes may not align with the 
predefined amounts set under the FNLC scheme, leading to gaps between planned 
financing and real expenditure, which might be an issue for public entities in some Member 
States. For large projects with clear, measurable outputs (e.g., roads built or public buildings 
completed), interviewees considered performance-based approaches to be more effective. 
Nevertheless, stakeholders highlighted that defining suitable performance metrics can be 
challenging, particularly in projects with subcontracting and procurement complexities.  


Innovation and experimentation projects face similar challenges due to their inherent 
uncertainty and difficulties in measuring outcomes, as highlighted by two Implementing 
Authorities and two DG ECFIN/SG REFORM Geodesk officers. The high-risk nature of 
research and development activities, where experimental results can be unpredictable, 
makes it challenging for both authorities and beneficiaries to commit to performance-based 
schemes. To address this, stakeholders suggested breaking down larger projects into 
smaller work packages or segments with corresponding result-based payments, making the 
outcomes more manageable and achievable. In addition, an alternative approach may 
involve linking payments not to the success of the experimental outcomes but to the 
completion of (intermediate) outputs – such as studies or reports – that demonstrate proper 
use of funds and progress in the intended direction, even when results remain uncertain. In 
innovation and experimentation projects, the aim is the innovation/research itself, not the 
actual success of the research study. So, linking the payment to the completion of a study 
or a report is still considered as paying for the intended result.  


The uncertainty of long-term outcomes in research and innovation also complicates the 
ability to establish measurable performance indicators. Two DG ECFIN/SG REFORM 
Geodesk officers noted that the intangible nature of early-stage innovation projects often 
leads to delayed or non-visible results, making it difficult to define the final milestones that 
mark project completion. To address this, interviewees emphasised the need for clear 
indicators that reflect both the short-term and underlying contributions of the project, even 
when direct outcomes are challenging to quantify. 


Bottom-up local development strategies also experience uncertainty in performance-
based schemes due to the involvement of multiple stakeholders, limited capacity of local 
authorities and the context-specific nature of outcomes. This challenge was noted by two 
DG ECFIN/SG REFORM Geodesk officers and by ERDF/CF and JTF managing and audit 
authorities participating in the workshop. Defining suitable performance indicators at the 
initial stages may be complex, as project benefits and possible results are not always 
immediately apparent at the moment when the FNLC scheme needs to be designed. 
Stakeholders highlighted that flexible and inclusive approaches are important, as overly 
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rigid top-down frameworks could limit local engagement and affect project timelines or 
outcomes. Providing technical assistance to local authorities was also suggested to ensure 
local authorities can manage and implement such schemes. Further reflection is needed to 
see how FNLC could be used for this type of actions. 


Last, while performance-based approaches and FNLC schemes show potential for different 
types of operations, their application at the lower level – i.e., in the reimbursement 
between Member States and beneficiaries – remains limited. As noted in Section 6.2, 
reimbursement at the national level for the NRRPs continues to be predominantly cost-
based. Although some partial use of performance-based reimbursement models at the 
lower level was identified, such as in the cases of Spain and Ireland, full implementation at 
this level is not yet widespread. Stakeholders pointed to several reasons for this, including 
the continued reliance on cost-tracking as a means of maintaining internal national controls 
and a general preference among institutions and auditors for the familiarity of cost-based 
systems. 


Box 7 below summarises the main lessons from the consultation programme regarding the 
application of FNLC schemes to different types of operations under the CPR. 


 
Source: prepared by the study team.  


 


  


Box 7. Lessons Learnt for FNLC: FNLC models for different operation types 


Considering specific challenges when designing schemes: The CPR 
allows Member States to cover a wide range of operation types, including 
infrastructure, innovation, and local development. However, the experience 
of RRF stakeholders shows that specific challenges linked to complexity, 
uncertainty, and stakeholder involvement should be taken into account 
carefully when designing these schemes. 


Adapting performance metrics in complex operations: The CPR 
permits the use of different types of conditions and deliverables, including 
intermediate ones (Article 95(1)(d)). In complex projects (such as projects 
with long timelines and high uncertainty), breaking down the operation into 
smaller milestones or combining output-based with short-term result-based 
indicators can facilitate implementation while ensuring accountability. In 
infrastructure projects, flexible frameworks are also recommended, due to 
their complexity and long timelines, with rigid targets contributing to cost 
overruns or delays when conditions change. 


Tailoring approaches at local and experimental levels: For operations 
involving local actors or innovation and experimentation projects, where 
final outcomes are uncertain or context-specific, a tailored approach is 
important. In innovation projects, linking payments to (intermediate) 
outputs rather than unpredictable results helps align funding with realistic 
progress. In local development, inclusive approaches and support for 
limited-capacity authorities are necessary, as rigid frameworks can hinder 
engagement and implementation. 
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7. Conclusion 


This study aims to identify the measures which could be used as a model for FNLC schemes 
to be potentially included in current ERDF/CF and JTF programmes. 


The study began by looking through the NRRPs of all EU Member States to arrive at a 
selection of 15 NRRPs for in-depth analysis. Afterwards, the methodological approach 
involved the analysis of the NRRPs from selected Member States and identifying 30 NRRP 
measures that could serve as FNLC models for POs under the ERDF/CF and JTF.  


The members of the REGIO TN on Simplification were consulted to determine which of the 
30 measures should be prioritised for the development of FNLC models under ERDF/CF 
and JTF. A survey was distributed, receiving 56 responses from 24 Member States, which 
ranked measures on a scale from 1 to 5. The consultation resulted in a shortlist of 18 
prioritised measures, with six selected for further development based on stakeholder 
needs.  


The interview programme for this study consisted of 38 interviews and served several key 
purposes. First, the interviews were meant to collect additional data on the NRRP 
measures which were shortlisted for FNLC model development – such information and 
clarifications was typically offered by NRRP MS Implementing Authorities, as well as RRF 
MS Authorities and DG ECFIN/SG REFORM Geodesk Officers who were responsible for 
the monitoring of said NRRP measures from the EC side. The second purpose of the 
interview programme was to gather lessons learnt about performance-based financing. 
Here, we collected perceptions from all stakeholders consulted during the interview 
programme – in addition to those listed above this also included authorities which have 
already designed FNLC schemes under ERDF/CF. Figure 3 provides a summary of the 
main lessons learnt during the development of the study. 


The study team has also analysed NRRP measures that are thematically similar to the 
six measures which were shortlisted for FNLC development. Here, the team focused 
on finding examples of milestones, targets, and verification mechanisms based on the 
review of 15 NRRPs conducted. These findings then informed the FNLC model 
development by adding those milestones, targets and verification mechanisms which were 
most commonly identified under different NRRPs. They may also serve as inspiration for 
Member States looking to develop their own FNLC operations in the future. 


The report provides six FNLC models which encompass measures aligned with four 
ERDF/CF Policy Objectives. The development of FNLC models was an iterative process 
which began by using data extracted from annexes of the RRF Operational Arrangements 
to Council Implementing Decisions. These drafts were then complemented with information 
gathered through interviews with RRF MS Authorities and NRRP MS Implementing Bodies, 
consultations with relevant DG ECFIN/SG REFORM Geodesk Officers, additional desk 
research (such as assessment of ERDF/CF Common Indicators and their suitability to be 
included in the models), outcomes gathered from analysis of similar measures and the 
workshop with ERDF/CF and JTF managing and audit authorities. The models were also 
revised based on the feedback received from the Steering Group and the REGIO TN on 
Simplification.  
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Figure 3. Summary of main lessons learnt for FNLC schemes 


Source: prepared by the study team.  


  


Administrations’ 
performance 


- Result-based financing puts positive pressure on administrations to accelerate 
operations. 


- Pre-defined conditions foster a strategic and realistic approach. 
- A reimbursement schedule reduces exposure to cost fluctuations. 


Administrative 
burden 


- Focusing on results and not on costs is key to reducing the administrative burden. 
- Simplification is only fully achieved when it is consistently applied at all levels. 
- Investing in thorough ex-ante planning and standardising systems helps minimising 


administrative burden and ad hoc requests during implementation. 


Balancing 
flexibility with a 
performance-
based focus  


- Overly rigid or narrowly defined conditions and indicators can limit the effective 
implementation of FNLCs. 


- Indicative deadlines for intermediate deliverables gives Member States freedom to 
adapt the timing of payment requests according to implementation progress. 


Stakeholder 
alignment and 
guidance  


- Stakeholder communication, collaboration and early involvement are essential to 
an effective delivery of results. 


- Comprehensive guidance, training, technical support, as well as active co-creation, 
helps a smooth transition from cost-based to result-based systems.  


Approach to 
similar measures  


- Sharing blueprints and examples of similar measures can support consistency and 
comparability. 


Indicators and 
reporting 
schedules 


- Combining output with result indicators can strengthen the focus on performance, 
facilitate funding flows and reduce risks.  


- Intermediate deliverables help continuous financing throughout implementation 
and reduce risk of delayed disbursements, but excessive administrative workload 
should be avoided. 


FNLC models for 
different 
operation types 


- Complexity, uncertainty, and stakeholder involvement should be considered when 
designing FNLC schemes on infrastructure, innovation and local development. 


- Using smaller milestones or combining output with short-term result indicators can 
facilitate implementation of complex projects while ensuring accountability.  


- In infrastructure projects, flexible frameworks are recommended, as rigid targets 
contribute to cost overruns or delays when conditions change. 


- In innovation projects, linking payments to (intermediate) outputs rather than 
unpredictable results helps align funding with realistic progress.  


- In local development, inclusive approaches and supporting authorities are 
necessary, as rigid frameworks can hinder engagement and implementation. 
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Table 14 
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Table 14 provides a brief, in a nutshell, summary of the FNLC models which were developed 
under the study. Please note that the given quantities under ‘conditions to be fulfilled/results 
to be achieved’ are given for illustrative purposes and should be adjusted to Member State-
specific context during the implementation phase.  
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Table 14. Summary of FNLC models developed in the study 


Policy 
Objective 


Description of the operation Conditions to be fulfilled/results to be 
achieved 


PO1: A 
Smarter 
Europe 


Innovation funding for SMEs: 
Support SMEs in developing innovative 
products/services with international 
orientation.  


- Support at least 200 SMEs in R&I 
activities 
- At least 100 supported SMEs introduce 
innovation (product, process, or 
marketing) 


Digital transition of SMEs: Establish 
a National Test Beds Network for 
SMEs, providing the infrastructure 
needed for SMEs to develop and test 
new products and services while 
accelerating their digital transition. 


- Develop 1,000 pilot products that 
demonstrate a minimum increase of two 
Technology Readiness Levels 


PO2: A 
Greener 
Europe 


Energy-efficient renovation of 
residential buildings: Support to the 
energy-efficient renovation of 
residential buildings, aimed directly at 
reducing energy consumption and 
increasing the production of renewable 
energy by implementing energy saving 
measures. 


- Renovate 40,000 housing units. 
- Achieve average primary energy 
savings of at least 45% 


Expansion of water/sewerage 
systems: Upgrade the existing 
network and extend the coverage of 
public water distribution and 
wastewater collection systems in 
municipalities of more than 2,000 
population equivalent, to increase 
distribution capacity and reduce 
leakages. 


- Upgrade/installation of water 
distribution (800 km) and sewerage (600 
km) networks  
- Reduce water loss (20%) and 
uncollected/leaked wastewater in the 
sewerage networks (15%) 
- Increase population benefiting from 
newly built water distribution networks 
(10%) and wastewater collection 
capacity (10%) 


PO3: A 
Connected 
Europe 


Modernisation of railway lines: 
Improve the condition and reliability of 
the railway infrastructure, thereby 
increasing the attractiveness of rail 
transport for both passengers and 
freight. 


- Complete modernisation of 500 km of 
railway lines 
- Time savings due to improved rail 
infrastructure (reduction in travel time)  


PO4: A Social 
Europe 


Development of pre-hospital 
medical infrastructure: Improve the 
access for people in rural and less 
developed areas to basic health care, 
including prevention and early 
diagnosis and treatment services. 


- Equip/renovate at least 2,000 family 
doctor practices 
- Build/renovate 300 
healthcare/community centres 
- At least 1,000,000 individuals benefiting 
from the services of the supported 
facilities 


Source: prepared by the study team.  
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Annex 1. Similar measures found across the selected 
NRRPs 


Attached separately to the report. 
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Annex 2. Summary of comments received during 
stakeholder consultations  


This includes feedback received in the open answers of the short survey with REGIO TN 
on Simplification, workshop with ERDF/CF and JTF authorities, and during two meetings 
with REGIO TN on Simplification. The Annex is attached separately to the report. 
 
 
  











 


 


GETTING IN TOUCH WITH THE EU 


In person 
All over the European Union there are hundreds of Europe Direct information centres. 
You can find the address of the centre nearest you at: https://europa.eu/european-
union/contact_en 


On the phone or by email 
Europe Direct is a service that answers your questions about the European Union. 
You can contact this service: 
– by freephone: 00 800 6 7 8 9 10 11 (certain operators may charge for these calls), 
– at the following standard number: +32 22999696 or  
– by email via: https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en 


FINDING INFORMATION ABOUT THE EU 


Online 
Information about the European Union in all the official languages of the EU is 
available on the Europa website at: https://europa.eu/european-union/index_en 


EU publications 
You can download or order free and priced EU publications at: 
https://op.europa.eu/en/publications. Multiple copies of free publications may be 
obtained by contacting Europe Direct or your local information centre (see 
https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en). 


EU law and related documents 
For access to legal information from the EU, including all EU law since 1952 in all 
the official language versions, go to EUR-Lex at: http://eur-lex.europa.eu 


Open data from the EU 
The EU Open Data Portal (http://data.europa.eu/euodp/en) provides access to datasets 
from the EU. Data can be downloaded and reused for free, for both commercial and 
non-commercial purposes. 
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[bookmark: _Toc198284800]Background

[bookmark: _Annex_1_–][bookmark: _Instructions_for_the]At the 18th week of DG REGIO Transnational Network (TN) on Simplification, held in Marseille in November 2024, a multi-country workshop and one session of the TN meeting agenda were dedicated to discussing proposals on how to move forward with Financing Not Linked to Costs (FNLC) in ERDF/CF/JTF programmes. A key proposal that emerged from the discussions in the TN is to develop FNLC models. TN members clarified that the models should not be structured as ready-to-use ‘off-the-shelf’ options (such as EU Level FNLC) but should rather be seen as reference models that could support ERDF/CF/JTF authorities in starting to develop their own FNLC schemes. TN members also observed that the models should not be too detailed / specific, as they should allow managing authorities to tailor the FNLC scheme around the types of operations, conditions and results which are relevant for their programmes. 

At the TN week, participants were also invited to prepare a first set of draft FNLC models around a number of policy areas relevant for ERDF/CF/JTF programmes. Based on the outcomes of the exercise, three draft FNLC models have been prepared after the TN week, covering the following policy areas:

· Waste management and recycling.

· Sustainable urban mobility.

· Digital connectivity.

The draft models were further developed based on additional consultations with TN members:

· A TN survey was conducted in March 2025 to collect TN members’ comments and suggestions on how to further develop the draft FNLC models and enhance their capacity to support ERDF/CF/JTF authorities in preparing FNLC schemes under their programmes.

· A focus group was held on 6 May 2025, to discuss the draft final version of the models. The focus group involved the Member States which submitted expressions of interest for the event. The focus group also served to identify:

· Policy areas (other than the three covered by the three models already developed by the TN) that could be covered by additional FNLC models.

· Specific topics that should be discussed by the TN to facilitate a wider and better use of FNLC in ERDF/CF/JTF programmes for the current programming period.

At the 20th meeting of the TN, that will be held in Tallin on 5 and 6 June 2025, session II.2 of the meeting agenda will be dedicated to share the updated models and proposals for next steps on FNLC. In preparation for the TN meeting, this note presents the following points, based on the outcomes of the focus group held on 6 May:

1. The (3) updated FNLC models 

2. Additional policy areas to be potentially covered by other FNLC models

3. Key topics to be addressed by the TN around FNLC.
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1. [bookmark: _Toc198284801][bookmark: Table1]FNLC models

[bookmark: _Toc198284802]1.1	FNLC model in the area of ‘waste management and recycling’

		1. Description of the operation type

		Recycling waste economy 

Increase the transition of a waste management economy and efficiency of resources used by urban waste, reducing landfill production and deposition, increasing selective collection and recycling, and enhancing resource circularity.

Increase the transition to a waste economy for reuse, recycling, and other forms of urban waste recovery, reducing primary raw material consumption, and aiding decarbonization and environmental use.

The scheme would include projects aimed at expanding recycling capacity, such as the construction or upgrade of recycling facilities and the acquisition of specialised waste collection vehicles in line with fossil fuels exclusion provisions.

Beneficiaries: local public authorities responsible for waste management (e.g. municipalities).



		2. Specific objective(s) 

		RSO2.6 Circular economy and under JTF 



		3. Conditions to be fulfilled or results to be achieved 

		· Condition 1: Strategy for waste management and recycling formally adopted 

· Condition 2: Increased capacity for waste recycling

· Result 1: Increased operational capacity for waste recycling



		4. Deadline for fulfilment of conditions or results to be fulfilled 

		End of the programming period



		5. Indicator definition 

		· Indicator for condition 1: Strategy for waste management and recycling formally adopted [footnoteRef:2] [2:  RCO107 “Investments in facilities for separate waste collection” can serve as an alternative indicator for condition 2 or in combination with RC034. In this case, the FNLC proposal will be adapted accordingly.] 


· Indicator for condition 2: RCO34 Additional capacity for waste recycling – tonnes per year 

· Indicator for result 2: Additional operational capacity for waste recycling – tonnes per year



		6. Unit of measurement for conditions to be fulfilled/results to be achieved triggering reimbursement by the Commission 

		· Unit of measurement for condition 1: Number of strategies for waste management and recycling formally adopted

· Unit of measurement for condition 2: Tonnes per year of additional capacity for waste recycling

· Unit of measurement for result 1: Tonnes per year of additional operational capacity for waste recycling



		7. Intermediate deliverables (if applicable) triggering reimbursement by the Commission with schedule for reimbursements 

				Relevant condition/result

(e.g., Result 1)

		Intermediate deliverable

(e.g., x% of result achieved)

		Envisaged deadline

(e.g., Month 12)



		Condition 1 (C.1): A strategy for waste management and recycling is formally adopted 



		C.1.1. Strategy for waste management and recycling formally adopted

		Month 12



		Condition 2 (C.2): Increased capacity for waste recycling



		C.2.1. Grant agreements signed

		Month 24



		

		C.2.2. 50% of target additional capacity for waste recycling

		Month 36



		

		C.2.3. 100% of target additional capacity for waste recycling

		Month 48



		Result 1 (R.1): Increased operational capacity for waste recycling

		R.1.1. 50% of target additional operational capacity for waste recycling

		Month 48



		

		R.1.2. 100% of target additional operational capacity for waste recycling

		Month 60









		8. Total amount (including Union and national funding)

		To be defined by the Member States



		9. Adjustment(s) methods

		Due to the multiannual timeline of the framework set-up Member States can (the adjustment method is not mandatory but optional) envisage to take macro-economic indicators into account for adjustment.

Note: The adjustment method and calculation is defined by the MS, taking into account well-established adjustment methods such as the CPI, Construction producer price index or any other publicly available index or evidence-based methods.   





		10. Verification of the achievement of the result or condition (and where relevant, the intermediate deliverables): 

· Describe what document(s)/system will be used to verify the achievement of the result or condition (and where relevant, each of the intermediate deliverables); 

· describe how management verifications (including on-the-spot) will be carried out, and by whom; 

· describe what arrangements will be made to collect and store relevant data/documents.

		To verify the achievement of the conditions, result and intermediate deliverables, the following document(s)/system will be used: 

Condition 1

· (C.1.1) Decision / Act of the public authorities formally adopting the Strategy for waste management and recycling

Condition 2

· (C.2.1) Signed grant agreements

· (C.2.2 - C.2.3) Documentation certifying the nominal additional capacity for annual waste recycling newly built due to the supported operation

Result 1

· (R.1.1- R.1.2) Documentation certifying the additional annual tonnage of waste recycled due to additional capacity created through the supported operation

Based on the specific contents of the FNLC scheme and taking into account the specificities of the management and control system, the Member State will define the following aspects:

· The exact document(s)/system that will be used to verify the achievement of the result or condition (and where relevant, each of the intermediate deliverables).

· How management verifications (including on-the-spot) will be carried out, and by whom.

· The arrangements that will be made to collect and store relevant data/documents.

· The arrangements in place at the national level to get assurance on compliance with applicable law (public procurement and State aid).



		11. Use of grants in the form of financing not linked to costs 

Does the grant provided by Member State to beneficiaries take the form of financing not linked to costs? [Y/N] 

		Y 



Note

The grant provided to beneficiaries may take other forms than FNLC. However, it is strongly recommended to use the same form of reimbursement also towards beneficiaries.





		12. Arrangements to ensure the audit trail 

Please list the body(ies) responsible for these arrangements

		The responsible bodies for implementing and monitoring the FNLC scheme may vary depending on the specific Member State










[bookmark: _Draft_FNLC_model_1][bookmark: _Toc190250626][bookmark: _Toc198284803]1.2	FNLC model in the area of ‘sustainable urban mobility’

		1. Description of the operation type

		Municipalities investments in greener public transportation.

The exact types of investments covered by the scheme (i.e. how to define “greener public transportation”) and the contents of the plans for green public transportation are to be defined by the Member States. 

Examples of investment that could be considered under the scheme: purchase of clean vehicles (including electric, hybrid, hydrogen-powered,), construction of electric charging station, development or upgrade of dedicated lanes and priority systems for public transport, etc.) 

Beneficiaries of the FNLC schemes: municipalities / local public authorities. 





		2. Specific objective(s) 

		RSO2.8 Promoting sustainable multimodal urban mobility, as part of transition to a net zero carbon economy (Urban mobility)



		3. Conditions to be fulfilled or results to be achieved 

		· Condition 1: Municipalities Plans for green public transportation are formally adopted

· Result 1: Target reduction of CO2 emission



		4. Deadline for fulfilment of conditions or results to be fulfilled 

		End of the programming period



		5. Indicator definition 

		· Indicator for condition 1: formally adopted plans for green public transportation

· Indicator for result 1: RCR29 Estimated greenhouse emissions



		6. Unit of measurement for conditions to be fulfilled/results to be achieved triggering reimbursement by the Commission 

		· Unit of measurement for condition 1: Number of formally adopted plans 

· Unit of measurement for result 1: Number of tonnes CO2 eq. per year





		7. Intermediate deliverables (if applicable) triggering reimbursement by the Commission with schedule for reimbursements 

				Relevant condition/result

(e.g., Result 1)

		Intermediate deliverable

(e.g., x% of result achieved)

		Envisaged deadline

(e.g., Month 12)



		Condition 1 (C.1): Municipalities Plan for green public transportation is signed

		C.1.1. All plans formally adopted

		Month 12



		[bookmark: _Hlk199173166]Result 1 (R.1): % of target reduction of CO2 emission compared to the level before the start of the operation

		R.1.1 Grant agreements signed

		Month 24[footnoteRef:3] [3:  To be split in several smaller intermediate deliverables, if needed] 




		

		R.1.2. 30% of target reduction of CO2 emission compared to the level before the start of the operation

		Month 36



		

		R.1.3. 70% of target reduction of CO2 emission compared to the level before the start of the operation

		Month 48



		

		R.1.4. 100% of target reduction of CO2 emission compared to the level before the start of the operation

		Month 60









		8. Total amount (including Union and national funding)

		To be defined by the Member States



		9. Adjustment(s) methods

		Due to the multiannual timeline of the framework set-up Member States can (the adjustment method is not mandatory but optional) envisage to take macro-economic indicators into account for adjustment.

Note: The adjustment method and calculation is defined by the MS, taking into account well-established adjustment methods such as the CPI, Construction producer price index or any other publicly available index or evidence-based methods.   



		10. Verification of the achievement of the result or condition (and where relevant, the intermediate deliverables): 

· Describe what document(s)/system will be used to verify the achievement of the result or condition (and where relevant, each of the intermediate deliverables); 

· describe how management verifications (including on-the-spot) will be carried out, and by whom; 

· describe what arrangements will be made to collect and store relevant data/documents.

		To verify the achievement of the conditions, result and intermediate deliverables, the following document(s)/system will be used: 

Condition 1

· (C.1.1) Decision / Act of the public authorities formally adopting the plan for green public transportation

Result 1

· (R1.1) Signed grant agreements

· (R.1.2- R.1.4) Energy performance certificates, energy audits or other relevant technical specifications certifying the reduction of CO2 emission – data baseline before and after  calculation methodology based on scientific methods.

Based on the specific contents of the FNLC scheme and taking into account the specificities of the management and control system, the Member State will define the following aspects:

· The exact document(s)/system that will be used to verify the achievement of the result or condition (and where relevant, each of the intermediate deliverables).

· How management verifications (including on-the-spot) will be carried out, and by whom.

· The arrangements that will be made to collect and store relevant data/documents.

· The arrangements in place at the national level to get assurance on compliance with applicable law (public procurement and State aid).



		11. Use of grants in the form of financing not linked to costs 

Does the grant provided by Member State to beneficiaries take the form of financing not linked to costs? [Y/N] 

		Y 



Note

The grant provided to beneficiaries may take other forms than FNLC. However, it is strongly recommended to use the same form of reimbursement also towards beneficiaries.





		12. Arrangements to ensure the audit trail 

Please list the body(ies) responsible for these arrangements

		The responsible bodies for implementing and monitoring the FNLC scheme may vary depending on the specific Member State








[bookmark: _Draft_FNLC_model_2][bookmark: _Toc190250627][bookmark: _Toc198284804]1.3	FNLC model in the area of ‘digital connectivity’

(Digital connectivity, in terms of broadband and/or connectivity of the public sector)

		1. Description of the operation type

		Strengthening Digital Connectivity - Installation of Broadband Networks

Address weak digital connectivity, especially in low-population-density areas, by providing access to very high-capacity electronic communication networks. This promotes territorial cohesion and enhances the value of interior regions, which currently experience limited access to digital services and face a growing development and competitiveness gap compared to more developed regions.

Installation, management, operation, and maintenance of very high-capacity electronic communication networks: secure, efficient, and sustainable fixed and mobile broadband digital infrastructures, prioritized in low-population-density or interior areas. The objective is to install high-capacity electronic communication networks in regions not covered by the telecommunications market (e.g., white zones), where such commercial operations are not profitable. This public investment, in wholesale and (partly) retail components, seeks to provide services not covered by the obligations stemming from the 5G auction.



		2. Specific objective(s) 

		RSO1.5 - Digital Connectivity



		3. Conditions to be fulfilled or results to be achieved 

		· Condition 1: Formal adoption of national or regional program for high connectivity 

· Result 1: Increase in dwellings served by very high-capacity electronic communication networks





		4. Deadline for fulfilment of conditions or results to be fulfilled 

		End of the programming period



		5. Indicator definition 

		· Indicator for condition 1: Program for high connectivity formally adopted

· Indicator for result 1: RCO41 Additional dwellings with broadband access of very high capacity[footnoteRef:4]. [4:  Total number of dwellings with broadband access of very high capacity due to the supported projects. The indicator does not count collective dwellings such as hospitals, old peoples' homes, residential homes, prisons, military barracks, religious institutions, boarding houses, workers' hostels etc. Article 2(2) of the European Electronic Communications Code (EECC) currently defines the term ‘very high capacity network’ as follows: “Very high capacity network’ means either an electronic communications network which consists wholly of optical fibre elements at least up to the distribution point at the serving location, or an electronic communications network which is capable of delivering, under usual peak-time conditions, similar network performance in terms of available downlink and uplink bandwidth, resilience, error-related parameters, and latency and its variation”. The definition is further clarified in Recital 13 of the EECC: “[…] future ‘very high capacity networks’ require performance parameters which are equivalent to those that a network based on optical fibre elements at least up to the distribution point at the serving location can deliver. In the case of fixed-line connection, this corresponds to network performance equivalent to that achievable by an optical fibre installation up to a multi-dwelling building, considered to be the serving location. In the case of wireless connection, this corresponds to network performance similar to that achievable based on an optical fibre installation up to the base station, considered to be the serving location.” The BEREC Guidelines on Very High Capacity Networks (see References) provides guidance on the criteria a network has to fulfil to be considered a very high capacity network according to the EECC definition.] 




		6. Unit of measurement for conditions to be fulfilled/results to be achieved triggering reimbursement by the Commission 

		· Unit of measurement for condition 1: Number of programmes for high connectivity formally adopted

· Unit of measurement for result 1: % Increase in dwellings served by very high-capacity electronic communication networks



		7. Intermediate deliverables (if applicable) triggering reimbursement by the Commission with schedule for reimbursements 

				Relevant condition/result

(e.g., Result 1)

		Intermediate deliverable

(e.g., x% of result achieved)

		Envisaged deadline

(e.g., Month 12)



		Condition 1 (C.1): Formal adoption of national or regional program for high connectivity

		C.1.1. Formal adoption of national or regional program for high connectivity

		Month 12



		Result 1 (R.1) Increase in dwellings with broadband access of very high capacity

		R.1.1 Grant agreements signed[footnoteRef:5] [5:  To be split in several smaller intermediate deliverables, if needed] 


		Month 24



		

		R.1.2. 20% increase in dwellings with broadband access of very high capacity

		Month 36



		

		R.1.3. 50% increase in dwellings with broadband access of very high capacity

		Month 44



		

		R.1.4. 75% increase in dwellings with broadband access of very high capacity

		Month 52



		

		R.1.5. 100% increase in dwellings with broadband access of very high capacity

		Month 60









		8. Total amount (including Union and national funding)

		To be defined by the Member States



		9. Adjustment(s) methods

		Due to the multiannual timeline of the framework set-up Member States can (the adjustment method is not mandatory but optional) envisage to take macro-economic indicators into account for adjustment.

Note: The adjustment method and calculation is defined by the MS, taking into account well-established adjustment methods such as the CPI, Construction producer price index or any other publicly available index or evidence-based methods.   



		10. Verification of the achievement of the result or condition (and where relevant, the intermediate deliverables): 

· Describe what document(s)/system will be used to verify the achievement of the result or condition (and where relevant, each of the intermediate deliverables); 

· describe how management verifications (including on-the-spot) will be carried out, and by whom; 

· describe what arrangements will be made to collect and store relevant data/documents.

		To verify the achievement of the conditions, result and intermediate deliverables, the following document(s)/system will be used: 

Condition 1

· (C.1.1) Decision / Act of the public authorities formally adopting the national or regional program for high connectivity

Result 1

· (R1.1) Signed grant agreements

· (R.1.2- R.1.5) Documentation certifying the increase in dwellings with broadband access of very high capacity

Based on the specific contents of the FNLC scheme and taking into account the specificities of the management and control system, the Member State will define the following aspects:

· The exact document(s)/system that will be used to verify the achievement of the result or condition (and where relevant, each of the intermediate deliverables).

· how management verifications (including on-the-spot) will be carried out, and by whom.

· The arrangements that will be made to collect and store relevant data/documents.

· The arrangements in place at the national level to get assurance on compliance with applicable law (public procurement and State aid).



		11. Use of grants in the form of financing not linked to costs 

Does the grant provided by Member State to beneficiaries take the form of financing not linked to costs? [Y/N] 

		Y 



Note

The grant provided to beneficiaries may take other forms than FNLC. However, it is strongly recommended to use the same form of reimbursement also towards beneficiaries.





		12. Arrangements to ensure the audit trail 

Please list the body(ies) responsible for these arrangements

		The responsible bodies for implementing and monitoring the FNLC scheme may vary depending on the specific Member State







2. [bookmark: _Toc198284805] Proposals for additional FNLC models

At the online focus group held on 6 May 2025, participants were invited to identify on policy areas, other than the three already covered - waste management and recycling, sustainable urban mobility, and digital connectivity - for additional FNLC models.

Participants suggested several areas where FNLC models could be relevant and beneficial, including:

· Transport infrastructure – construction of roads, motorways, bridges

· Capacity building – reinforcing the capacity and efficiency of public authorities and bodies, beneficiaries and relevant partners necessary for the effective administration and use of EU Funds

· Administration of Integrated Territorial Investments (ITI) or of other territorial strategies (under Policy Objective 5) 

· Research, Development and Innovation – supporting cooperation between public and private research organisations

· Renewable energy (e.g. solar energy)

· Healthcare system - improving the healthcare system, aiming at more accessible and better-quality services (e.g. increasing the number of available long-term care beds).

3. [bookmark: _Toc198284806]Key topics on FNLC to be addressed by the TN

Another key point of discussions at the online focus group was the identification of specific topics that the TN should address to support a wider and more effective use of FNLC in ERDF, CF, and JTF programmes during the current programming period.

Participants were invited to reflect on the main challenges, capacity needs, and areas where further clarification or exchange of practices could enhance the wider use of FNLC models by managing authorities.

The following topics were proposed for future TN discussions:

· Lessons learnt from implementation and audit, including experiences with management verifications and results of audits (conducted by Audit Authorities, DAC, ECA).

· Use of FNLC at lower level, sharing practical examples and identifying solutions to facilitate the use of FNLC also to reimburse beneficiaries.

· Planning and budgeting FNLC schemes: how to align financial allocations to conditions, results and relevant intermediate deliverables.

· Double funding, approaches to ensure absence of double funding when FNLC is used.

· Flexibility and mitigation of risks, how address possible delays or misalignments in FNLC schemes and how to mitigate the risk of not / partially achieving results. 

· FNLC and horizontal provisions, such as public procurement, State aid, data recording and storage (e.g. Annex XVII, data fields 23 and 24).

· Adjustment methods, (actual) added value of including adjustment methods in FNLC schemes.
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[bookmark: _Toc17964779][bookmark: _Toc198814772]Introduction

This dossier serves as the background document for the 20th meeting of DG REGIO Transnational Network (TN) on Simplification. It presents the main findings of the study titled “Study on the use of ERDF/CF common indicators by Member States in the 2021–2027 period and the possibility of using common indicators in a system of payments not based on costs.” The study has been carried out by a Consortium led by t33, in collaboration with three partners: CSIL Scrl, Spatial Foresight GmbH, and EPSEC EUROSTUDIES SP. Z O.O.

		

		

		











1

[bookmark: _Toc198814773]Study objectives and approach

The overall study aims to establish whether the ERDF/CF programme performance framework methodologies 2021-2027, or elements of them, could be used in a future system of “financing not linked to costs”. The purpose of the study can be unfolded into two different objectives. 

The first objective of the study is to assess the use of ERDF/CF common indicators in the 2021-2027 programming period. 

The second objective of the study is to assess whether the indicators could be used, partly, as indicators triggering payments within a framework of “financing not linked to costs”. 

To address these objectives, the methodological approach is divided into two stages:

· An analytical component, which includes both quantitative and qualitative analysis allowing to identify trends in the use of common indicators, as well as a comparative analysis with the milestones and targets of the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF) to further investigate the potential role of common indicators in a system of FNLC.

· An empirical component assessing the use of ERDF/CF common indicators within an FNLC system. Building on the results of previous analyses, common output and result indicators were tested in the FNLC context. 

This methodological approach was designed to effectively integrate the different analysis carried out by the study team on the common indicators. All the information collected provides a comprehensive assessment of the ERDF/CF common indicators, focusing on various attributes to determine whether the identified indicators are suitable for use and, if so, how (i.e., for which typology of investment action and at which stage in the intervention logic) within a FNLC framework.




[bookmark: _Toc182330735][bookmark: _Toc191309035]

[bookmark: _Toc198814774]Strengths and weaknesses of using ERDF/CF common indicators for FNLC 

This section outlines the main strengths and weaknesses of using ERDF/CF common indicators within an FNLC framework, as identified through the study’s analytical and empirical assessment.

 Table 1: Strengths and weaknesses of using common indicators and IAMs within a FNLC

		Strengths

		Weaknesses



		1. Reliability of the common indicator system

2. Methodological homogeneity and comparability among common indicators

3. Coverage and flexibility of the common indicator system

		1. Heterogeneity in indicator use

2. Complexity of result indicators

3. FNLC reimbursement flow







Weaknesses identified. There are three main weaknesses concerning the use of common indicators in the FNLC framework: 1) Heterogeneity in use, 2) Complexity of result indicators and 3) Challenges in application at upper and lower levels.

· Heterogeneity in use - Despite programme methodological documents[footnoteRef:2] adopting a coherent approach based on the European Commission Staff Working Document (SWD 2021/198) definitions and methodological references, they show high heterogeneity in indicator use, usually providing limited / no information on how programmes will collect information on result indicators and not specifying when or how the indicators will be measured. This may represent a main weakness for adopting the common indicators for a FNLC approach but also shows the wealth and variety of programme intervention logic under a common and robust general framework.  [2:  Following article 17 of the CPR, each programme has defined the methodology to establish the performance framework based on the SWD (2021) 198. This methodological document is key to explain the use and selection of common and programme-specific indicators, to describe the methodology for setting milestones and targets as well as to illustrate the intervention logic showing links between inputs (intervention fields), outputs (output indicators) and results (result indicators).] 


· A second challenge is particularly related to result indicators. Compared to output indicators, result indicators are generally more complex to measure and verify. They require ex-post tracking and robust monitoring systems, which can be resource-intensive and administratively burdensome. This necessitates the consideration of specific requirements and resource allocations at multiple levels (Commission, Programme)[footnoteRef:3].  [3:  This was also confirmed by consultations with experts from the DG REGIO Evaluation Network, who highlighted that monitoring direct result indicators is a key driver of increased workload under the current performance framework compared to the previous programming period.] 


· One of the challenges is related to using common indicators for the entire FNLC Reimbursement Flow (i.e., upper level and lower level) [footnoteRef:4]. More details:  [4:  The ESF Transnational Network Recommendation Paper on Financing Not Linked to Costs (European Commission – DG EMPL G.1, 2022) highlights that, to fully benefit from the advantages of FNLC (e.g., enhanced focus on policy objectives and results, simplification of certain administrative procedures), it is recommended that FNLC be applied at both levels. However, the analysis revealed that certain types of indicators are not suitable for use at the lower level: process-based common output indicators, Indicators that do not allow for intermediate deliverables at the lower level, coverage indicators] 


Process-based Common Output Indicators. Some indicators do not specifically measure a final output but rather a step in the process for achieving it (e.g., within the set of indicators analysed in this study RCO02 ‘Firms: Grant aided’, RCO05 ‘Firms: New Enterprises’, RCO14 ‘Digital: Public institutions supported for Digital’). These are not directly suitable for reimbursement at the lower level. 

Indicators that do not allow for intermediate deliverables at the lower level. Certain indicators, particularly those measuring additional capacity created by a project, such as incubation, energy production, waste management, broadband access, and energy storage (e.g., RCO15, RCO22, RCO34, RCO66, RCO67, RCO69)—as well as process-based common output indicators (RCO02, RCO05, RCO14), are not suitable for defining intermediate deliverables as conditions for reimbursement under the FNLC scheme. 

Coverage indicators often relying on statistical data. It was observed that the monitoring of some indicators measuring the population covered by the funded operation sometimes relies on statistical data rather than project reporting. This implies that programmes may assess the achievement of these indicators only at an aggregate level rather than tracking them at the level of individual operations. 

Many indicators are suitable for FNLC at the upper level but present challenges when applied at the lower level, leading to potential inconsistencies in financial flows and limiting the scope for administrative simplification.

Strengths Identified. The strengths identified in using common indicators within a FNLC framework are: 

1) Reliability. The common indicators are widely used in programming and are well-known among Managing Authorities, ensuring ease of implementation and administrative familiarity. Specifically, the indicators used in IAMs are among the most frequently utilized, making them familiar to Managing Authorities both in their application and definition (see also below points).

2) Methodological homogeneity and comparability. These indicators exhibit a certain degree of methodological homogeneity in the way they are designed and understood, enhancing comparability and facilitating aggregation across Member States. In other words, their consistent use and well-defined methodologies enable reliable data collection and reporting. This also emerged from consultations with the DG REGIO Evaluation Network, where it was noted that the 2021-2027 extended list of common indicators provides uniformity, facilitating evaluation at different levels (i.e., sectoral, national, regional). It also supports managing authorities and beneficiaries in implementing and managing actions through a common methodological approach.

3) Coverage and flexibility. Admitted common indicators are relevant and cover a wide range of investment actions, ensuring comprehensive programme monitoring. Cross-checking conducted through ex-post evaluations confirms that these indicators effectively cover most of the identified clusters of operations and policy areas, demonstrating their adaptability and broad applicability. In the consultation with the DG REGIO Evaluation Network, most experts expressed a positive view of the extended list of common indicators for 2021–2027. Many noted that, although it does not guarantee full thematic scope, it provides a sufficiently broad framework and reduces the need to resort to programme-specific indicators. It should also be noted that common indicators can be applied at various programme levels, as they are suitable for different degrees of granularity—for instance, to support the reimbursement of an entire specific objective or a more narrowly defined intervention (i.e., operation). This flexibility is particularly relevant in light of ongoing discussions, addressed also during the workshop with some DG REGIO TN members, regarding the most appropriate level at which to apply FNLC schemes, to ensure both the accuracy of the scheme and the coverage of a significant portion of programmes’ budget.

Based on the above strengths, ERDF/CF common indicators address the weaknesses identified by the European Court of Auditors (ECA) in relation to the RRF model. The analysis finds that almost all the indicators considered can contribute to addressing the ECA’s specific remarks to RRF’s milestones and targets. Overall, unlike the RRF model—where the ECA observed that milestones and targets were often based on inputs or outputs—ERDF/CF common indicators provide a more robust basis for performance measurement. Finally, the variety of common result indicators allows also for a more effective assessment of interventions and their actual contribution to overarching policy goals.







[bookmark: _Toc198814775]Potential use of ERDF/CF common indicators with a FNLC framework

This section presents the rationale behind the definition of a shortlist of ERDF/CF common indicators most suitable for triggering payments and explains how different indicators were combined to cover various investment actions and to develop preliminary milestones and targets for FNLC schemes.

[bookmark: _Toc198814776]Selection of the most suitable ERDF/CF COMMON INDICATOR

The selection of indicators most suitable for use in FNLC schemes followed a four steps process:

a) Quantitative analysis, based on the following criteria:

· Frequency: how often each indicator is used across adopted programmes.

· Relevance: the financial significance of each indicator, measured by the volume of budget it monitors. Indicators were considered relevant if they were associated with substantial financial allocations.

· Consistency: the extent to which programmes with similar financial allocations have set comparable target values for the same indicator.

This analysis led to the identification of 43 indicators for further assessment.

b) Qualitative analysis, aimed at evaluating:

· The methodological coherence of the selected indicators with EC guidance.

· Their homogeneity, i.e. the extent to which each indicator corresponds to a uniform category of investment action (granularity) and follows a consistent approach to target setting.

c) Comparative analysis, which analysed how the selected indicators align with the milestones and targets used under the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF).

e) Finally, an admissibility check was carried out, integrating the results of the quantitative, qualitative, and comparative analyses. 

[image: ]

The outcome was a final list of indicators considered reliable and with potential for use in FNLC schemes. (See table below.) 

Table 2 Shortlist of ERDF/CF common indicators

		PO

		Common output indicators

		Common result indicators



		1 

		RCO02 Enterprises supported with grants 

RCO05 New enterprises supported 

RCO06 Researchers working in supported research facilities 

RCO14 Public enterprises supported to digitise their products and services 

RCO41 additional households with broadband access of very high capacity 

RCO15 Firms: Capacity of incubation created



		RCR01 Jobs created in supported entities 

RCR03 RTDI: SMEs introducing product or process innovation 

RCR102 RTDI: New researchers 

RCR11 Digital: Users of new and upgraded public digital services 

RCR17 Firms: New enterprises surviving in the market 

RCR18 Firms: SMEs using incubator services 

RCR53 Digital: Dwellings with broadband to very high-capacity network



		2 

		RCO18 Energy: Dwellings with improved energy performance 

RCO19 Energy: Public buildings with improved energy performance 

RCO22 Energy: Renewable energy capacity 

RCO25 Climate: Flood protection newly built or consolidated 

RCO30 Water: Length of pipes for public water supply 

RCO34 Circular: Additional capacity for waste recycling 

RCO37 Env: Surface of Natura 2000 sites 

RCO58 Urban Trans: Dedicated cycling infrastructure supported 

RCO36 Env: Green infrastructure supported for other purposes than adaptation to climate change

RCO57 Urban Trans: rolling stock for public transport

		RCR26 Energy: Annual primary energy consumption 

RCR29 Climate: Estimated GHG emissions 

RCR32 Energy: Renewable energy capacity 

RCR41 Water: Population with improved water supply 

RCR63 Urban Trans: Annual users of tram and metro lines 

RCR64 Urban Trans: Annual users of cycling infrastructure 

RCR47 Waste recycled	

RCR95 Env: Pop. with access to green infrastructure

RCR35 Population benefiting from flood protection



		3

		RCO47 Rail: Length of new or upgraded rail - TEN-T

RCO49 Rail: Length of rail reconstructed or modernised - TEN-T

		RCR58 Rail Annual users railways



		4

		RCO67 Education: Classroom capacity of education facilities 

RCO69 Health: Capacity of health care facilities 

RCO66 Education: Classroom capacity of childcare facilities

		RCR71 Education: Annual users of education facilities 

RCR73 Health: Annual users of health care facilities 

RCR70 Education: Annual users of childcare facilities



		5 

		RCO74 Population covered in integrated territorial development 

		RCR77 Visitors of cultural and tourism sites









[bookmark: _Toc198814777]Common indicator’s application to fnlc schemes

Taking into account the results of the previous analyses and the admissibility assessment, i.e. the list of admitted indicators, common output and result indicators were combined with process indicators from the RRF to reflect the full intervention logic of different investment actions and to serve as potential milestones and targets within a possible FNLC scheme.

The investment actions describe the various types of interventions funded under the ERDF and CF and were defined for each specific objective. Their identification was based on Annex I of the CPR (intervention fields), the correspondence table from the Cohesion Data Platform, and a textual analysis of programme actions.

This process led to the development of the Investment Action Matrices (IAM), which are intended as a starting model to be further refined into potential FNLC schemes for each specific objective and corresponding investment action.

The overall logic of the IAM is based on the following criteria:

a) Balanced risk allocation: there must be a balance between the risks borne by the principal (Commission) and the agent (Member States). To achieve this, conditions and results should be distributed throughout the entire intervention cycle, from inception to the display of results. This proportional allocation of risk ensures fairness and accountability across all levels of implementation.

b) Comprehensive lifecycle coverage: conditions and results spanning the entire operation lifecycle support a regular financial flow and act as an effective monitoring system, providing early warnings in case of difficulties. Concentrating conditions and results predominantly at the end of the cycle would hinder timely financial disbursements and fail to prevent potential major failures in the intervention.

c) Distinct conditions and results: conditions and results should represent different stages of the operation to avoid overlap. This separation ensures proportional risk allocation and supports both financial stability and timely monitoring, as described in points (a) and (b).

d) Focus on results: indicators must relate to results, addressing the main concerns of the ECA and justifying the adoption of the FNLC system. If results are not adequately addressed, alternative delivery mechanisms (e.g., real costs or SCOs) may be more efficient.

e) Avoiding excessive information burden: to reduce administrative complexity, the design incorporates three indicators for four stages of the intervention: the intermediate deliverable and the third result/condition share the same output indicator. At any stage requiring payment, only one condition/result and its corresponding indicator are used, minimizing information requests and reducing ambiguity or uncertainty.

The IAMs were cross-checked with the outcomes of Work Package 2 from the ex-post evaluation. The analysis revealed significant overlap between the IAMs and the clusters of operations commonly used in the previous programming period. This alignment confirms the relevance and applicability of the IAMs, ensuring they are grounded in historical implementation patterns and effectively address continuity and consistency in programme design and delivery.

[bookmark: _Toc191318483]Figure 1. Overall logic underpinning the investment action matrices
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Source: Consortium own elaboration 

Each IAM includes:

· a process indicator, as its achievement is linked to an administrative, procedural, or institutional accomplishment. Since the 2021–2027 period does not explicitly define process indicators, we draw on the experience of the RRF and the 2014–2020 ESIF programming period. A process indicator is a specific type of metric that measures the extent, quality, or efficiency of activities performed during the programme. It focuses on the actions taken or processes implemented to deliver the investment action, rather than the final outputs or results. Process indicators are instrumental in tracking progress during the implementation phase, offering insights into the effectiveness and efficiency of the project or programme's execution.  For the purpose of the first result/ condition, the indicators should signal that the administrative process of delivery has commenced, which might be related to the selection process or the completion of a specific procedural stage (e.g., approval of preliminary planning, publication of public procurement calls). They are not part of the common indicator set, but to provide a robust framework for FNLC, they are important and practical: They are widely used in Cohesion policy and thus well-known. They are systematically used in the NRRP as initial milestones; 

· an output indicator (as a proxy of intermediate delivery), as they are tied to the delivery of the operation and its outputs

· A result indicator, acting as a proxy for the operation’s goal. This ensures alignment with the intervention's intended outcomes.

Furthermore, in some cases, multiple IAMs are provided for the same investment action because different combinations of indicators can be considered. The best solutions for each investment action, including indicators that achieved the highest scores in the admissibility assessment and/or which are the most frequently used for that type of investment actions, are presented as the first-choice option. However, a series of second-choice options are also included, featuring alternative indicators. These alternative indicators were found to be less suitable for use in a performance-based system.

Some examples of IAM developed are provided below.



Table 3: Examples of IAM for PO 1

		Investment Action

		Related SO

		Indicator 1

(input/process indicator)

		Indicator 2

(Common output indicator)

		Indicator 3

(Common result indicator)

		Option



		Skills, advanced support and incubation

		1.1

		Publication of the call for proposals to deliver the grant or service scheme

		RCO02 - Firms: Grant aided

		RCR03 - RTDI: SMEs introducing product or process innovation

		First-choice option



		R&I cooperation and technological transfer

		1.1

		Publication of the call for proposals to deliver the grant or service scheme

		RCO02 - Firms: Grant aided

		RCR03 - RTDI: SMEs introducing product or process innovation

		First-choice option 



		R&I cooperation and technological transfer

		1.1

		Publication of the call for proposals to deliver the grant or service scheme

		RCO02 - Firms: Grant aided

		RCR102 - RTDI: New researchers

		Second-choice option



		R&I in enterprises

		1.1

		Publication of the call for proposals to deliver the grant or service scheme

		RCO02 - Firms: Grant aided

		RCR102 - RTDI: New researchers

		First-choice option



		R&I in enterprises

		1.1

		Publication of the call for proposals to deliver the grant or service scheme

		RCO02 - Firms: Grant aided

		RCR03 - RTDI: SMEs introducing product or process innovation

		Second-choice option



		E-government

		1.2

		Awarding of the public procurement contract

		RCO14 - Digital: Public institutions supported for Digital

		RCR11 - Digital: users of new and upgraded public digital services

		First-choice option



		E-inclusion

		1.2

		Awarding of the public procurement contract

		RCO14 - Digital: Public institutions supported for Digital

		RCR11 - Digital: users of new and upgraded public digital services

		First-choice option



		E-health

		1.2

		Awarding of the public procurement contract

		RCO14 - Digital: Public institutions supported for Digital

		RCR11 - Digital: users of new and upgraded public digital services

		First-choice option



		Digital connectivity

		1.2

		Awarding of the public procurement contract

		RCO14 - Digital: Public institutions supported for Digital

		RCR11 - Digital: users of new and upgraded public digital services

		First-choice option



		Business development and support

		1.3

		Publication of the call for proposals to deliver the grant or service scheme

		RCO02 - Firms: Grant aided

		RCR01 - Jobs created in supported entities

		First-choice option



		Business development and support

		1.3

		Publication of the call for proposals to deliver the grant or service scheme

		RCO05 - Firms: New Enterprises

		RCR01 - Jobs created in supported entities

		Second-choice option



		Circular economy

		1.3

		Publication of the call for proposals to deliver the grant or service scheme

		RCO02 - Firms: Grant aided

		RCR01 - Jobs created in supported entities

		First-choice option



		Innovation and cooperation

		1.3

		Publication of the call for proposals to deliver the grant or service scheme

		RCO02 - Firms: Grant aided

		RCR01 - Jobs created in supported entities

		First-choice option



		Entrepreneurship and SME survival

		1.3

		Publication of the call for proposals to deliver the grant or service scheme

		RCO02 - Firms: Grant aided

		RCR01 - Jobs created in supported entities

		First-choice option



		Digital connectivity

		1.5

		Awarding of the public procurement contract

		RCO 41 - Digital: Add. dwellings with broadband of v high capacity

		RCR 53 - Digital: Dwellings with broadband to vhc network

		First-choice option





: 

Table 4 Examples of IAM for PO 2

		Investment Action

		Related SO

		Indicator 1

(input/process indicator)

		Indicator 2

(Common output indicator)

		Indicator 3

(Common result indicator)

		Option



		Energy efficiency in enterprises

		2.1

		Publication of the call for proposals to deliver the grant or service scheme

		RCO02 - Firms: Grant aided

		RCR26 - Energy: Annual primary energy consumption

		First-choice option



		Energy efficiency in enterprises

		2.1

		Publication of the call for proposals to deliver the grant or service scheme

		RCO02 - Firms: Grant aided

		RCR29 - Climate: Estimated GHG emissions

		Second-choice option



		Energy efficiency in housing

		2.1

		Publication of the call for proposals to deliver the grant or service scheme

		RCO18 - Energy: Dwellings with improved energy performance

		RCR26 - Energy: Annual primary energy consumption

		First-choice option



		Energy efficiency in housing

		2.1

		Awarding of the public procurement contract

		RCO18 - Energy: Dwellings with improved energy performance

		RCR29 - Climate: Estimated GHG emissions

		Second-choice option



		Energy efficiency in public infrastructure

		2.1

		Awarding of the public procurement contract

		RCO19 - Energy: Public buildings with improved energy performance

		RCR26 - Energy: Annual primary energy consumption

		First-choice option



		Energy efficiency in public infrastructure

		2.1

		Awarding of the public procurement contract

		RCO19 - Energy: Public buildings with improved energy performance

		RCR29 - Climate: Estimated GHG emissions

		Second-choice option



		Renewable energy (solar, wind biomass, other)

		2.2

		Publication of the call for proposals to deliver the grant or service scheme / Awarding of the public procurement contract

		RCO22 - Renewable Energy Capacity

		RCR29 - Estimated GHG Emission

		First-choice option



		Nature and biodiversity protection

		2.7

		Awarding of the public procurement contract

		RCO36 - Env: Green infrastructure (not related to climate change)

		RCR95 - Env: Pop. with access to green infrastructure

		First-choice option



		Clean urban Transport

		2.8

		Awarding of the public procurement contract

		RCO57 - Urban Trans: rolling stock for public transport

		RCR29 - Climate: Estimated GHG emissions

		First-choice option
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Table 5: Examples of IAM for PO3

		Investment Action

		Related SO

		Indicator 1

(input/process indicator)

		Indicator 2

(Common output indicator)

		Indicator 3

(Common result indicator)

		Option



		Railway

		3.1

		Awarding of the public procurement contract

		RCO49 - Rail: Length of rail reconstructed or modernised - TEN-T

		RCR58 - Road: Annual users railways

		First-choice option



		Railway

		3.1

		Publication of the call for proposals to deliver the grant or service scheme

		RCO47 - Rail: Length of new or upgraded rail - TEN-T

		RCR58 - Road: Annual users railways

		Second-choice option
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Table 6: Exampeles of  IAM for PO 4

		Investment Action

		Related SO

		Indicator 1

(input/process indicator)

		Indicator 2

(Common output indicator)

		Indicator 3

(Common result indicator)

		Option



		Infrastructure for primary and secondary education

		4.2

		Awarding of the public procurement contract

		RCO67 - Education: Classroom capacity of education facilities

		RCR71 - Education: Annual users of education facilities

		First-choice option



		Infrastructure for tertiary education

		4.2

		Awarding of the public procurement contract

		RCO67 - Education: Classroom capacity of education facilities

		RCR71 - Education: Annual users of education facilities

		First-choice option



		Infrastructure for vocational education

		4.2

		Awarding of the public procurement contract

		RCO67 - Education: Classroom capacity of education facilities

		RCR71 - Education: Annual users of education facilities

		First-choice option









[bookmark: _Toc198814778]Conditions for the effective use of common indicators in a future FNLC system

Taking into account the weaknesses and strengths described in section 1, certain conditions can maximize the opportunities offered by using common indicators in an FNLC context while also addressing specific deficiencies. These conditions relate to:

1) Using common indicators in combination. Common indicators, when used in isolation, are often insufficient to provide comprehensive information or to effectively express the intervention logic. The proposed IAMs offer a structured approach to combining multiple indicators, thereby enhancing the coherence and reliability of the intervention logic. This ensures a more comprehensive performance measurement framework. IAMs are specifically designed to represent the entire lifecycle of an intervention, from inception to completion, thereby balancing the different risks associated with each stakeholder involved. This approach leverages the flexibility and broad coverage of common indicators while mitigating issues related to heterogeneity. A key feature of IAMs is their foundation on systematic integration of process, output, and result indicators. This integration provides a clear narrative from inputs to impacts, ensuring that the intervention logic is transparent and traceable. By using IAMs, it becomes possible to maximize the potential of common indicators while addressing the limitations that arise when they are used in isolation.

2) Adjusting the common indicator design for FNLC compatibility. The common indicator systems for the ERDF, CF, and JTF, as detailed in the Commission Staff Working Document (SWD 2021/198), were initially developed for programming and monitoring purposes, rather than for facilitating payments under FNLC schemes. While the SWD provides metadata on the characteristics and intended use of the indicators, it does not always fully align with the requirements of FNLC schemes. This misalignment presents several challenges, particularly concerning their application in financial flow. Specifically, the analysis identified the following limitations: 

a. Aggregation issues. Indicators such as RCO02, RCO04, RCO05, RCR03, RCO14, and RCR17 present aggregation challenges due to existing methodological rules. According to the guidance ‘double counting is removed at the level of the specific objective,’ which means a beneficiary is counted only once, regardless of multiple supports received under the same specific objective. However, under FNLC, payments must reflect each instance of support. For example, under RCO02 (Enterprises supported with grants), each grant awarded to a beneficiary under the same specific objective should be counted separately to support payment. This discrepancy between aggregation rules and payment requirements necessitates adjustments in the existing indicator framework for better alignment with FNLC mechanisms. The risk of double counting also emerges when using multiple indicators in combination, especially if they are linked to the same intervention logic but measured at different stages or levels (e.g., output and result indicators). 

b. Timing of data collection. The SWD does not always consistently specify when data should be collected for certain indicators, particularly result indicators. This requires Managing Authorities to determine the exact timing of indicator measurement within the timeframe indicated in the SWD. This needs to be considered in order to align payment timelines with performance achievements under FNLC schemes. For example, it is not always clear whether data should be collected within one year of completing an output, upon intervention completion, or at another stage. This issue is particularly relevant for indicators under SO 2.1, such as the output indicators RCO18 (Dwellings with improved energy performance), RCO19 (Public buildings with improved energy performance), and the result indicator RCR26 (Annual primary energy consumption), all of which measure achievements “upon completion of output and issuance of the energy performance certificate”. However, it is worth noting that SWD metadata for RCR26 indicates that ‘the baseline refers to the annual primary energy consumption before the intervention, and the achieved value refers to the annual primary energy consumption for the year after the intervention’. This implies that if used together in an FNLC scheme, the output and result of a given operation can potentially be based on the same type documentation (i.e., the energy performance certificate). Therefore, when developing the conditions of the FNLC scheme, further clarification regarding the timing of achievement should be provided, without relying entirely on the indicator specifications. Overall, to enable a more streamlined use of common indicators in the post-2027 period, revisions to the indicator definitions and/or adjustments to the legal framework may be required to better align measurement timelines with payment processes[footnoteRef:5]. [5:  During the workshop with members of the DG REGIO Transnational Network on Simplification, other critical points were raised concerning the timing of result indicator measurement specified in the (SWD 2021/198). A separate but related challenge discussed was the misalignment between the point in time when common result indicators become available and the payment calendar, which may hinder their use for disbursement. In particular, most common result indicators are defined as being measured one year after the operation’s completion, often beyond the end of the eligibility period. As a result, the final payment may only be made once the operation has already been closed.] 


c. Challenges with specific indicators combination. in the IAMs, for skills development and R&I actions, combining RCO02 (Enterprises supported with grants) and RCR03 (SMEs introducing product or process innovation) was suggested. However, RCO02 covers all enterprises, while RCR03 is limited to SMEs, leading to potential inconsistencies in data aggregation and interpretation. To effectively use these indicators in FNLC schemes, it is necessary to ensure that the scope and definitions are harmonized, and adjustments are made to reflect the correct beneficiary categories. 

Therefore, for common indicators’ FNLC application, it is recommended: 

i. The existing indicator framework should be adjusted to better align with FNLC payment mechanisms, particularly concerning aggregation rules and timing of measurement achieved.

ii. The timing of data collection and the issuance of supporting documentation should be explicitly defined, especially for energy efficiency and renewable energy indicators.

iii. When using multiple indicators in combination, clear guidelines should be established to prevent double counting and to maintain consistency in financial flows.

iv. Consideration should be given to developing additional qualitative intermediate deliverables to bridge the gap between output completion and final result achievement, ensuring smoother financial flows in FNLC schemes.

3) Considering monitoring of indicators as an additional (eligible) cost.  The monitoring of indicators under the ERDF/CF, especially result indicators, poses certain challenges. In the context of FNLC schemes, these challenges can impact payments and should therefore be carefully addressed. In particular, with the adoption of FNLC, monitoring activities will be intensified and extended to a broader range of staff within managing authorities and beneficiaries, who are not accustomed to carrying out these tasks, as they were traditionally confined to the realm of evaluation. One of the main difficulties for managing authorities in tracking the progress and achievement of indicators is obtaining responses from beneficiaries, as they may no longer be actively engaged with the programme or may not prioritise providing the requested information. In the case of FNLC, while the fact that payment is linked to the achievement of predefined conditions under FNLC schemes can encourage engagement, challenges may still arise. Beneficiaries may not have systems in place for effective monitoring, and the process requires dedicated resources and expertise, adding further complexity. [footnoteRef:6] Unlike output indicators, which can be measured immediately upon project completion, result indicators typically require tracking changes over time, making the process even more demanding. In some cases, specialised expertise may be necessary to ensure accurate. data monitoring and reporting. These requirements place an additional burden on beneficiaries, who may not be accustomed to conducting post-implementation monitoring. In some cases, meeting these obligations may even necessitate further investments. For instance, tracking the achievement of ‘RCR64 – Annual users of cycling infrastructure’ would require installing user-counting devices once the infrastructure is completed or using existing ones. Given these constraints, considering the costs related to indicator monitoring as eligible expenditures within FNLC schemes could help ensure data quality, reduce the pressure on beneficiaries, and support effective data collection for programmes. [6:  This emerged also from the consultation with experts from the DG REGIO Evaluation Network, where 66% of respondents identified difficulties in collecting data from beneficiaries as one of the main challenges in implementing the novelties of the 2021–2027 monitoring system. Responses pointed to increased complexity, the need for measurement tools capable of capturing the relevant indicators, and the need to manage data collection methods appropriately. Experts also noted that project owners often require training or must outsource services to meet monitoring obligations.] 


4) Enhanced verification mechanisms. Using common indicators for FNLC schemes requires refined monitoring, reporting and control processes. This necessitates robust verification methods on both sides—the Commission and Member States—and involves a significant shift not only in control techniques but also in the auditors' mindset. Verifying results is fundamentally different from auditing certified expenditures. 

5) Setting up of suitable adjustment mechanisms. Currently, Article 95 CPR, which regulates the use of FNLC, provides for methods to adjust amounts. However, this only applies to cost-related elements of the FNLC scheme. To make the use of indicators more effective, it is also important to allow for the adjustment of targets without requiring a full programme amendment. A formalised and efficient method for target adjustment is therefore needed, along with streamlined programme amendment procedures.

6) Enhanced programming capacities. The effective implementation of common indicators in the context of FNLC schemes calls for reinforced programming capacities across both Managing Authorities and the European Commission. This implies also the ability to clearly define roles and responsibilities throughout the entire project lifecycle, ensuring transparency, accountability, and consistent interpretation of indicator-based requirements. Two core technical dimensions are involved:

a. Objective verification of indicator performance: the factors influencing the performance of common indicators must be clearly identified and verified using objective criteria. This includes both internal and, more importantly, external factors that can significantly influence indicator outcomes (i.e., this will ensure the design of a solid adjustment method).

b. Enhanced programming capacity: identifying and verifying these influencing factors require advanced programming capacity, which may not be fully developed within all Programme Authorities. Similarly, the capacity to assess these factors within the European Commission's services may require additional investment in capacity building and guidance.

7) Designing FNLC through common indicators as a collaborative and adaptive programming approach. The design of FNLC through common indicators should be approached as a comprehensive programming exercise, where the Programme Authority carefully crafts the intervention logic with a clear focus on specific intervention types and policy objectives. This approach necessitates explicit articulation of the intended outcomes and anticipated challenges. This design process serves as a structured dialogue between the principal (European Commission) and the agent (Member States), fostering a transparent exchange of reciprocal objectives, strategies for achieving them, and the recognition of potential challenges or external factors that may impact target achievement. Rather than being perceived as a rigid contractual obligation or merely a means of administrative simplification, FNLC should be viewed as a flexible, incremental, and learning-oriented process aimed at achieving results. It encourages a dynamic partnership where both the Commission and Member States are actively engaged in pursuing shared cohesion policy goals. This perspective was also supported during the workshop on the implications of using common indicators, where participants emphasised that, when negotiating at programme level, it is not necessary to define a precise combination of indicators for each investment type. Instead, the programme should be considered as a whole, adopting a balanced configuration in which some elements are adequately captured by result indicators while others remain underpinned by output indicators. In this sense, the focus should not be on identifying a 'perfect' set of indicators for each FNLC scheme, but rather on the coherence and adaptability of the programme architecture as a whole.
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[bookmark: _Toc191397811]Background

At the 20th meeting of DG REGIO Transnational Network on Simplification (TN), that will be held in Tallinn on 5 and 6 June 2025, four sessions will be dedicated to discuss about the use of ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in Financing Not Linked to Costs (FNLC) schemes, based on the EC study on the ‘use of ERDF/CF common indicators by Member States in the 2021-2027 period and possibility of using common indicators in a system of payments not based on costs’’: 

· Session II.3 – EC study on common indicators and payments not based on costs. Presenting the results of the EC study on the ‘use of ERDF/CF common indicators by Member States in the 2021-2027 period and possibility of using common indicators in a system of payments not based on costs’. 

· Session II.4 – Introducing the world café on ‘Common indicators and FNLC’. Presenting the rationale and functioning of the world café session and the outcomes of the multi-country workshop held in conjunction with the TN meeting.

· Session II.5 – World café on Common indicators and FNLC (part 1 & 2). Participants are invited to discuss, in a world café session, about 3 main topics related to the use of ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in FNLC schemes, taking into account the EC study on “the use of ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators by Member States in the 2021-2027 period and possibility of using common indicators in a system of payments not based on costs”. In particular, the sessions will serve to address the discussion points included in the instructions for the world café, presented in this note. 

· Session II.6 – Panel discussion on ‘Common indicators and FNLC’. The outcomes of the world café session are reported back and discussed in plenary. The rationale of this session is to develop proposals for further discussions and actions to facilitate the use of common indicators in FNLC schemes under ERDF/CF/JTF programmes.

This note presents the instructions for the world café session that will be held at the TN meeting. 

		[image: Immagine che contiene nero, oscurità

Descrizione generata automaticamente]In preparation for the meeting, TN members are kindly invited to:

· Read the instructions for the world café presented in the following section of this background note, which include also the questions to be addressed by participants during the world café.

· Consult the background document presenting the results of the EC study on the ‘use of ERDF/CF common indicators by Member States in the 2021-2027 period and possibility of using common indicators in a system of payments not based on costs’ (see background document for session II.3).

· Reflect on how to address the questions included in the instructions below.










[bookmark: _Annex_1_–][bookmark: _Instructions_for_the][bookmark: _Toc191397812]Instructions for the world café session

At the 20th meeting of the TN, participants will be invited to discuss in a world café (session II.5 of the meeting agenda) a set of topics related to the use of common indicators within FNLC schemes, based on the results of the EC study related to ‘the use of ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators by Member States in the 2021-2027 period and possibility of using common indicators in a system of payments not based on costs`. 

In particular, participants will be invited to discuss about the following (3) key topics and related discussion points:

A. Topic A: Advantages, issues and solutions relevant for the use of ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in FNLC schemes in the current programming period.

Thinking about the use of the common indicators within FNLC schemes for ERDF/CF/JTF programmes in this programming period (as defined in the Common Provisions Regulation and in the Commission Staff Working Document), please identify:

1. The advantages that could be linked to the use of ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators.

2. The issues that should be addressed when using ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in FNLC schemes.

3. The possible solutions that could be considered to overcome the identified issues.

B. Topic B: ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators to be considered for FNLC schemes.

Looking at the shortlist of ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators provided in the background document, please indicate which indicators are most suitable for use in FNLC scheme. In particular, groups are invited to consider:

1. Output indicators

2. Result indicators

3. Combinations of output and result indicators.

C. Topic C: Proposals to facilitate the use of ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in a possible performance-based delivery model post-2027.

1. Taking into account the EC study on “the use of ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators by Member States in the 2021-2027 period and possibility of using common indicators in a system of payments not based on costs”, what proposals would you suggest to facilitate the use of ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in post-2027 programming?

The purpose of the world café is to develop proposals for further discussions and actions to facilitate the use of common indicators in FNLC schemes under ERDF/CF/JTF programmes.

The world café will be organised as follows: 

· The world café is built around the 3 main topics of discussions (A-C).

· Participants will be divided into 12 groups. The composition of the groups will be circulated before the meeting. 

· All groups will have the opportunity to discuss all (3) main topics of discussions. The topics will be addressed in 3 parallel rounds. Approximately 30-35 minutes will be available for each topic of discussion (round). 

· The discussion will be supported by 12 facilitators (four for each of the 3 topics). The facilitators will join the groups to introduce the topics and the discussion points presented above. The facilitators will then collect the replies from the group on all discussion points. At the end of each round, the facilitators will rotate and will join another table. By the end of the world café session, each facilitator should have joined 3 tables. 

· The schedule for the rounds of discussion, indicating the topics that will be addressed by each group in each round, is presented in Table 1.

The outcomes of the world café session (i.e. the proposals identified by the groups and collected by the facilitators) will be reported back and discussed in plenary within the first session of Day 2 (i.e. session II.6 of the meeting agenda – from 9:30 to 10:30 on 6th June). The rationale of this session is to develop proposals for further discussions and actions to facilitate the use of common indicators in FNLC schemes under ERDF/CF/JTF programmes.
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[bookmark: Table1]Table 1 - Schedule for the rounds of discussions

		

		Rounds of discussions



		Group

		First round

14:45 - 15:20

		Second round

15:40 - 16:15

		Third round

16:15 - 16:45



		1

		Topic A

Advantages, issues and solutions for ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in FNLC schemes in 2021-2027

Facilitator Agnese Abula (LV)

		Topic C

Proposals for the use of ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in a possible performance-based delivery model post-2027

Facilitator Patricia Borges (PT)

		Topic B

 ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators to be considered for FNLC schemes 

Facilitator Suzana Catut (RO)



		2

		Topic B

 ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators to be considered for FNLC schemes 

Facilitator Suzana Catut (RO)

		Topic A

Advantages, issues and solutions for ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in FNLC schemes in 2021-2027

Facilitator Agnese Abula (LV)

		Topic C

Proposals for the use of ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in a possible performance-based delivery model post-2027

Facilitator Patricia Borges (PT)



		3

		Topic C

Proposals for the use of ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in a possible performance-based delivery model post-2027

Facilitator Patricia Borges (PT)

		Topic B

 ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators to be considered for FNLC schemes 

Facilitator Suzana Catut (RO)

		Topic A

Advantages, issues and solutions for ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in FNLC schemes in 2021-2027

Facilitator Agnese Abula (LV)



		4

		Topic A

Advantages, issues and solutions for ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in FNLC schemes in 2021-2027

Facilitator Anu Alber (EE)

		Topic C

Proposals for the use of ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in a possible performance-based delivery model post-2027

Facilitator Katri Targama (EE)

		Topic B

 ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators to be considered for FNLC schemes 

Facilitator Maria Preventa (EL)



		5

		Topic B

 ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators to be considered for FNLC schemes 

Facilitator Maria Preventa (EL)

		Topic A

Advantages, issues and solutions for ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in FNLC schemes in 2021-2027

Facilitator Anu Alber (EE)

		Topic C

Proposals for the use of ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in a possible performance-based delivery model post-2027

Facilitator Katri Targama (EE)



		6

		Topic C

Proposals for the use of ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in a possible performance-based delivery model post-2027

Facilitator Katri Targama (EE)

		Topic B

 ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators to be considered for FNLC schemes 

Facilitator Maria Preventa (EL)

		Topic A

Advantages, issues and solutions for ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in FNLC schemes in 2021-2027

Facilitator Anu Alber (EE)



		7

		Topic A

Advantages, issues and solutions for ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in FNLC schemes in 2021-2027

Facilitator Morana Gojević (HR)

		Topic C

Proposals for the use of ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in a possible performance-based delivery model post-2027

Facilitator Diana Obiziuc (RO)

		Topic B

 ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators to be considered for FNLC schemes 

Facilitator Ingrid Mangulson (EE)



		8

		Topic B

 ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators to be considered for FNLC schemes 

Facilitator Ingrid Mangulson (EE)

		Topic A

Advantages, issues and solutions for ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in FNLC schemes in 2021-2027

Facilitator Morana Gojević (HR)

		Topic C

Proposals for the use of ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in a possible performance-based delivery model post-2027

Facilitator Diana Obiziuc (RO)



		9

		Topic C

Proposals for the use of ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in a possible performance-based delivery model post-2027

Facilitator Diana Obiziuc (RO)

		Topic B

 ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators to be considered for FNLC schemes 

Facilitator Ingrid Mangulson (EE)

		Topic A

Advantages, issues and solutions for ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in FNLC schemes in 2021-2027

Facilitator Morana Gojević (HR)



		10

		Topic A

Advantages, issues and solutions for ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in FNLC schemes in 2021-2027

Facilitator Alja Dražumerič (SI)

		Topic C

Proposals for the use of ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in a possible performance-based delivery model post-2027

Facilitator Grega Pirš (SI)

		Topic B

 ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators to be considered for FNLC schemes 

Facilitator Milena Penevska (BG)



		11

		Topic B

 ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators to be considered for FNLC schemes 

Facilitator Milena Penevska (BG)

		Topic A

Advantages, issues and solutions for ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in FNLC schemes in 2021-2027

Facilitator Alja Dražumerič (SI)

		Topic C

Proposals for the use of ERDF/CF/JTF common indicators in a possible performance-based delivery model post-2027
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[bookmark: _Toc168906260]Introduction

This note presents 14 case reports on practices developed by ERDF/CF authorities to carry out risk-based management verifications (RBMV). 

The case reports aim to:

· Disseminate information on how RBMV have been set up in ERDF/CF and JTF programmes.

· Build knowledge on RBMV through practical examples and facilitate mainstreaming of successful practices.

The case reports are primarily aimed at representatives of ERDF/CF/JTF authorities and stakeholders across Europe. 

The structure of the case reports includes the following sections: 

1. How the risk-based model was developed

2. Risk factors

3. Main aspects of the risk-based model

4. Usage of risk-based model

5. Revision and update of the risk-based model

6. Good practices

7. Not-so-good practices

8. Tools

9. Level of automatization

10. Involvement of the Audit Authority

11. Good practice provided by the Audit Authority.
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		1. [bookmark: _Toc134379797]How the risk-based model was developed



		Please indicate briefly background for the risk-based model - whether data from previous programming period was analysed or risk factors were proposed by MA/IB/AA; did you use AA tools for risk assessment or expert judgement? Etc.



		In Hungary the management of EU funds is the responsibility of the minister for regional development. Since September 1st, 2024, the work organisation of the minister is the National Development Centre (NDC).   

Within NDC, the Regulatory Department for Development Policy (Regulatory Department), successor of Central Coordination Department, is responsible for the national legal framework (in form of a government decree) of EU funds, overseeing the Managing Authorities and providing the IT system.

The legal framework of risk-based management verifications used for payment claims is set in the abovementioned government decree, stating that in the 2021-2027 programming period Managing Authorities (MAs) verify costs with a risk-based methodology elaborated in accordance with the guidance of the Central Coordination Department. 

Central Coordination Department issued its guidance to the MAs in June 2022. The Hungarian system of risk-based management verifications was developed by Central Coordination Department and not by the MAs themselves, although inputs of the MAs were asked for and used during this process. The MAs predominantly made suggestions regarding the risk factors, i.e.: the number of risk factors in the pool and the type and content of the risk factors. 

The methodology was thoroughly discussed with the Audit Authority (AA) and the AA’s suggestions were mostly taken into consideration.

In NDC the Department of Strategy also joined in the development of the risk-based model and this department works together with the MAs applying the model in practice.



The government decree also states that on-the-spot controls are to be carried out based on a risk-based method. (On-the-spot controls had been done this way in the programming period 2014-2020.) However, risk assessment for on-the-spot controls is not automatized in the IT system but done by the MAs mainly in Excel sheets.











		2. [bookmark: _Toc134379798]Risk factors



		Please indicate the risk factors included in the methodology and the reasons why they were considered.



		Originally a pool of 41 risk factors was created. Risk factors can be divided into 6 categories /the number of risk factors in the category is given in brackets/:

1) project (14)

2) beneficiary (6)

3) invoice (6)

4) contract (8)

5) public procurement (4)

6) irregularities (3)



Risk factors are formulated as questions, we have 

· “yes or no” questions, e.g.: Is the type of expenditure risky?

· “yes or no” questions with changing parameters, e.g.: Is the number of activities carried out in the projects more than 3?

Changing parameter = 3



If the answer to the question is “yes”, the factor is risky.



Permanent risk factors for all calls given by the Regulatory Department

1. Is the project budget higher than the X % of the budget of the priority axis? (X= changing parameter)

2. Was an irregularity related to the beneficiary in any Programmes of the periods 2014-2020, 2021-2027 detected within 3 years with the consequence of the MA reducing the project budget?

3. Does the pace of using the advance payment fall short of the average for the call? 

(average for the call in %=changing parameter)

4. Is the amount of the invoices belonging to the same contract equal or higher than the X % of the grant for the project? (X = changing parameter)

5. Is the method of the public procurement one of the following?

· negotiated procedure without prior publication

· concession award procedure without prior publication – one stage

· concession award procedure without prior publication – more stages

· restricted procedure

· design contest restricted procedure

Public procurement is still a ‘hot topic’ in Hungary therefore its documentation is always checked per se by the MA. This is also the reason why this risk factor is permanent in all programmes and calls.



The most popular risk factors during testing:

a) Is the number of activities in the project higher than X? (X=changing parameter)

b) Is the rate of invoices submitted but rejected by the MA higher than X %? (X=changing parameter)

c) Is the grant contract modified?

d) Does the beneficiary have more than X grant contracts in implementation as well as maintenance phase in any programmes of the programming periods 2014-2020, 2021-2027? (X=changing parameter)

e) Is the contractor/supplier of foreign origin?

f) Was the amount of the supplier contract increased? 

g) Is the expense type categorised as risky?

h) In 2024 3 additional risk factors were created and introduced in the IT system and the MAs made suggestions for additional risk factors as well.







		3. [bookmark: _Toc134379799]Main aspects of the risk-based model



		Please provide a brief description of the main aspects of the risk-based model:

a. Risk assessment scoring method

b. Frequency of risk assessment

c. Scope of management verifications (and minimum coverage if applicable)

d. Conditions for extension of the sample (if applicable)

e. Any other information relevant for defining the model.



		a. Risk assessment scoring method

Our model is a single-level model, working with invoices. There is one methodology for the member state, meaning this methodology is used for all the Programmes. 

MA has to pick 10-15 risk factors out of the pool for each call:

· 5 risk factors are permanent and given by the Regulatory Department (See also section 2. Risk factors)

· 10 risk factors are picked by the MA: it has to be supported by a methodology based on historical data and experience.

Risks are assessed for each invoice by the chosen risk factors. Risk factors are calculated by using data available in the IT system. 

An invoice is categorized as “to be checked” if more than 7 risk factors are assessed as risky.



There is a SUPER risk factor: #13 Was an irregularity related to the beneficiary in any programmes of the programming periods 2014-2020, 2021-2027 detected within 3 years with the consequence of the MA reducing the project budget?

If the answer to #13 is yes (there was such irregularity), all the invoices submitted by this beneficiary are automatically marked as „to be checked”

This risk factor is related to the beneficiary, not to the specific invoices but due to the fact that the project is implemented by a beneficiary with a record of irregularity, the invoices are considered risky as default.



MAs have recently suggested the model should use more optional SUPER risk factors which would be more specified to certain types of beneficiaries or types of costs. The Regulatory Department is examining this suggestion theoretically as well as its feasibility in the model. 



MA is always able to check an invoice if it wishes even when the result of the automatic risk assessment was „not to be checked”.

The IT system registers the fact whether an invoice

· is to be checked

· was really checked

b. Frequency of risk assessment

We believe that the efficiency of the first level verification can only be increased if the risk assessment is automatically performed by the IT system. We decided that the risk assessment is to be performed when the payment claim is electronically submitted by the beneficiary. We also decided that the risk assessment is to be performed automatically by default, i.e.: it cannot be reiterated by users. (However, with the second revision of the central guidance, on certain conditions risk assessment could be conducted later than the submission of the payment claim by the beneficiary. See Point 5.)

If the MA fails to register the risk factors in the IT system before the payment claim is submitted, all the invoices in the payment claim are marked “to be checked” because risk assessment cannot be performed.



c. Scope of management verifications (and minimum coverage if applicable)

At the moment only payment claims submitted by beneficiaries. 

MA has to check 

· the invoices which are marked “to be checked”

· 20 % of the invoices marked “not to be checked, chosen randomly by the IT system (using Oracle random number generator)

· one invoice in every payment claim. 

MA has to examine the supporting documents 100 % if the invoice is marked “to be checked”. 



If an invoice is marked “not to be checked” only the most basic administrative checks are performed:

· whether eligible expenditure is submitted on the invoice

· whether the invoice is recorded adequately in the IT system, i.e.: to the relevant type of expenditure in the project budget

· whether the eligible amount of the invoice is determined by the MA.

d. Conditions for extension of the sample (if applicable)

Not applicable right now.









		4. [bookmark: _Toc134379800]Usage of risk-based model



		Please provide information on what level the risk-based model is used - e.g. level of payment claim, expenditure items. Are expenses under simplified cost options included?



		The level of our model is the invoice submitted by the beneficiary in the payment claim.



SCO technical invoices are excluded from risk-based management verification because in these cases no documents are to be checked in the payment claim anyway. This means these invoices are automatically marked as “Not to be checked”. 









		5. [bookmark: _Toc134379801]Revision and update of the risk-based model



		Please briefly describe the conditions for revision and update of the methodology (e.g. assessment of previous results, audit findings etc..) and provide brief information about how the revision and update of the methodology is implemented.



		The methodology by the Regulatory Department is revised yearly at least. 

The second revision was done in August 2024. This revision makes it possible on certain conditions to conduct the risk assessment after the payment claim was electronically submitted by the beneficiary.

MAs are expected to specify the process and the frequency of the revision in their own methodology







		6. [bookmark: _Toc134379802]Good practices



		Please refer to any good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		· our model is consistent because there is only one risk-based methodology for all programmes but it is flexible at the same time because MAs can choose from a pool of 44 risk factors

· risk factors are defined and calculated by using data available in the IT system

· risk assessment is automatically performed by the IT system when the payment claim is electronically submitted by the beneficiary, risk assessment cannot be reiterated by users

· MAs have suggested new, additional risk factors for specific type of beneficiaries or specific risks identified in payment claims







		7. [bookmark: _Toc134379803]Not-so-good practices



		Please refer to any not-so-good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		







		8. [bookmark: _Toc134379804]Tools



		Please indicate the tools used for implementing RBMV (e.g. IT system - developed specifically for purpose of RBMV or integrated within IT system used in implementation of Programme? if no IT system is used, please indicate any other tool - e.g. excel sheets, specific application, etc.



		A special function for the risk assessment was devised in the IT system. 







		9. [bookmark: _Toc134379805]Level of automatization



		Full / semi / no automatization of risk assessment. Please describe briefly what part of RB model is not automatised.



		Risk factors for the calls are chosen by the MA, otherwise the model is fully automatized.







		10. [bookmark: _Toc134379806]Involvement of the Audit Authority



		Please describe briefly involvement of the Audit Authority in the process of setting up the RB model.



		The AA was consulted while working on the risk factors. The model was introduced in January, 2023, the AA accepted it.







		11. [bookmark: _Toc134379807]Good practice provided by the Audit Authority



		Please indicate, if the Audit Authority has given any useful suggestion toward setting up RBMV or any other good practice concerning the involvement of the Audit Authority.



		The AA was consulted while working on the risk factors. The model was introduced in January, 2023, the AA accepted it.








2. [bookmark: _Toc168906262]SLOVAKIA
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		1. How the risk-based model was developed



		Please indicate briefly background for the risk-based model - whether data from previous programming period was analysed or risk factors were proposed by MA/IB/AA; did you use AA tools for risk assessment or expert judgement? Etc.



		Administrative controls:

To verify/confirm the correctness of the definition of specific risk factors, data analysis was performed based on historical data on the implementation of projects through the ITMS2014+ system (IT system for management of Funds in Slovakia). For this purpose, a hypothesis was defined for each risk factor, in which it was possible to confirm or refute the trend of the emergence of ineligible expenditures through data analysis (correlation of the emergence of ineligible expenditures with the respective risk factors). The result of these analyses was the categorization of risk associated with individual risk factors (e.g. a positive correlation applies to the risk factor the size of the project budget, i.e. the larger the project, the more likely the occurrence of ineligible expenditures or a positive correlation applies to the risk factor the project duration, i.e. the longer the project, the more likely the occurrence of more serious ineligible expenditures). Relevant analyses were carried out on the entire populationof ESIF projects. Above mentioned approach was applied to risk factors for which data were available. The remaining several risk factors were set up based on an expert judgement due to lack of the data.

Weights of risk factors affecting the project risk index were set by combination of: 

i. regression analysis as the starting point in analysing the available historical data from the ITMS2014+ system - This statistical method was used for risk factors, where it was possible, based on the available historical data from the ITMS2014+ system, to perform a data analysis of the impacts and interrelationships of the defined risk factors for the occurrence of discrepancies and thus determine their order of importance.

ii. expert judgement - The determination of the weights by expert estimation is based on the assessment of the significance of the impact of a specific risk factor on the occurrence of ineligible expenditures compared to another risk factor. Exert judgement was used to adjust the results of regression analysis; expert judgement was also used for those risk factors for which the data were not available. Overall, expert judgement is considered a predominant method to set weights of risk factors.

Disclaimer: The originally developed risk-based model is currently undergoing a validation process. Consequently, the composition and weighting of risk factors may be subject to revisions based on the validation result. 



Public procurement:

When preparing the risk analysis, the components of the public procurement process and risk factors were analysed, which on the one hand established the level of risk, but their evaluation within individual public procurements does not bear a significant administrative burden.

For setting up the risk factors data analysis based on historical data on public procurement was performed through ITMS2014+ system, databases of the most frequent violations of public procurement from the Public Procurement Office (PPO) and overviews of findings, deficiencies and controls reported by MA to the CA/AA.

Besides these data, an expert judgement of PPO was taken into account.



On-the-spot controls:

The risk based analysis for on-the-spot controls has been implemented and effectively adoptedsince the beginning of the 2014-2020 programming period. One of the applied changes was the addition of the risk factor (RF) "Other Facts" as an option for the project manager to initiate an on-site control based on justified individual risk in the presence of specific  indications (e.g. negative media coverage, suspicion of fraudulent activity, etc.).

Furthermore, to mitigate potential circumvention of on-the-spot controls during partner payment application submissions, the system now allows for project managers to respond to selected control questions with regard to the respective partner. We also decided to add new risk factor “relevance of payment application for on-the-spot-control” to explicitly consider the type of payment application being submitted.

.







		2. Risk factors



		Please indicate the risk factors included in the methodology and the reasons why they were considered.



		Administrative controls:

The risk assessment framework incorporates a tiered categorization of risk factors to provide a comprehensive evaluation of potential risks associated with the projects. These categories include basic, additional, and special risk factors, each serving a distinct purpose in the overall risk scoring.

Basic risk factors at the project level (RF) – These factors are assessed and validated at the contract award stage with the beneficiary and are, to large extent, influenced by the analysis of historical project implementation data. They are factors that indicate potential future risks in projects even prior to the beginning of their implementation:

RF [1] Type of the beneficiary (sector)

RF [2] Duration of existence of the entity 

RF [3] Experience with implementation of ESIF projects

RF [4] Contracted amount of total eligible expenditure 

RF [5] Projected duration of the project implementation (including supporting activities)

RF [6] Number of involved partners

RF [7] Type of project

RF [8] Material focus of the project

RF [9] Quality of the project

RF [10] Rate of identified irregularities in the total expenditure of projects implemented by the beneficiary 

RF [11] Method and procedure of the public procurement /procurement 

RF [12] Method of reporting expenditure 

RF [13] Rate of reduction of requested aid



Additional risk factors (DRF) - The implementation of the project itself can modify the identified risk size that is calculated based on basic risk factors of the project/beneficiary:

DRF [1] Output of the analysis of the ARACHNE system

DRF [2] Error rate in preceding verified payment application (share of ineligible expenditures in claimed expenditures)

DRF [3] Share of total eligible expenditures in payment application that were subject to the full control

DRF [4] Intensity of the performance of on-the-spot verification

DRF [5] Changes in the project

DRF [6] Nature of expenditure in payment application

DRF [7] Amount of the payment application compared to the total eligible expenditures of the project 

DRF [8] Quality of payment application

DRF [9] Conclusions of the performance of on-the-spot verification

DRF [10] Status of implemented public procurement or procurement procedures



Special risk factors – Triggering full control (VRF) - the occurrence of these factors automatically subjects the payment application to full management verification 

VRF [1] Conflict of interests

VRF [2] Suspicion of fraud and corruption

VRF [3] Negative medialization of project

VRF [4] Other risk 



Public procurement:

Basic risk factors of public procurement - these are exclusion criteria for determining the approach to evaluating the method of public procurement control

ZRFVO [1] Public procurement method based on a financial limit

ZRFVO [2] Previous cancellation of public procurement

ZRFVO [3] Fines imposed

ZRFVO [4] Medialization

ZRFVO [5] Suspicion of fraud/corruption/conflict of interests



Additional risk factors of public procurement - the purpose is to calculate the public procurement risk index (they apply only to public procurements that are evaluated as medium risk at the level of basic risk factors)

DRFVO [1] Public procurement procedure

DRFVO [2] Nature of procured works, goods and services

DRFVO [3] Type of contracting authority/public contracting authority/contractor



Special risk factors for public procurement represent a decision-making mechanism for those public procurements whose risk index value is just below the threshold value (i.e. very close to it).

ORFVO [1] Defining 2 or more conditions for the participation of economic and financial standing

ORFVO [2] Defining 3 or more conditions for the participation of technical and professional ability



Basic risk factors of the contract amendment 

ZRFD [1] Fines imposed

ZRFD [2] Medialization

ZRFD [3] Suspicion of fraud/ corruption/ conflict of interest

ZRFD [4] Change with potential impact on an assessment / result of public procurement



On-the-spot-controls:

[1] Is the submitted payment application the first one with supporting accounting documentation for actual project expenditures?

 [2] Has the project already been subject to on-the-spot control?

[3] The declared amount of the submitted payment application is higher than 500,000 EUR? (MA can amend this amount)

[4] Does the declared amount of the submitted payment applications so far represent more than 50% of the total eligible expenses of the project? (MA can amend this percentage)

[5] How many previous payment applications (does not concern pre-financing and an advance payment) were not the subject of on-the-spot control?

[6] Is the submitted payment application a final one in the project?

[7] Have any other circumstances been identified that require an on-the-spot financial control? Examples include: significant findings during previous on-the-spot financial controls, the emergence of a publicized case, irregularities, identification of double funding, suspicion of fraud, any other relevant issues in project implementation identified through prior controls or projects monitoring or audits or if the obligation to perform an on-the-spot financial control arises from the Implementation manual for financial instruments. For ESF+ and JTF funded soft projects, the significance / materiality of the irregularity or financial correction is taken into account when determining the execution of an on-the-spot financial control..







		3. Main aspects of the risk-based model



		Please provide a brief description of the main aspects of the risk-based model:

a. Risk assessment scoring method

b. Frequency of risk assessment

c. Scope of management verifications (and minimum coverage if applicable)

d. Conditions for extension of the sample (if applicable)

e. Any other information relevant for defining the model.



		Administrative controls:

a. Calculation of the risk index - the total value of the project's risk index is determined by aggregating the risk score values assigned toRF and DRF.

b. The risk calculation starts with the uploading of the payment application to ITMS. ITMS automatically calculates the predefined risk factors and the project manager (MA/IB) transfers these values into the individual risk analysis model. Within this model, the project manager inputs the values for  the special risk factors and identification data. Based on the completed dataset, the MS excel model calculates the risk index, compares it against the predetermined threshold value, performs an evaluation and provides a conclusion regarding the appropriate level of control for the payment application. Due to the transition to a new version of ITMS, project managers may temporarily need to recalculate certain risk factor values.

c. Scope of payment application verifications (and minimum coverage if applicable) - according to our national Act on Financial Control and Audit, each payment application is subject to a defined level of verification. If the risk index for certain payment application falls below the threshold value of risk index, it is considered non-risky, and only formal verification is carried out. If the risk index equals or exceeds the threshold value, the financial operationis considered risky - full verification of the payment application is carried out (i.e., in-depth verification of every item/ invoice in the payment application).

d. Extension of the sample is used in the process of verification of the RB model. Verification of the correctness of the RB model setting is based on the performance of regular validation based on data provided by the MA/IB.. This verification includes extension of sample (based on random sampling, certain percentage of non-risky payment application shall be subject to full verification – this % is set by the MA). Also, the threshold value may be moved lower as a result of the process of verification of the RB model. Subsequently more payment application should be assessed as risky with full management verification to be carried out.

The process of validation of RBMV model is currently ongoing and the most appropriate procedures are being established. The results of this validation will subsequently be integrated into the model itself. 



Public procurement:

a. The inherent risk associated with the public procurement is primarily determined based on the basic risk factors, which function as  exclusion criteria.,Consequently, the initial assessment based on these factors dictates whether a control is directly carried out or if a further assessment of the riskiness based of the other risk factors is required.

In the case of medium-risk public procurement, risk index is used to assess the level of risk – it is determined as the sum of the values of individual additional risk factors.

b. The risk index is calculated only once when public procurement is submitted to the ITMS.

c. ► High risk – the check will be carried out;

       ► Medium risk – the check is performed/not performed based on the risk index;

       ► Low risk – check will/will not be done based on random sampling.

d. Extension of the sample is used in the process of verification of the RB model. Verification of the of the RB model setting accuracy is based on the performance of regular validation based on data and continuous monitoring of the RB model operational performance. This verification includes extension of sample (certain percentage of non-risky public procurement are subjected to full verification – this % is subject to change).

e. In general, the RB model is set the way that all over-the-threshold public procurements are subject to control. Also, special exclusions from the Act on Public Procurement that need to be justified – these justifications are also subject to control. For other public procurements risk index is calculated.



On-the-spot controls:

a. Answer to each question accrues a specific number of points set by IB. If the sum of risk points is equal to or greater than the predefined threshold, performing the on-the-spot control is mandatory. If the sum of risk points falls below this threshold, it is not necessary to perform on-the-spot control.

b. Questions are answered at the time of submission of each payment application by the beneficiary.

c. Scope of on-the-spot control is determined by MA.

d. n/a

e. The RB model for on-the-spot controls is configured to ensure that each project is subject to on-the-spot control at least once during its lifecycle. Furthermore, the model takes into account the national control framework for financial instruments.









		4. Usage of risk-based model



		Please provide information on what level the risk-based model is used - e.g. level of payment claim, expenditure items. Are expenses under simplified cost options included?



		The RB model is used on a level of payment application (administrative control, on-the-spot control) / level of public procurement.

If the expenses under SCOs are included, it lowers the overall risk index (for more details see RF2 in Annex 1).









		5. Revision and update of the risk-based model



		Please briefly describe the conditions for revision and update of the methodology (e.g. assessment of previous results, audit findings etc..) and provide brief information about how the revision and update of the methodology is implemented.



		Administrative controls / Public procurement:

The RB model can be updated in 2 ways:

• based on the modification of the RB model at the initiative of the MA;

• based on the initiative of the IB.

These updates shall be based on verification of the functionality of the RB model - it is carried out by the MA/IB through two activities:

a) validation of threshold value - the purpose of validating the threshold value is to verify the correctness of the threshold value with respect to the expected efficiency/throughput of the RB model. The setting of the threshold value of risk index corresponds to expectations on share of payment applications should be subject to formal control and which to full control, respectively share of controlled public procurement with medium risk index.

b) validation of the RB model setup - based on sample extension, audit findings, etc. and analysing the irregularities and amount of ineligible expenditures identified within the sample extension compared to those identified in the original sample. If an overall error rate caused by the RB model is on a tolerable level, the RB model operates correctly. If not, this may be the reason for re-assessing and revision of the RB model.



On-the-spot controls:

The model has been operational for several years, demonstrating functionality without serious audit findings.  Based on practical experience and recommendations from the AA, the model for on-the-spot controls has undergone partial modifications. These adjustments include, e.g., the provision for the IB to determine the weighting of individual risk factors at their level. Furthermore, the model now incorporates specific considerations for financial instrument projects, and project managers are empowered to initiate an on-the-spot control irrespective of the risk level indicated by other risk factors within the model.









		6. Good practices



		Please refer to any good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		· performing a pilot testing on a sample - validated the functionality of an RB model, so far conducted on data from programming period 2014-2020 and only partially in the new version of ITMS;

· use of expert judgement of PPO;

· practical trainings for all stakeholders (upper management, lower management, project managers, administrators of RB model).







		7. Not-so-good practices



		Please refer to any not-so-good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		· inconsistent data;

· at the beginning of development of RBMV model lack of IT tools – the early reliance on Excel spreadsheets proved impractical and insufficient for maintaining a necessary audit trail;

· no trainings in the beginning;

· increased workload due to transition to new ITMS: project managers were temporary required to verify the accuracy of certain automatically generated risk factor values.

· human factor errors







		8. Tools



		Please indicate the tools used for implementing RBMV (e.g. IT system - developed specifically for purpose of RBMV or integrated within IT system used in implementation of Programme? if no IT system is used, please indicate any other tool - e.g. excel sheets, specific application, etc.



		ITMS calculates the risk factors automatically and the project manager (MA/IB) transfers these values into the individual risk analysis model. Within this model the project manager inputs the data for the special risk factors and identification data. Due to the transition to a new version of ITMS, project managers may temporarily need to recalculate certain risk factor values. Based on the completed dataset, the MS excel model calculates the risk index, compares it with the threshold value, performs an evaluation and provides a conclusion on how to perform the control of the payment application, including the necessity for an on-the-spot-control. 

For the future, full integration of RB model into ITMS is planned. However, we see advantage in semi-automatic integration because of the flexibility – especially in the beginning of the use of RBMV numerous modifications are foreseen and it is more flexible to integrate those changes within MS Excel than in IT system.







		9. Level of automatization



		Full / semi / no automatization of risk assessment. Please describe briefly what part of RB model is not automatised.



		Semi-automation - The RB model is a combination of automatic calculation of risk factors in ITMS and excel sheets, where some the data need to be entered manually. The overall risk index is calculated automatically.







		10. Involvement of the Audit Authority



		Please describe briefly involvement of the Audit Authority in the process of setting up the RB model.



		With the cooperation between Section of audit and control on Ministry of Finance, that is responsible for legislation on financial control and audit, and which also acts as the Audit Authority and Central Coordination Body and after first presentation of the concept to the AA, the Slovak legislation has been adjusted so there is no legal obstacle to use risk based management verification in Slovakia.

The CCB introduced the RB model to the AA in the early stages of development; the draft of the risk analysis (after pilot testing) was presented at a meeting with AA and then the final model was introduced before launching the RB model. Currently, the RB model is fully operational under the management of the MA.









		11. Good practice provided by the Audit Authority



		Please indicate, if the Audit Authority has given any useful suggestion toward setting up RBMV or any other good practice concerning the involvement of the Audit Authority.



		The AA played an active role in the development of the RB model, especially in the initial design phase by providing consultancy and expertise. In addition to discussing the AA's recommendations at working meetings and the AA has submitted its comments several times on the draft model.

The AA's recommendations / suggestions aimed especially to the extension of sample on the top of identified risky payment applications which we incorporated as a part of validation of the RB model (e. g. random sample from population not concerned as a risky). 



Moreover, the AA´s cooperation and advice has been very useful during setting up the validation of the model, we had a fruitful discussion on counting the error rate and sampling from the AA´s point of view.









		Annex

		File / link



		Slovakia – Register of risk factors

		












3. [bookmark: _Toc168906263]CYPRUS

		ERDF/CF/JTF Programme

		Programme Thalia 2021-2027

2021CY16FFPR001







		1. How the risk-based model was developed



		Please indicate briefly background for the risk-based model - whether data from previous programming period was analysed or risk factors were proposed by MA/IB/AA; did you use AA tools for risk assessment or expert judgement? Etc.



		

The risk-based model was based on the experience gained in the previous 3 programming periods of Cohesion Policy and Fisheries programs, by the Directorate of Financial Control of European Funds of the Treasury of the Republic of Cyprus, which has the responsibility to carry out all administrative verifications of expenditure, collect all irregularities and errors and prepare the summaries of errors that accompany the Accounts submitted for all co-financed OPs (under Cohesion Policy and Fisheries).  The summaries of verifications and errors prepared include statistical analysis based on COM’s typology of findings - EGESIF 15-0008-05 03/12/2018 laying down the “Guidance for Member States on the Drawing of Management Declaration and Annual Summary Programming period 2014-2020 Revision”.

Some of the risk factors in the model were used in previous programming periods for on the spot verifications performed on technical construction projects (to select some works items to verify on the spot) and for administrative verifications of payments (where a number of transactions were selected for verification within a payment application).  It is noted that during previous programming periods in Cyprus all projects were subject to on the spot verifications.



The experience of the Public Procurement Directorate of the Treasury of the Republic of Cyprus (PPD) was used in order to assess the risks related to public procurements. The PPD is the authority responsible for verifying the compliance with the national and EU regulatory framework for public procurement for procurements used to implement co-financed projects. The PPD performs controls for all co-financed public procurements above certain thresholds before they are assigned and for procurements below the set thresholds on a sample basis following the contract signature.



The experience of the Cyprus Audit Office (the Supreme Audit Institution of the Republic and not the audit authority for the funds) was used in terms of a specific risk factor, the Internal Control System and the Capacity of Implementing Bodies (potential beneficiaries) as Contracting Authorities.



The ARACHNE tool (the risk scoring tool developed by the European Commission) was used in relation to two specific risk factors overall score “Reputation and Fraud” and “Concentration of Funding”.



The methodology covers the following types of verifications:

· Verifications of contracts (compliance with public procurement regulatory framework)

· Verifications of payments (payment declarations submitted by beneficiaries)

· Conflict of interest verifications

· Verifications for double funding

· On the spot verifications (during the lifetime and following completion of projects)









		2. Risk factors



		Please indicate the risk factors included in the methodology and the reasons why they were considered.



		The following factors are used by applying certain weighting factors for each verification category:



1. [bookmark: _Hlk166743887]Type of Beneficiary (Central Government, Semi-Governmental Organisations, Wider Public Sector / Public Universities, Local authorities, NGOs / SMEs / Private Universities / Associations / Federations / Private Bodies)

2. 	Experience and internal control system of the Beneficiary (capacity as a contracting authority). The ratings are provided by the Cyprus Audit Office.

3. Value of payments included in a payment application to the date of sample selection.

4. Value of the Budget of the contract / project / call of proposal.

5. Category of Contractual Commitment (technical construction, smart, digital, staff cost etc)

6. Funding from other sources (declared at proposal submission stage)

7. Existence of previous verifications for the specific project / contract/ aid scheme. 

8. Results of previous verifications (irregular expenditure or errors that resulted in financial corrections or exclusion from payment application in terms of the contract selected in order to verify expenditure resulting from the specific contract)

9. Suspicion for fraud / corruption / conflict of interest in terms of specific contract / project (result of whistleblowing)

10. Inherent risk for a category of works / scheme (assessed by the Body carrying out the verification with a rating from 1 to 5)

11. Results from ARACHNE risk scoring for the risk categories "Reputational & Fraud" and "Concentration of Funding"

12. Type of procurement process used (framework agreement, open, closed, negotiated without publication – mandatory sample selection in case of negotiated procedure)

13. Single source award (following an open or closed procurement process)

14. Value and number of modifications during the implementation of a contract in relation to the total amount of the contract (High / Medium / Low)









		3. Main aspects of the risk-based model



		Please provide a brief description of the main aspects of the risk-based model:

a. Risk assessment scoring method

b. Frequency of risk assessment

c. Scope of management verifications (and minimum coverage if applicable)

d. Conditions for extension of the sample (if applicable)

e. Any other information relevant for defining the model.



		

a. Risk assessment scoring method

Risk factors are usually assigned a value from 1-5 (lowest to highest).  Some risk factors used are weighted, depending on the verification stage at which sampling is used e.g. when the end result is a risk score percentage to be applied on a value e.g. value of payments submitted in an application.  Some factors may be pass / fail factors e.g. if the negotiated process is used for a procurement, the contract is selected for procurement verification regardless of its value. 



It is noted that, in cases where:

	1. A suspicion of fraud/corruption/conflict of interest is reported through the whistleblowing process and/or

	2. the total risk score from the ARACHNE tool for the factors "Reputation and fraud" and "Concentration of Funding" is greater than 80 (out of 100); 

	the contract is assessed as high risk and 100% of the expenditure related to the specific contract is administratively verified in every payment claim submitted through the MIS by the specific beneficiary. 



A summary of the risk factors and associated ratings are shown in appendix 1 of this report.





b. Frequency of risk assessment

Risk factors are assessed annually by a risk assessment team and documented in the MIS to be used for extracting reports to facilitate the sampling process.



The Risk Assessment Team

The evaluation of the impact and the probability of the occurrence of potential risks is carried out by an evaluation team formed by the Directorate General Growth, Ministry of Finance (Managing Authority). Regarding the composition of the risk assessment team, it is recommended that the most relevant stakeholders participate in the assessment process, so that the process is as fair and accurate as possible and is conducted in a smooth and efficient manner. 

Therefore, the Risk Assessment Team is composed of bodies responsible for carrying out verifications based on the Management and Control System, monitoring the implementation of corrective measures following detection of irregularities and training / raising awareness of the staff of the MA and all the bodies involved in the implementation of the Programs, on relevant issues. The bodies in question are the following:

• The Directorate of Financial Control of European Funds (DFC) of the Treasury of the Republic, as a Verification and Control Body and under its competence as the national AFCOS (Anti-Fraud Coordination Body for EU Funds).

• The Directorate General of Growth, Ministry of Finance, as Coordinating / Managing / Responsible Authority for the implementation of Programs co-financed by the European Union.   

• The Public Procurement Directorate of Treasury of the Republic of Cyprus, as the Competent Authority responsible for verifying the compliance of public procurement procedures undertaken by Contracting Authorities for all contracts (co)financed by the European Union.



It is noted that, since audit authorities can audit the comprehensive risk assessment methodology, it is recommended that they do not have a direct decision-taking role on the assessment of the level of risk exposure, but could participate in the assessment process in an advisory or observer role. Therefore, the Cyprus Audit Office of the Republic of Cyprus and the Internal Audit Service (the audit authority of cohesion policy and fisheries funds) may have an observer role in this process.



c. Scope / Types / Stages / Level of management verifications 

The verification process is divided into different stages: 



1. verifications at procurement stage (contract driven selection):

· ex-ante public procurement controls for all public procurement exceeding set thresholds and for all negotiated contracts without prior notice – 100% verification. Public Procurement Directorate, acting as the Competent Authority for Public Procurement in Cyprus, performs the verification and issues a certificate during tender specification preparation, before negotiation or invitation for tenders, before approval of addendums and before assignment of the contract.

· ex-post public procurement controls for all public procurements below set thresholds not awarded following a negotiated procedure – risk-based verification based on the following risk factors: capacity of contracting authority (High, Medium, Low), single source award (following open or closed process) and results from ARACHNE risk scoring for the risk categories "Reputational & Fraud" and "Concentration of Funding". A sample of 5% of the value of the population is selected (i.e. unverified signed contracts during the selection of the sample). The control is performed annually.



2. Conflict of Interest Verification (contract driven selection)

· ex-ante control to ensure the avoidance of COI through the use of UBO data at the national register and the Arachne tool. This control is applied on all public procurements and aid schemes exceeding set thresholds.   

· ex-post control for public procurements and aid schemes below set thresholds on a quarterly basis. Risk-based verification is based on the following risk factors: Type of Beneficiary, Experience and internal control system of the Beneficiary, Category of Contractual Commitment (technical construction, smart, digital, staff cost etc), existence of previous verifications, results of previous verifications, suspicion for fraud / corruption / conflict of interest in terms of specific contract / project (result of whistleblowing), results from ARACHNE risk scoring for the risk categories "Reputational & Fraud" and "Concentration of Funding" and type of procurement process used. The resulting weight is applied on value of contracts which are then ranked and top 5% of contracts are selected for COI verification. 



3. Administrative verification of expenditure (contract driven selection) – during submission of payment claims by beneficiaries – risk assessment is performed per contract (legal commitment) against which expenditure is claimed – ranked by cumulative value of payments declared against a specific contract (a “legal commitment” could be a contract, simplified cost option or an employment contract). – risk factors applied are weighted (risk factors 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 14) – resulting weight is applied on value of payments which are then ranked and a proportion of the items are selected for verification as follows:

· at least 10% of the total number of “legal commitments” against which expenditure is declared, and 

· at least 10% of the total value of the expenditure claimed, and

· a random selection of small contracts at the discretion of the verification body

The sample selection is performed at least every 2 months.



Sub-sampling for payment claims which include declaration of units under Simplified Cost Options (Article 53)

In the case of payment claims involving SCOs, due to the large number of items declared in each payment claim, there is the possibility of sub-sampling on the basis of a statistical sample (to arrive at the number of items to verify). The RAND command is then used to select the items to verify. 



The above is applicable only for beneficiaries that are public law bodies not for beneficiaries that are final recipients of aid schemes and in almost all of the cases they are not contracting authorities.  The latter submit payment claims with a frequency decided by the body implementing the aid scheme.  E.g. twice in the lifetime of the project.  Contracts used for the implementation of such projects are a large number of low value contracts.  The possibility for risk-based sampling will be decided on a case-by-case basis in collaboration of the Implementing Body responsible for the design and implementation of the scheme with the Directorate of Financial Control of EU Funds of the Treasury of the Republic, during the design of the scheme.  Factors such as the type of final recipients, the categories of eligible costs and the possibility to submit payment claims through the information system of the IB will be taken into consideration. 



4. On the spot verifications (technical) during implementation of the operations – applied to select specific items of works to verify on the spot or to select a number of activities / deliverables within an operation.  100% of the projects implemented by public law bodies (not final recipients of aid schemes) are verified on the spot.  However, risk factors 3,7,8 and 10 are applied to select specific works items / deliverables to verify during the on the spot visit.  



Possibility not to verify on the spot all projects under a call for proposals is only granted for projects approved within aid schemes (beneficiaries / final recipients are mostly individuals, SMEs, NGOs, Universities etc). A risk-based sample is applied to select projects for on-the-spot verification (risk factors used – ARACHNE scoring applied on the value of payments in a payment claim to rank applicants and select a sample).  These on-the-spot verifications are usually complementary to administrative verifications of payment claims submitted by final recipients of aid.



On the spot verifications following completion of projects (projects within aid schemes with requirement for maintenance of investment) – 5% of completed projects applying ARACHNE score to value of grant paid to rank them.



5. Horizontal verifications for the avoidance of double funding

Risk-based verification based on the results from ARACHNE risk scoring for the risk categories "Reputational & Fraud" and "Concentration of Funding". The data concerning the final recipients (legal entities) of aid schemes / public procurement contracts are ranked in descending order based on the overall cumulative score of Arachne. A sample covering 5% of the population of legal entities with the highest cumulative score (i.e. the highest risk) is selected for verification.



d. Conditions for extension of the sample

Only in the case of irregularities that are assessed as systemic – the level of extension depends on the nature and the seriousness of the finding – the sample may be extended to payments originating from other contracts, additional payments within the same intervention, etc.











		4. Usage of risk-based model



		Please provide information on what level the risk-based model is used - e.g. level of payment claim, expenditure items. Are expenses under simplified cost options included?



		 Risk based models are applied at various levels:

· Verifications of contracts (compliance with public procurement regulatory framework)

· Verifications of payments (payment declarations submitted by beneficiaries)

· Conflict of interest verifications

· Verifications for double funding

· On the spot verifications (during the lifetime and following completion of projects)



Due to the fact that the risk assessment is performed at the level of the contract, thus 10% of contracts with highest risk score are selected and all expenditure items claimed for the selected contracts are verified, some payment claims may not be selected for verification at all but will be included in the payment application submitted to COM.  Simplified cost options is not a risk factor and SCOs are assigned a low risk factor value as a type of “contract / legal commitment” if part / all of a project is implemented using SCOs.  No FNLC will be applied at the level MA-to-BF.







		5. Revision and update of the risk-based model



		Please briefly describe the conditions for revision and update of the methodology (e.g. assessment of previous results, audit findings etc..) and provide brief information about how the revision and update of the methodology is implemented.



		The risk scores are revised on an annual basis to take into consideration updated results from verifications and audits, new beneficiaries that need to be assessed, or new / revised scores from the ARACHNE tool (open-source data, sanctions lists etc).  



The revised risk scores are entered in the MIS and are used for extracting reports which are used for the sample selection.  The process of ranking and selecting the population is manually performed using data from these reports (through excel sheets).  As such, it is not a fully automated process.  However, following the sample selection, the items verified in payment claims are flagged whether they have been verified or not (for completeness of audit trail purposes).



The entire methodology is only revised in case serious irregularities are not captured and are detected by other audit authorities (major systemic findings of audit authority, EC auditors, ECA etc)









		6. Good practices



		Please refer to any good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		Need to keep the number of risk factors small, and the scoring system simple and not judgemental. That is the reason why the verification process is broken down to various levels / stages – sub-processes and dedicated risk scores that make sense to each stage / level are used.



Expert judgement is used from relevant national competent authorities such as the Cyprus Audit Office (INTOSAI authority equivalent to the Court of Auditors) used to provide the scoring on the capacity of Contracting Authorities based on the results of their own audits.  



The ARACHNE risk scores for “concentration of funding” and “reputational and fraud” alerts will be fed back into the MIS following the massive upload of data from the MIS into ARACHNE for signed contracts.  This will allow the automated extraction of contracts with an already embedded risk score. This will enable the speeding up of the risk scoring process.

 







		7. Not-so-good practices



		Please refer to any not-so-good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		Avoid scores that will need to be manually computed or entered each time – e.g. due to the fact that there is no interface currently between the e-procurement system and the MIS for co-financed projects, the data related to the procurement process are entered in the system manually by the beneficiary, therefore need to rely on the verification of the IB to ensure reliability of data (e,g, single source award).



In addition, since the process is manual (a lot of factors are manually input and not automatically generated through other systems), it is a time-consuming process. 



This is the reason why in the case of aid schemes the risk assessment process could be so time consuming that it would be causing such a delay as to risk not meeting the 80-day period for reimbursement of the final recipient in case of a payment claim.









		8. Tools



		Please indicate the tools used for implementing RBMV (e.g. IT system - developed specifically for purpose of RBMV or integrated within IT system used in implementation of Programme? if no IT system is used, please indicate any other tool - e.g. excel sheets, specific application, etc.



		A risk scoring module is being developed within the MIS for co-financed projects.  The module is necessary mostly in order to allow for manual entry of risk scores that cannot be automatically computed by the system from other data entered (e.g. the type of beneficiary is a data field in the system therefore the risk score depending on the type of beneficiary can be computed.  However, the assessment of the capacity of the Contracting Authority is given by the Cyprus Audit Office and therefore needs to be manually entered in the MIS.  See also previous reference to extracting risk scores from the ARACHNE system and entered in the MIS through an xml upload process.  



The scores are then generated in reports that can be extracted in excel format.  For example, the report to be used for the payments sampling will include all the risk scores, the weighting already assigned to each score and the value of the payments submitted through beneficiary payment claims accumulated to the level of a contract up to the point of the report generation.  The contracts will be ranked and 10% will be selected (sample will cover 10% of the value of payments claimed for the period of sample selection).  A random selection will also complement the risk-based sample (user-prompted – to be tested whether it can be fully generated through the system). 



The reports documenting the sample selection process will be uploaded on the MIS. The beneficiary payment claims then verified, will have a special indication of whether each item (or the entire claim) has been verified or not (traffic lights scheme system).







		9. Level of automatization



		Full / semi / no automatization of risk assessment. Please describe briefly what part of RB model is not automatised.



		Semi automatization.







		10. Involvement of the Audit Authority



		Please describe briefly involvement of the Audit Authority in the process of setting up the RB model.



		The guidelines developed will be assessed by the Audit Authority before they are officially issued and put into effect.



The audit authority has the possibility to participate as observers in the risk assessment team scoring meetings. 







		11. Good practice provided by the Audit Authority



		Please indicate, if the Audit Authority has given any useful suggestion toward setting up RBMV or any other good practice concerning the involvement of the Audit Authority.



		









		Annex

		File / link



		Cyprus – Risk factors ratings

		












4. [bookmark: _Toc168906264]GREECE

		ERDF/CF/JTF Programme

		ERDF, ESF+, CF, JTF, EMFAF 

22 Greek Programmes (common Management and Control System, common RBMV methodology)







		1. How the risk-based model was developed



		Please indicate briefly background for the risk-based model - whether data from previous programming period was analysed or risk factors were proposed by MA/IB/AA; did you use AA tools for risk assessment or expert judgement? Etc.



		The management and control system for the 22 Greek Sectoral and Regional Programmes funded by ERDF, ESF+, CF, JTF, EMFAF is common. Thus, the model was developed by the Service responsible for the common Management and Control System, namely the Special Service for Institutional Support and Information Systems (SSIS) in the Ministry of National Economy and Finance. While drafting the methodology and the risk factors, some of the MAs were being consulted. The National Coordination Body for PA cooperated closely with the Audit Authority, which made some recommendations on risk factors as well the methodology itself.

Based on historical data from the previous programming period (2014-2020), the risk factors that were used for on-the-spot verifications, were "tested" against relevant corrections so as to conclude if their scoring was "consistent" with the corrections. As a result, some of the "old" factors have been deleted and some new factors, arising from studying all the material available from other countries, Reflection paper of EC, etc. as well as from our experience, have been incorporated.







		2. Risk factors



		Please indicate the risk factors included in the methodology and the reasons why they were considered.



		Factors related to the beneficiary: 

1. type of beneficiary

2. financial corrections of the beneficiary (percentage)

3. whether the beneficiary has been verified (on-the-spot) or audited before 

4. number of beneficiaries in the project

5. compliance of the beneficiary to obligations as well as to recommendations 

6. the beneficiary is implementing projects funded by other EU funds/ funding mechanisms (such as RRF, CEF, migration/ internal security funds etc.)

7. number of projects being implemented by the beneficiary

8. expenditure declared by the beneficiary in relation to the total expenditure declared by the 22 Programmes (%)   



Factors related to the project:

9. complexity of the project

10. number of sub-projects

11. type/nature of the operation (physical object tangible or less tangible)

12. method of implementation (e.g. public contracts, own means, combination etc.) 

13. expected duration of project implementation

14. project started before submission

15. budget

16. number of amendments made during the course of the project

17. corrections from administrative verifications 

18. time passed from previous verification/ audit 

19. financial corrections of the project

As previously mentioned, some factors derive from the 2014-2020 risk-based on-the-spot methodology, after they were “tested” against financial corrections. The “new” factors, are based either on the material available (Reflection paper, other countries etc.) or on our own experience. 

Some of the factors were chosen as to mitigate weaknesses of the 2014-2020 risk-based approach (on-the-spot verifications). In this context, one of the main conclusions of the MAs was that the previous risk based approach resulted often on the same projects to be verified again and again. Thus, two factors were incorporated in the new approach (the beneficiary verified already and time passed from previous verification/ audit) that are scored with increased weighting.  

In addition, two factors were proposed by the Audit Authority (see Point 11)







		3. Main aspects of the risk-based model



		Please provide a brief description of the main aspects of the risk-based model:

a. Risk assessment scoring method

b. Frequency of risk assessment

c. Scope of management verifications (and minimum coverage if applicable)

d. Conditions for extension of the sample (if applicable)

e. Any other information relevant for defining the model.



		a. The risk factors as well as the scoring method are common for the administrative as well as for the on-the-spot verifications. The method includes 19 factors, 18 of which are automatically scored in the Information System and one is scored "manually". 

Every time the scoring method is applied in the Information System, the projects get an overall score. According to this score, the projects are evenly divided into three layers of risk: high, medium and low. There are no predetermined overall score limits for each layer, i.e. there is no overall score threshold above which an operation is risky. The logic is that each time the riskiest projects occur compared to the other projects of the population to which the methodology was applied (comparatively more risky projects than the rest). Thus, the three layers are created in the Information System (OPS), each time the methodology is applied, based on the score distribution of the operations, and statistical uniformity is ensured.

b. The projects are scored every month for the sampling of the payment claims (administrative verifications) and every six months for the on-the-spot verifications. 

c. Administrative verifications: 

1) Level of Payment claim. For projects at the:

· high-risk level: all payment claims 

· medium-risk level: the first payment claim and as a minimum another two payment claims 

· low-risk level: the first payment claim and as a minimum another payment claim 

In addition, every payment claim with a SCO expense that is submitted for the first time.

2) Level of expenditure (in the payment claim selected for verification):

2.1 In case of public procurement, all expenditure items/ invoices are verified, 

2.2 In case of implementation by own means, random sampling per category of cost is applied. As a minimum a 20% of the expenditure declared is being verified. A lower percentage can be accepted in cases the number of expenditure items is extremely high. As a rule, the 20% percentage is applied to each category of cost for reasons of representativeness. However the MA has the possibility to differentiate if it considers that a category of expenditure poses a higher risk, in any case respecting the minimum overall rate of expenditure verified (20%).The MA first selects expenditures of a significant amount (indicatively with an amount ≥ 10% of the total amount of this expenditure category) as well as expenditure considered to be unusual/ riskier. Then, selects the rest of the expenditure to be verified by random sampling.

2.3 In case of operations with Intangible outputs addressed to many persons (e.g. training projects), a special sampling method for the expenditure verification is also applied.

On-the-spot verifications:

As a minimum, a 15% of the projects having submitted payment claims the previous semester is being verified. The on-the-spot verification sample should also cover a 10% of the expenditure of those payment claims. 

This 15% of projects sample is deriving from the three layers of risk as follows:

· high-risk level: 50% of the sample (25% the riskiest projects and 25% randomly)

· medium-risk level: 30% of the sample randomly 

· low-risk level: 20% of the sample randomly. 



d. When irregularities are detected, the MA/IB may extend the sample. If similar irregularities are detected, the MA/IB may consider an on-the-spot verification and/or administrative check of previous payment claims (the expenses of which are most possibly included in a payment application to the Commission). 







		4. Usage of risk-based model



		Please provide information on what level the risk-based model is used - e.g. level of payment claim, expenditure items. Are expenses under simplified cost options included?



		 The RB model is used for administrative verifications, on the level of payment claim, as well as for on-the-spot verifications. 

No special risk for SCOs. There is a provision, though, that when expenses within the framework of a SCO option are submitted for the first time, have to be verified, thus the payment claim including these expenses must be verified.  

Finally, the RB model does not cover public procurement, which is verified 100% (see also Point 3).







		5. Revision and update of the risk-based model



		Please briefly describe the conditions for revision and update of the methodology (e.g. assessment of previous results, audit findings etc..) and provide brief information about how the revision and update of the methodology is implemented.



		The whole management verifications methodology, including the RB model, is planned to be reviewed or/ and revised annually, on the basis of verifications and audit findings, the Annual Audit Report, the TER/RTER rate, suspected fraud cases, etc.











		6. Good practices



		Please refer to any good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		Risk assessment is automatically performed by the IT system and risk scoring is at a great extent automatic, thus minimising the administrative burden of the previous period 







		7. Not-so-good practices



		Please refer to any not-so-good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		







		8. Tools



		Please indicate the tools used for implementing RBMV (e.g. IT system - developed specifically for purpose of RBMV or integrated within IT system used in implementation of Programme? if no IT system is used, please indicate any other tool - e.g. excel sheets, specific application, etc.



		The RBMV is integrated within the Management Information System (MIS). MIS is the Information System for the 22 Programmes of the common Management and Control System, the RRF, CEF, migration funds, Interreg etc. while it is also the accounting system for the Accounting Authority.  







		9. Level of automatization



		Full / semi / no automatization of risk assessment. Please describe briefly what part of RB model is not automatised.



		18 risk factors are scored automatically, while only one risk factor (the compliance of the beneficiary to obligations and recommendations) is scored "manually", i.e. it is up to the MA to score the compliance.







		10. Involvement of the Audit Authority



		Please describe briefly involvement of the Audit Authority in the process of setting up the RB model.



		The Special Service for Institutional Support and Information Systems is closely cooperating with the AA. After the first draft was sent to the AA for comments, amendment proposals etc., a meeting was held in order to discuss the comments/ recommendations/ proposals of the AA. Most of them were incorporated in the final Methodology which was sent to the AA, the MAs and the EC.  







		11. Good practice provided by the Audit Authority



		Please indicate, if the Audit Authority has given any useful suggestion toward setting up RBMV or any other good practice concerning the involvement of the Audit Authority.



		Among several recommendations that were incorporated into the final methodology, the AA proposed also two risk factors for the beneficiary that were accepted and are among the 19 factors of the RB model:

· expenditure declared by the beneficiary in relation to the total expenditure declared by the 22 Programmes (%) and 

· the beneficiary is implementing projects funded by other EU funds/ funding mechanisms, such as RRF, CEF, migration/ internal security funds etc. (so as to avoid double funding).

Extending the sample when problematic areas are identified by the Mas/IBs (see point 3d) and documenting in writing the feasibility and approach for the additional sample is considered to be also a good practice and the outcome of the close and fruitful collaboration of SSIS with the Audit Authority.










5. [bookmark: _Toc168906265]CROATIA

		ERDF/CF/JTF Programme

		Programme Competitiveness and Cohesion 2021-2027, 2021HR16FFPR001

Integrated Territorial Programme 2021 – 2027, 2021HR16FFPR002







		1. How the risk-based model was developed



		Please indicate briefly background for the risk-based model - whether data from previous programming period was analysed or risk factors were proposed by MA/IB/AA; did you use AA tools for risk assessment or expert judgement? Etc.



		

For the risk-based model for 2021-2027, data from previous programming period were analysed and discussed with relevant bodies of the MCS and the best practice of IB2 was used in development of the risk-based model for 2021-2027 for both Programmes. However, during the preparation of the risk-based model also EC Reflection paper on risk-based management verifications was consulted and used to complete the methodology.

Managing Authority prepares Rules of procedures for each Programme as standardised procedures for all the bodies of the Programme. RBMV model is a part of these Rules of procedures.









		2. Risk factors



		Please indicate the risk factors included in the methodology and the reasons why they were considered.



		

Risk factors are included in the risk assessment methodology for the following activities:

1. Risk assessment of the procurement for ex ante and ex post verifications

2. Risk assessment for administrative and on the spot verifications

3. Risk assessment for the control of delegated functions by MA



1. Risk assessment of the procurement for ex-ante and ex-post procurement verifications 



Risk factors are: 

-procurement for works,

-procurement share in the project/operation allocation, 

-procurement divided in groups, 

-previous experience in procurements (for NPOs), 

-type of procurement procedure, 

-estimated procurement value, 

-procurements initiated before the conclusion of the grant agreement, 

-previous financial corrections on procurements by the same beneficiary (for the last 2 years)..  

Risk factors are formulated as questions with answers “yes” or “no”, for   each answer is assigned a relevant point and the risk assessment is based on the total number of points and the determined scale for detection of high-risk score and low risk score. 

For example:

Question: “Financial corrections have been established for the beneficiary in connection with the implementation of the procurement procedure in the last two years?”

Answer: “Yes” – 2 points, “No” – 0 points.      



2.Risk assessment for administrative and on the spot verifications:      



Risk factors are: 

-type of beneficiary, 

-partners, 

financial aspect of types of procurements, 

-number of locations, 

-duration, 

-phased project, 

connection with other ongoing projects, 

-project modifications, 

-problems during administrative verifications identified, 

-irregularities, 

-fraud suspicion, 

-OTSC findings, 

-fulfilment of indicators.  



Risk factors are formulated as questions with answers “yes” or “no”, for   each answer is assigned a relevant point and the risk assessment is based on the total number of points and the determined scale for high, medium and low risk score.    





 3.Risk based control of delegated functions by MA 



Risk factors are detected at the level of call, project and request for payment for the project 



Risk factors are:

-financial aspect

-type of grant award procedure

-whether the grant award procedure for the call was already checked by MA(for another project)

-contract addendum

-irregularities, 

-fraud suspicion, 

-Rfp was verified/not verified by IB2

-Rfp with/without claimed expenses



All risk factors are established according performed analysis of detected problems, bottlenecks, and irregularities in previous period.









		3. Main aspects of the risk-based model



		Please provide a brief description of the main aspects of the risk-based model:

a. Risk assessment scoring method

b. Frequency of risk assessment

c. Scope of management verifications (and minimum coverage if applicable)

d. Conditions for extension of the sample (if applicable)

e. Any other information relevant for defining the model.



		

1.For the ex-ante and ex-post procurement verifications risk assessment is performed for all the procurements listed in procurement plan of the project. The Beneficiary is obliged to submit the project procurement plan within 20 working days from the conclusion of the contract and in case of any modification of the procurement plan.



Procurements are selected for ex ante and ex post verification based on:

•	estimated procurement value (over/below established thresholds for works/supplies/services), 

•	high risk assessment result 

•	the random selection (3% or at least one of the remaining procurements based on random selection). 



The application of the stricter criterion depends on the professional judgement and assessment of IB2 in relation to the procurement portfolio in the procurement plan being reviewed.      



Procurements over certain financial thresholds are subject to obligatory verification in ex ante and ex post procedure. If under financial thresholds, procurement selection for ex-post verification is done based on the risk assessment methodology. In case no procurement in the project is selected for verification by applying the above-mentioned methodology, IB 2 selects the procurement for control by random selection. 



Frequency of risk assessment for ex ante and ex post procurement verification is based on procurement plan at the beginning of implementation ( a new risk analysis is carried out when the procurement plan is changed, which have an impact on the selection of procurement in the sample).. 



Scope of management verifications are high and medium risk projects and also random selection where applicable. 



Extension of sample is applicable for procurement verifications according to identified irregularities: conflict of interest, breach of deadlines, no publication, Insufficient or imprecise description of the procurement, restrictive technical specifications, norms, limiting provisions in other conditions, grounds for exclusion, capacity conditions, selection criteria, non-adequate transparency, audit trail, distortion of market competition, extremely low offers, cartels etc.



2.Risk assessment for administrative and on the spot verifications:      



Risk assessment is performed at the project level in 3 stages: 

a) initial

b) during implementation (interim) 

c)post implementation. 



a) Initial risk assessment is obligatory, and it is performed no later than 30 days from the date of conclusion of the contract i.e. before 1st Request for payment submitted by the beneficiary and related administrative verifications and on the spot checks performed by the IB2.



b) The risk assessment during the implementation (interim) is optional and it is carried out based on the assessment of IB2 in the event of a change in the project implementation conditions or the occurrence of circumstances that put into question the initial assessment (eg decision-making on irregularities, suspected fraud, contract changes). If there were previously mentioned changes or occurrence of certain circumstances in a certain year of project implementation, the risk assessment during implementation is carried out within 30 days after the end of that year of project implementation.



c)post-implementation risk assessment is obligatory, and it is carried out within two months from the approval of the final RfP and the selection of projects for OTSC after implementation is based on this risk assessment.



Risk assessment scoring method is performed by evaluation of risk factors.

For high-risk projects, sampling is not performed and each RfP is checked.                                                

For medium and low-risk projects, sampling of RfP is carried out. 



In case of identified deficiencies during RfP verification (ineligible costs), the sample is expanded possibly up to 100% if necessary.



The results of the risk assessment for administrative verifications are used as well for OTSC planning and the level of identified risk influence the extent of verification of the projects previously included in the sample.  Exception: projects that are selected through direct award or whose beneficiaries are simple companies with limited liability, are always included in the sample and are subject to OtSC as high-risk projects.



OTSC sample can be extended for additional verification of 5-10% in case of identified deviations or suspected irregularities during OTSC. The sample can always be expanded to 100% if necessary.

     The reason for extending the sample is explained in the relevant checklist.





3.Risk based control of delegated functions by MA includes risk assessment at the level of call, project and request for payment for the projects within the responsibility of IB and the methodology is developed in MA internal manual.   



MA verifies activities related to the preparation and announcement of calls, allocation of grants/selection of projects, contracting and amendments to contracts, ex post control of procurement procedures, Rfp approvals, payments and amendments to contracts, and horizontal activities.

System level verifications as a part of control of delegated functions serve to obtain reasonable assurance that the IB performs delegated functions properly, that the management and control system in the area of ​​their competence is reliable, and generally that the expenditure declared to the Commission is regular and legal.  Outputs of the performed MA’s controls are also considered for the improvement of procedures and processes.                                                                                                 









		4. Usage of risk-based model



		Please provide information on what level the risk-based model is used - e.g. level of payment claim, expenditure items. Are expenses under simplified cost options included?



		Risk based model is used at the project level for administrative (payment claim) and OTSC verifications and at the procurement level.

SCO is defined at the call level.

In case of application of SCO for a particular type of cost, the costs per SCO enter in the population to which the sampling methodology is applied. If they enter the sample, for what is determined for the cost claim based on the calculation of unit costs is controlled, i.e. the control checks whether the units were accomplished. If it is a question of flat rates, in the RfP, the claimed expense covered by the flat rate is not checked.









		5. Revision and update of the risk-based model



		Please briefly describe the conditions for revision and update of the methodology (e.g. assessment of previous results, audit findings etc..) and provide brief information about how the revision and update of the methodology is implemented.



		Initial methodology was based on assessment of previous results, best practice, audit findings, EC Reflection Paper etc.



MA once a year considers the need to change the methodologies described in Rules of procedures. The methodologies need to be updated based on the accepted findings of audits and controls. Also, each IB can propose a change to a certain methodology, stating the reasons and the need for the aforementioned.







		6. Good practices



		Please refer to any good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		Reduction of the administrative burden for bodies in the system, faster verification of expenditures for payments to the beneficiaries and for request for payment to the Commission.







		7. Not-so-good practices



		Please refer to any not-so-good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		Potentially increased risk of possible irregular procurement expenditure / payment claims that are not checked and represent a potential risk of increasing the annual error rate above 2%.







		8. Tools



		Please indicate the tools used for implementing RBMV (e.g. IT system - developed specifically for purpose of RBMV or integrated within IT system used in implementation of Programme? if no IT system is used, please indicate any other tool - e.g. excel sheets, specific application, etc.



		RBMV is mainly performed through excel sheets. For control of the conflict of interest and double funding in selection process as well as conflict of interest as a part of the ex-post verification of procurements, MA/IB may use the ARACHNE and other relevant databases for additional assessment.







		9. Level of automatization



		Full / semi / no automatization of risk assessment. Please describe briefly what part of RB model is not automatised.



		No automatization so far is introduced in risk assessment process.







		10. Involvement of the Audit Authority



		Please describe briefly involvement of the Audit Authority in the process of setting up the RB model.



		The AA was consulted during the preparation of the Rules of procedures including the methodology and the risk factors.







		11. Good practice provided by the Audit Authority



		Please indicate, if the Audit Authority has given any useful suggestion toward setting up RBMV or any other good practice concerning the involvement of the Audit Authority.



		AA provided additional comments regarding the Rules of procedures and methodology which were taken in consideration during the preparation of the final version of Rules of procedures. Collaboration with AA is ongoing as well during Program implementation.
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		1. How the risk-based model was developed



		Please indicate briefly background for the risk-based model - whether data from previous programming period was analysed or risk factors were proposed by MA/IB/AA; did you use AA tools for risk assessment or expert judgement? Etc.



		The project monitoring functions, including the design of the internal control system, including the design of the risk-based management verification system, have been delegated to IB and MA has not been involved in the design of the system but is aware of the system in place.



During the 2014-2020 planning period of the EU funds, risk assessment was based on specific risk criteria, based on which the project's risk level was determined (low, medium, high). The following criteria were taken into account when assessing the risks:

- Proportion of the amount of the total attributable expenses of the project as a % of the total funding available within the specific objective (SO), measure.

- Type of beneficiary.

- Number and type of cooperation partners of the beneficiary.

- Beneficiary/cooperation partner provides support to final beneficiaries.

- The expected duration of project implementation.

- Revenues provided for in the project.

- The amount of detected irregularities in the EU fund projects implemented by the beneficiary in the 14/20 period in total;

- Results of on-the-spot checks in projects of the beneficiary.

- Deficiencies found in audits in projects of the beneficiary and information received from third parties.

- Procurement progress and the extent of Project activities (in financial terms) that are expected to be implemented as a result of the procurement.

- Project area (construction, purchase of equipment, training);

- Content relation of the project with other projects.

- The project is a continuation of the project implemented in the planning period of 2007/2013.

- At the project selection stage, potential risks in project implementation have been identified.

 

The risk level determined for the project affected the subsequent verification volumes (initial verification volumes for the payment claim, where after each approval of payment claim the verification volumes could change; general verification volumes for on-the-spot checks and procurement verifications). In addition, a risk summary form was developed, which summarizes all the risks related to the project, the actions taken to reduce the risk and the risk status.

The previous approach could not be considered as a risk-based system as the risks to be assessed and their criteria were static and did not inherently manage the actual risks in the project, but classified projects into risk levels based on limiting criteria defined in the regulatory framework.



When developing the risk system for the EU funds 2021-2027 planning period, legislation was freed from restrictive and rigid requirements. To create RBMV system for 2021-2027 period we analysed the risks that affect the achievement of results and indicators and the risks with financial impact that were most common in the previous period, including expert methods and audit recommendations. Now a complex multi-level risk system has been developed:

· where initially the risk level (high, medium, low) is determined to the SO/measure. The objective of the SO/measure risk assessment is to identify the most financially demanding and risky SO/measures to apply minimum project controls proportionate to the risk level.

· The next step is the project level, where each project is assessed for it’s individual risks. The initial risks of the project are evaluated at the project evaluation stage and after signing of agreement. This step assesses the risks based on the beneficiary's historical experience in implementing previous projects, if the beneficiary has implemented a project with IB.

· During project implementation, risks and red flags in the implementation of a specific project are identified through various solutions (verification controls, automated risk indicators, aggregation of client information - all projects implemented by the client and data from external databases).

· For further work with project, identified risks and red flags the risk summary form is used. All the risks related to the project, the actions taken to reduce the risk and the risk status are summarized in risk summary. The individual risks of the project can determine specific aspects to be additionally checked in the project (in addition to minimal, random verification controls which are determined based on SO/measure risk).

· Risk indicator monitoring tool - automated sophisticated algorithms that dynamically identify risk indications immediately after changes in the IT system by collecting project data. 

· Client Profile IT system - collects information on projects implemented by the client and monitored by IB, as well as data from national databases, allowing for a more complete assessment of the client and its risks. (under development, planned to be fully operational in the second half of 2025)





See attached diagram "RBMV LATVIA"















		2. Risk factors



		Please indicate the risk factors included in the methodology and the reasons why they were considered.



		1. The following risk criteria are taken into account when assessing risks at the SO/measure level:

· Funding from the program

· Average funding per project

· Type of beneficiary

· Sector/field of projects

· State aid

· The complexity of the implementation scheme

· SO/measure provided SCO

The above-mentioned information is included in the regulations of the Cabinet of Ministers regulating SO/measure. Taking into account all criteria, the SO/measure risk level is determined (high, medium, low). The mentioned risk criteria are influential in order to determine the impact of projects on the goal of SO/measure.

See section 1 of the diagram



2.The initial individual risks of the project are evaluated during the project selection stage. During the selection stage, risks may be identified that should be paid attention to in the implementation of the project, but they do not affect the selection decision. The following risk factors are taken in account:

· Implementation capacity

· Administration capacity 

· Financial capacity 

· Double funding

· State aid 

· Potential fraud

· Anti-Money Laundering and Terrorism and Proliferation Financing 

· Sanctions

· Other factors (used if risk factors not listed above is identified)

See section 2 of the diagram



3. The initial individual risks of the project are evaluated also during the signing of the agreement. The initial risks of the project are assessed based on previous experience with beneficiary and previous risks identified by answering several questions about following risks (List will be updated in second half of 2025):

· Fraud and corruption (4 questions)

· Conflict of interests (4questions); 

· Double funding (6 questions);

· The risk of not achieving the specified indicators and results (1 question); 

· Risk inherent in the activity of beneficiary (5 questions)

· Reputation (2 questions);

· Other risks (if applicable).

See section 2 of the diagram



4.In the further work with the project a risks summary form is used, which covers both the risks from the initial assessment and the risks identified during the implementation of the project. The project manager controls following risks during implementation of project (List will be updated in second half of 2025. including probability and impact assessments based on historical irregularity data and expert methods where data cannot be extracted from the IT system):

· The risk of not achieving the specified indicators and results

· Fraud/suspected fraud

· Corruption

· Double funding

· Conflict of interests

· Risk inherent in the activity of beneficiary

· Risk inherent in the activity of partner

· Reputation risk

· Capacity risk

· Project management risk

· Project complexity risk

· Procurement process risk

· SO inherent risk

· Anti-Money Laundering and Terrorism and Proliferation Financing risk

· Risk of sanctions

· Other (if applicable).

See section 2 of the diagram









		3. Main aspects of the risk-based model



		Please provide a brief description of the main aspects of the risk-based model:

a. Risk assessment scoring method

b. Frequency of risk assessment

c. Scope of management verifications (and minimum coverage if applicable)

d. Conditions for extension of the sample (if applicable)

e. Any other information relevant for defining the model.



		a. Risk assessment scoring method

A risk level is determined for the SO/measure based on scoring method. We created criteria with point values, where the points are automatically determined when choosing the answer in IT system. The evaluation points are summed up, where the risk level is determined according to the number of points.



We do not use scoring method at the project level but we assess the individual risks of the project and an expert method is used to determine whether an additional check is needed in the specific aspects.



b. Frequency of risk assessment 

SO/measure risk assessment is performed once after the approval of regulatory acts and SO/measure risk level is reassessed if there are changes in the criteria (regulations change). The risk summary of the project's individual risks is kept throughout the duration of the project and as soon as a risk is identified or information about an already identified risk is updated.



Project risks are assessed immediately as there is information on a potential risk or there is information that mitigates a previously identified risk. There is no specific frequency for these risk assessments, because it should be carried out as soon as information is available to enable risks to be managed effectively and in a timely manner.



c. Scope of management verifications (and minimum coverage if applicable) 

The risk of SO/measure determines the minimum verifications scope for payment claim, procurement verification and on-the-spot checks (See section 3 of the diagram). The individual risk assessment determines the aspects to be additionally checked or in-depth checked, where we take into account previous experience with beneficiary as well as information from previously performed verifications (expert method). 

For soft projects (Social affairs, communication, education, research and care projects):

All the expenditure from the payment claim is divided into groups. All groups are verified in first and last payment claim. In addition, for each group is made random selection, to determine additional payment claims in which each expenditure group will be verified.

Minimal verification scope according to SO/measure risks for expenditure items in selected payment claim and for each expenditure group is:

Low risks – 5%;

Medium risks - 10%;

High risks – 20%. 

See section 3 of the diagram

For projects with physical results (Construction, infrastructure, technology and equipment projects):

Expenditures are verified through procurement contract selection, selected contracts are verified 100%, other contracts are verified only if risks are identified. Minimal amount of procurement contract in project that are verified according to SO/measure risks:

Low risks – 1 contract (priority is construction contract);

Medium risks – 2 contracts (priority is construction contract and one service contract);

High risks – 3 contracts (priority is two construction contracts and one service contract).

For these contracts is made 100% verification. If there are 10 procurement contracts, then based on the SO/measure risk only 1-3 procurement contracts will be fully verified.

See section 3 of the diagram

Double financing (2F) verification (will be updated in second half of 2025):

2F risk checks in project risk determination process and at the first submitted payment claim. 

A general 2F risk verification is performed in each submitted payment claim.

In-depth 2F risk verification is made for first payment claim in all projects and for medium and high SO/measure risk projects there is additional verification at the last payment claim.  

Additional verifications are done if there are identified 2F risks, or if the IT systems automated expenditure comparison verification shows red flag for specific expenditure.

Also, at every payment claim there is general check, to see if there is any questionable information, that need to be checked:

1. new activities have been added by the modifications of the contract (whether the new activities and expenditure look eligible from description in IT system);

2. the beneficiary/collaboration partner started the implementation of another project (to check if there is possible 2F risk);

3. information received from third parties, or if the beneficiary/collaboration partner is included in the list of additional risks (List is based on IB experience, AA information, media monitoring, complaints, etc., indicating serious risks with actual and possible cases of fraud, corruption and conflict of interest); 

4. automatic 2F- double invoice check (mentioned previously). 

At first and last payment claim there is an additional In-depth Check:

1. if there split accounting, that lowers 2F risk;

2. project address, if there are other projects on same address and could there be identified risks;

3. searching the Internet by project keywords to see if there are no risks for 2F where beneficiary implements similar project from other financial source;

4. ARACHNE system check. (ARACHNE is used not only for payment claim verification)



Ex-ante public procurement: The scope of Ex-ante procurement verifications is set at 35% of the planned procurements of the projects in the next quarter - where 10% of the selected 35% are selected randomly and the rest of the procurements (90%) are selected according to a separate risk assessment, which includes both SO/measure risk and the project individual risks. This assessment is made in Excel with automated scoring based on information input. The tool is designed to identify the most risky procurements, including taking into account the risks identified in the project and information on irregularities found in the beneficiary's projects.

See section 3 of the diagram



Ex-post public procurement verification in the payment claim: a minimum volume of 2 public procurement is set per project in one calendar year. 



On -the spot checks: Minimum sampling requirements in the project implementation phase: 

1) 1 check in 50 % projects from each measure if the SO/measure risk is high (where there is physical result, like - construction, infrastructure and material technical base projects); 

2) 1 check in 30 % projects from each measure if SO/measure risk is medium (where there is physical result, like - construction, infrastructure and material technical base projects); 

3)there is no requirements for minimum sampling for checks in low-risk SO/measure projects and measures involving events, trainings and seminars.

See section 3 of the diagram



On -the spot checks- Minimum sampling requirements in the project post-monitoring phase: 

1) 1 check 12 months after confirmation of the final payment request in 30 % projects from each measure projects if the SO/measure risk is high; 

2) 1 check in 12 months after confirmation of the final payment request 15% projects from each measure if the SO/measure risk is medium. 

3)there is no requirements for minimum sampling for checks in low-risk level projects.



d. Conditions for extension of the sample (if applicable) 



As part of the existing inspection if deviations or errors are detected during the verification, an additional verification is carried out for specific expenses, contracts, invoices or for the aspect where deviations were found until the confidence is gained about the reliability of the data. The scope of additional verifications is determined by the expert according to the risks identified.

The risks identified during the project may determine the volumes and aspects to be additionally verified, but this does not indicate an automatic increase in the scope of the minimal verifications. In addition to the minimal verifications, specific cases are checked where a risk has been identified, which allows for targeted and meaningful additional verifications. For example, if there is a suspicion of a conflict of interest in public procurement, a decision can be made to verify other public procurements, in addition to the minimal verifications and by checking only the conflict of interest in public procurement.







		4. Usage of risk-based model



		Please provide information on what level the risk-based model is used - e.g. level of payment claim, expenditure items. Are expenses under simplified cost options included?



		· Expenditures

· Level of payment claim 

· Level of expenditure group 

· Level of expenditure items, SCO items, units.

· Public procurement ex-ante verifications on level of project department

· Public procurement ex-post – at level of project (done together with payment claim verification and selection is done from list of procurements that are used in payment claim)

· On -the spot checks: 

· On the level of SO/measure

· And level of project 







		5. Revision and update of the risk-based model



		Please briefly describe the conditions for revision and update of the methodology (e.g. assessment of previous results, audit findings etc..) and provide brief information about how the revision and update of the methodology is implemented.



		It is planned to evaluate the effectiveness of the system once a year, considering the recommendations of external audits (including the detected irregularities). We plan to compare the results of our verifications and the amount of detected errors against the findings of the audits. We are developing criteria for the effectiveness of verifications processes that will help evaluate RBMV model.

If necessary, we will make improvements to the risk system..







		6. Good practices



		Please refer to any good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		· Proactively self-assess the effectiveness of the RBMV model and scope of checks yearly, without waiting for the audit authority's recommendations. 

· In our opinion, increased attention should be paid to the understanding of the persons responsible for verification controls about the risks in the project, RBMV and risk identification, and whether they identify risks and determine sufficient amount of additional(meaningful) verifications. In 2024, we have launched interactive risk training for employees. However, we see a need to continue training on risks identification, assessment and decision making in the coming years.

· Collecting information from IT systems, e.g. by collating all information on beneficiaries and their projects - building client profiles. Assessing risks at client level and identifying risks not only according to specific events in a single project, but also on the basis of the beneficiary.

· Development of automated risk indicators/red flags in the IT system based on project data - information submitted, verifications carried out and their results, changes in the project/procurement and other aspects.

· When developing automated criteria, create customisable criteria values in the IT system so that the system can be fine-tuned according to the risks and does not show false red flags









		7. Not-so-good practices



		Please refer to any not-so-good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		· Failure to test the risk framework, no stress test before full implementation. 

· Insufficient training of staff on the newly established RBMV framework.

· Development of an IT system that is not adaptable



Given that the implementation of the projects in Latvia is at an early stage, it is not possible to draw any firm conclusions about the system at this stage.









		8. Tools



		Please indicate the tools used for implementing RBMV (e.g. IT system - developed specifically for purpose of RBMV or integrated within IT system used in implementation of Programme? if no IT system is used, please indicate any other tool - e.g. excel sheets, specific application, etc.



		

The risk system will be integrated into the management information system. In addition, we use various databases in the verifications, such as the database of the company register, the database of the State Revenue Service ect. With some databases it is possible to automatically read data in our management information system. Information about potential risks is also checked in Arachne system. 

A number of automatic controls have been built into the management information system, for example checking the risk of double funding when an invoice is compared with other submitted invoices to prevent potential double funding. 

In addition, it is possible to extract reports from the system.

The following tools are additionally being developed See section 4 of the diagram:

Risk monitoring tool: The risk management tool is in the development process and we will be fully functional in second half of 2025. The tool will allow you to transparently see risk indicators and manage the project. Risk indicators will be reflected according to the traffic light principle according to the responsibility levels of the project, SO/measure and line ministries. It will initially include up to 28 risk criteria at each level (project, measure, SO), which will include the identification of risk indicators the results of performed verifications, etc. This tool will allow you to identify risk indications at different levels and thus determine whether a risk is due to an individual project, a regulation or other reasons.



The Client Profiling System (CPS): is a web-based risk management tool designed to gather data from state and private registers and combine it with internal information within Latvia's Cohesion Policy funds management information system. The CPS assesses this data against a predefined set of criteria to provide a clear and objective risk assessment of clients and applicants seeking EU funds as well as contractors involved in the projects implementation. The development of the CPS is expected to improve the accuracy and efficiency of risk assessment, increase transparency in EU fund management, facilitate decision-making for fund allocation, and reduce the risk of fraud and misuse of EU funds.

We plan that this tool will be introduced by the end of 2025







		9. Level of automatization



		Full / semi / no automatization of risk assessment. Please describe briefly what part of RB model is not automatised.



		The process is not fully automatized, as mentioned risk criteria require also expert judgement  (analysis of existing and historical information etc.) and drawing conclusions.

The Client Profiling System will help with automated data collection and analysis, and a risk monitoring tool with sophisticated algorithms will help analyse risk indications in projects and at other levels as needed.







		10. Involvement of the Audit Authority



		Please describe briefly involvement of the Audit Authority in the process of setting up the RB model.



		There have been meetings with AA, where we discuss current affairs related to RBMW.









		11. Good practice provided by the Audit Authority



		Please indicate, if the Audit Authority has given any useful suggestion toward setting up RBMV or any other good practice concerning the involvement of the Audit Authority.



		We have received feedback on what we have presented, and AA have shared useful information about member states' experiences.

Together with MA we participate in the working group "ESF TCP: MA/AA-led Working Group on Management verifications and proportionate control".

In addition to cooperation with the AA, in 2022 and 2023 we have organized an experience exchange working group with the IB of Lithuania, Estonia and Sweden on RBMV
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		1. How the risk-based model was developed



		Please indicate briefly background for the risk-based model - whether data from previous programming period was analysed or risk factors were proposed by MA/IB/AA; did you use AA tools for risk assessment or expert judgement? Etc.



		

Risk Assessment Methodology - Developed by the national coordination body with the assistance of a University - Nova IMS Information Management School



Risk-based management verifications - Incremental implementation model



Annual account 23-24

- Risk assessment based on 2014-2020 historical data

(i) Characteristics of beneficiaries and operations;

(ii) Results of controls and audits carried out by control bodies, identifying all operations

(iii) audited/controlled and their errors (if applicable) broken down by type of irregularity;

(iv) Suitability;

(v) Debts;

(vi) Irregularities reported to OLAF;

(vii) Operations financed by the RRF



Annual account 24-25 and following

- Risk assessment based on: 

(i) 2014-2020 historical data; 

(ii) the results of risk-based management verifications; and

(iii) the results of audit of operations



Main activities carried out:

Annual account 23-24

- Impact

      Historical analysis of payment claims;

      Classification of payment claims into classes of potential impact

- Development of risk matrices

- Design of the sampling strategy

- Simulation to assess the impact of the proposed sampling strategy



Annual account 24-25 and following

- evolution of probabilistic models and improvement of risk models

- monitoring the application of the model established for AY 23-24

- reanalysing risk factors

- evaluate potential impact with the predicted amount of error

- introducing expenditure categories as risk factors

- development of support mechanisms for analysing and managing risk

- promote a training programme for MA







		2. Risk factors



		Please indicate the risk factors included in the methodology and the reasons why they were considered.



		Estimation of risk models for the probability of error (generalized linear models):

- Several models were tested taking into account statistical and conceptual criteria; 

- The models that demonstrated the greatest explanatory capacity and were conceptually valid were selected (one for ERDF/CF and one for ESF)

- The selected models include a set of risk factors with a significant impact on 

the probability of error occurrence



Risk Factors of the Beneficiary:

- Nature (only for ESF)

- Legal nature

- Concentration

- Dispersion Fund (only for ERDF/CF)

- Dispersion PO (only for ESF)

- Debts

- Reporting to the Public Prosecutor's Office



Risk Factors of the operation:

- Type of intervention

- Type of operation

- Materiality

- Multi-Fund (only for ESF)

- Operation's dominant Economic Activity









		3. Main aspects of the risk-based model



		Please provide a brief description of the main aspects of the risk-based model:

a. Risk assessment scoring method

b. Frequency of risk assessment

c. Scope of management verifications (and minimum coverage if applicable)

d. Conditions for extension of the sample (if applicable)

e. Any other information relevant for defining the model.



		Risk matrix, based on the probability of an error and the amount of the beneficiaries’ payment claim

[image: ]





Strategy for selecting the payment claim expenditure lines to be verified



[image: ]











		4. Usage of risk-based model



		Please provide information on what level the risk-based model is used - e.g. level of payment claim, expenditure items. Are expenses under simplified cost options included?



		For the account year 23-24, the RB model is used on the level of payment claim.

For the following years, with data from de 23-24 accounts, and with a minimum of 1000 analysed payment claims, a risk-based model will be applied also at the level of expenditure items.



For PT  expenses under simplified cost options are a regular category of costs, no difference is made on the model.







		5. Revision and update of the risk-based model



		Please briefly describe the conditions for revision and update of the methodology (e.g. assessment of previous results, audit findings etc..) and provide brief information about how the revision and update of the methodology is implemented.



		The model will be revised on a yearly bases, taking into account the rate error found in the previous year.









		6. Good practices



		Please refer to any good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		 

- Having a single RBMV model for all MA and IB

- Fully implemented on IT system

- The beneficiary knows only submit the documents related to the sample before final submission and after pre-submissions of the payment claim









		7. Not-so-good practices



		Please refer to any not-so-good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		- Not having the historical results of administrative verifications for all funds and MA prevent a two levels RBMV, payment claim and expenditure







		8. Tools



		Please indicate the tools used for implementing RBMV (e.g. IT system - developed specifically for purpose of RBMV or integrated within IT system used in implementation of Programme? if no IT system is used, please indicate any other tool - e.g. excel sheets, specific application, etc.



		The model is fully implemented on the IT system (Single access point for all beneficiaries) that applies the risk matrix at the operation level  and identifies the payment claims to be verified.

When a payment claim is selected to be verified, the IT system  also identifies the expenditure sample.







		9. Level of automatization



		Full / semi / no automatization of risk assessment. Please describe briefly what part of RB model is not automatised.



		Full automatization









		10. Involvement of the Audit Authority



		Please describe briefly involvement of the Audit Authority in the process of setting up the RB model.



		The AA was consulted on the RB model.









		11. Good practice provided by the Audit Authority



		Please indicate, if the Audit Authority has given any useful suggestion toward setting up RBMV or any other good practice concerning the involvement of the Audit Authority.



		No suggestions were given.










8. [bookmark: _Toc168906268]FRANCE

		ERDF/CF/JTF Programme

		2 programmes:

ERDF-ESF + 2021-2027 Réunion programme (CCI: 2021FR16FFPR002)

(Interreg VI-D) Indian Ocean Programme (CCI: 2021TC16FFOR004)







		1. How the risk-based model was developed



		Please indicate clearly background for the risk-based model – whether data from previous programming period was analysed or risk factors were proposed by MA/IB/AA; DID you use AA tools for risk assessment or expert judgement? Etc.



		The RBMV model has already been designed as part of the programme-wide risk approach. 



Upstream of the RBMV model, the MA therefore developed the risk mapping 2021-2027. This mapping of the programme’s risks is based in particular on the results of controls and audits 14-20 of all kinds, and on an ad hoc analysis of new risks. 



Once this risk mapping had been established, the MA analysed which risks identified by this mapping could and should be addressed by the RBMV model, at the level of payment claims. This analysis and methodology are traced back to the ex-ante evaluation defined by the MA. 



The annual update method follows the same process.



The RBMV model was conceptualised by the managing authority at the end of 2021-early 2022, so that it could be included in its DSGC 2021-2027.



It was then the subject of initial analysis by the Audit Authority.







		2. Risk factors



		Please indicate the risk factors contained in the methodology and the reasons why they were considered.



		

Thirty risk factors from the national SYNERGIE information system have 4 different risk strata: 

· The stratum Typology of actions of the Programme

· The beneficiary stratum

· The operation stratum

· The stratum Request for payment.



In the initial (ex-ante) risk analysis, it was analysed that we had to focus on the risks associated with the beneficiary, as a significant part of the risks (concerning payment claims) is linked to the beneficiary:

· its degree of structuring, 

· length of service, 

· its Grandfathering of EU funds, 

· its error rates on previous operations,

· ....



This is why a stratum is dedicated to “beneficiary risk”.



In addition, the ‘typology of actions of the programme’ layer makes it possible to create specific risks at the level of an action or type of action, in particular for new actions which did not exist in 2014-2020 and for which the MA has therefore decreased less.



These 4 strata are derived from the ex-ante evaluation established by the Managing Authority from the beginning of 2022 and are reflected in it.



This model is intended to apply both to ERDF and ESF + actions, as well as to the ETC programme for which the MA is the managing authority.









		3. Main aspects of the risk-based model



		Please provide a brief description of the main aspects of the risk-based model:

a. Risk assessment scoring method

b. Frequency of risk assessment

c. Scope of management verifications (and minimum coverage if applicable)

d. Conditions for extension of the sample (if applicable)

e. Any other information relevant for defining the model.



		

The risk assessment is based on a scale of 4 levels, scoring 0 to 3, with the highest risk scoring 3. Each risk indicator is subject to an allocation for the operation, allowing the staff member responsible for management verifications to see quickly where the highest risk areas are located in advance. 



Annual feedback is foreseen, allowing for a gradual refinement of the model and adjusting the quota system as necessary. 







		4. Use of risk-based model



		Please provide information on what level the risk-based model is used – e.g. level of payment claim, expenditure items. Are expenses under simplified cost options introduced?



		Since the risk statement is produced almost automatically, the RBMV model may apply not only after each contractual agreement, but to each payment claim. It should be noted, however, that some (pre-identified) data remain the “scheduled state”, and are not updated “in reel time”, either because this would have no meaning or because the additional workload involved was considered disproportionate by the MA. 



Operations fully covered by simplified costs are also intended to be covered by the RBMV model, with a differentiated approach:



· On the one hand, these operations are considered to be less risky than other operations and therefore have – everything else equal – a less elevated risk quota. 



· On the other hand, since the volume of work carried out by VSF has already been reduced as a result of the SCOs, the work of VSF still to be carried out can be maintained, particularly on the basis of risks specific to these SCOs (for example: correct application of the updating method,...?). 









		5. Revision and update of the risk-based model



		Please describe the conditions for revision and update of the methodology (e.g. assessment of previous results, audit findings etc.) and provide brief information about how the revision and update of the methodology is implemented.



		

The rhythm of revision and updating of the RMBV model is based on annuality, indirectly linked to the accounting closure work. Specifically:

· The findings of controls and audits of any kind are used to analyse the need to retrain and update the risk mapping of the OP. 



· After identifying new risks in the risk mapping, it will be analysed whether these new (or increased) risks have an impact on the RMBV moth. 



The logic of updating is therefore annual, except in a very specific situation that would be encountered during the year.









		6. Good practices



		Please repeat to any good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		At this ‘early’ stage of implementation of the model, and above all on the basis of its design, the best practices we can highlight are:



· Progress in terms of simplification, 



· The partial automation of the process, which frees some time worked by officials on purely administrative tasks, in order to concentrate them on analysis and verification tasks, 



· The use of the rating scale from 0 to 3 (scale at 4 levels), with rating 3 being the most risky and automatically triggering an ‘old’ VSF (exhaustive).



· In addition to simplification, one of the objectives is to get the staff member in charge of the VSF to reflect on the essential risk areas ahead of VSF’s work.









		7. Not-so-good practices



		Please repeat to any not-so-good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		We may see 2 risks:



· The risk of automatic application of the model without reflection, 



· The risk of creating ‘gas plants’ in the deployment of this new regulatory provision. These ‘gas plants’ generate little gain in terms of VSF, whereas the cost per man-days would be increased for the managing authority, or even for the beneficiary.







		8. Tools



		Please indicate the tools used for implementing RBMV (e.g. IT system – developed specifically for the purpose of RBMV or integrated within IT system used in implementation of Programme? if no IT system is used, please indicate any other tool – e.g. excel sheets, specific application, etc.



		

The RMBV model deployed by the MEUNION Managing Authority is based on the national SYNERGIE tool, which keeps all the data of the projects studied and selected. 



It is therefore a very slight extension of the existing software (very slight IT development), mainly resulting in the addition of a few new fields (4) in order to better identify risks, and automatic export. 



The functionality is therefore fully integrated into the basic functioning of the national SYNERGIE information system.



At the end of the chain, the automatically generated export is processed in a spreadsheet to format the data and calculate the risks (thus adaptable by each managing authority), in order to deliver a “ready-to-use” sheet for the benefit of the Head of Service and the staff in charge of the VSF. 









		9. Level of Automation



		Full/semi/no automatic risk assessment. Please write exactly what part of RB model is not automated.



		

The Managing Authority of the 2 OPs has a semi-automation objective, as follows:



· The risk factors correspond to data already existing in the information system and will therefore never be rescued (e.g. via an ad hoc spreadsheet). In this way, there is automatization.



· The risk statement on the payment request will be issued automatically using data directly from the national SYNERGIE software. This automated version of the risk statement will therefore not give rise to additional work for an official in charge of the VSF (or another staff member). On this 2th aspect, too, automatic.



· The risk statement will nevertheless be validated by a validator before implementation of the “management verification”, in order to leave part of the analysis to the Head of Service.



Consequently, according to the MA, this system is semi-automated.



This modus operandi implies that the risk factors should be analysed solely by using the data already available in the national SYNERGIE information system. The Managing Authority takes over this modality, in order to maintain the beneficial effects of this simplification leverage decided by the European institutions.









		10. Involvement of the Audit Authority



		Please describe clearly the involvement of the Audit Authority in the process of setting up the RB model.



		Indirect involvement of the Audit Authority through an analysis carried out as part of a system audit on the MA’s conceptual model described in the DMCS. On this basis, the analysis was positive at this stage.







		11. Good practice provided by the Audit Authority



		Please indicate, if the Audit Authority has made any useful suggestion setting up RBMV or any other good practice concerning the involvement of the Audit Authority.



		None












9. [bookmark: _Toc168906269]INTERACT (Italy-Croatia)

		ERDF/CF/JTF Programme

		Interreg VI-A Italy–Croatia CCI 2021TC16RFCB038







		1. How the risk-based model was developed



		Please indicate briefly background for the risk-based model - whether data from previous programming period was analysed or risk factors were proposed by MA/IB/AA; did you use AA tools for risk assessment or expert judgement? Etc.



		

The Programme decided to structure the process leading to the definition of the risk-based management verifications methodology for the period 2021-2027 in the following way:

1. Review of available legal framework, Commission and Interact documents

2. Collection of experiences from other Interreg Programmes

3. Internal analysis of available data on corrections done by national controllers (FLC ’14-‘20) and during 2nd Level controls for the identification of the Programme features

4. Risk assessment following the application of mitigation measures

5. Adoption of the draft RBMV methodology

6. Collaboration with Croatian Control body and Italian NA (Agenzia di Coesione) in finetuning the methodology before acknowledgment and adoption by Monitoring Committee. 







		2. Risk factors



		Please indicate the risk factors included in the methodology and the reasons why they were considered.



		The overall basis of the risk assessment as assessed through the data analysis is the project partner claim (report) and the individual corrections made per claim as they were reported in the SIU database (electronic monitoring system used in 14-20). The risky elements striving from the 14-20 data analysis are as follows:



1. Equipment and Infrastructure and works are relatively riskier cost categories;

2. 1st and last Progress report are the ones where the majority of errors can be found (also for Staff costs);

3. A relatively higher error rate is found in case of the Centralized control system compared to the de-centralized control system for FLCs and the opposite occurs in case of 2nd level controls where a much higher proportion of errors is found in case of partners relying on a de-centralized controller.

4. Public procurement for contracting above 10.000,00€ can be associated to an inherent high risk due to the amount at stake, the high value of corrected amount and the complexity of procurement procedure. The error rate is not showing striking differences above or below the threshold and it is even relatively higher in case of procurements below 10.000,00€ (particularly in case of external expertise and staff)

Additional information provided by the centralized control body are pointing out that according to controller’s experiences and second level audit findings Staff and Travel cost categories can be considered at low risk and have negligible number and financial value of not eligible costs. Riskier items are confirmed to be found in Equipment and Works and Services and the vast majority of irregularities (more than 95%) are connected to public procurement procedures and contract implementation for values for which law on public procurement is applied – while for lower value there are significantly less irregularities detected due to much simpler procedure and procurement documentation.

Those results are backing the risky items (so called “key items”) as identified by HIT risk-based methodology following the analysis of the most common irregularities and errors data in 2014-2020, as provided by several Interreg programmes.







		3. Main aspects of the risk-based model



		Please provide a brief description of the main aspects of the risk-based model:

a. Risk assessment scoring method

b. Frequency of risk assessment

c. Scope of management verifications (and minimum coverage if applicable)

d. Conditions for extension of the sample (if applicable)

e. Any other information relevant for defining the model.



		

a. Identified risk are scored according to financial significance of errors detected, in relation to the costs category where errors are detected and stage of implementation

b. One-time specific risk assessment following the data analysis. Further updates of the risk assessment fall within the general revision of risk management exercise at programme level (see Revision and update of Risk-based model).

c. The basis of the administrative verifications is every partner progress report (activity + financial report) submitted by the project partner to the controller. Only cost categories with direct costs (staff costs, external expertise and services, equipment and infrastructure and works) are subject to verifications. Methodology recognizes key-items and items selected based on professional judgement.

Key-items verification

The controller performs full verification of key items for each progress partner report. Within this context, the following items are risky (key items) and should be fully (100%) verified:

1. Staff costs of the first and last progress report where staff costs occur. Furthermore, staff costs of a new staff member included for the first time in the progress partner report, or if significant changes in the staff costs occur (> 20%) in the time allocation of staff members (if the fixed percentage method is used) or if there are changes in the staff costs methodology (e.g. a change from fixed percentage method to full time).

2. Procurement for contracting amounts equal or above Programme threshold of EUR 10.000,00 (excl. VAT);

3. VAT (for projects with total costs of at least EUR 5m, including VAT or in case of State aid).

Professional judgement

On top of the full verification of key items, the controller, based on their professional judgement (decision-making, analyses, or evaluation based on knowledge, skills, training, or experience that the controller possesses) must select additional items from the list of expenditures to perform verifications on.

At least one item per cost category must be selected, where available. Item(s) to be controlled are selected from the remaining population of reported real costs and 10% of value (of the remaining reported real costs) must be included verification.

d. In case the controller finds deficiencies in key-items and items selected based on professional judgement, at least one more expenditure item needs to be selected for full verification.

e. SCOs are not verified by controllers. 









		4. Usage of risk-based model



		Please provide information on what level the risk-based model is used - e.g. level of payment claim, expenditure items. Are expenses under simplified cost options included?



		

The model is used at the level of a partner report.

Interreg operations have periodic (6 months) reporting on activities and expenditures which is performed at the level of partners = partner reports and at the level of the project = request for reimbursement/payment claim. 

Every partner report is verified by national controllers, so the methodology is designed to identify risky expenditure items for every partner report.









		5. Revision and update of the risk-based model



		Please briefly describe the conditions for revision and update of the methodology (e.g. assessment of previous results, audit findings etc..) and provide brief information about how the revision and update of the methodology is implemented.



		The risks shall be periodically reassessed by the programme essentially based on controller’s corrections and audit results. The methodology will be updated when needed, and based on the revised risk assessment to reinforce the controls or further reduce them depending on the level of risks. The Managing Authority may also differentiate the proportionality and intensity of controls and include more risk factors, particularly at partner level, on the basis of the information that will become available through the implementation of the Programme. The updates of the methodology fall within the general revision of risk management exercise at programme level.







		6. Good practices



		Please refer to any good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		Capitalizing on experiences of other Interreg programmes and tools provided by Interact and cooperating in development and implementation phase with stakeholder i.e. controllers who have to use the methodology when performing verifications.







		7. Not-so-good practices



		Please refer to any not-so-good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		Not applicable 







		8. Tools



		Please indicate the tools used for implementing RBMV (e.g. IT system - developed specifically for purpose of RBMV or integrated within IT system used in implementation of Programme? if no IT system is used, please indicate any other tool - e.g. excel sheets, specific application, etc.



		Partner reports are submitted in electronic monitoring system Jems which allows for individual expenditure items to be categorized in cost categories, connected or not to procurements and checked as “part of sample” or “not part of sample”, which allows for later data analysis and revision of methodology.

However, the identifications of items that should be fully verified is not automatic and controllers can use an excel table provided by the Programme to support them in the application of RBMV methodology.







		9. Level of automatization



		Full / semi / no automatization of risk assessment. Please describe briefly what part of RB model is not automatised.



		Automatization of RB model is currently not available.

Controllers must review the list of expenditures submitted by the beneficiary to understand the type and nature of the expenditure (cost categories) claimed. Expenditure items that correspond to the aforementioned characteristics (key items and professional judgment items) have to be fully verified. Other items are not checked.







		10. Involvement of the Audit Authority



		Please describe briefly involvement of the Audit Authority in the process of setting up the RB model.



		The RBMV Methodology has been shared with the AA.







		11. Good practice provided by the Audit Authority



		Please indicate, if the Audit Authority has given any useful suggestion toward setting up RBMV or any other good practice concerning the involvement of the Audit Authority.



		










10. [bookmark: _Toc168906270]INTERACT (Interreg programmes managed by Poland)

		ERDF/CF/JTF Programme

		Interreg programmes managed by Poland







		1. How the risk-based model was developed



		Please indicate briefly background for the risk-based model - whether data from previous programming period was analysed or risk factors were proposed by MA/IB/AA; did you use AA tools for risk assessment or expert judgement? Etc.



		 For Interreg programmes managed by Poland the risk-based methodologies were prepared by the MA, however they were subject to in-depth consultations with the controllers. The methodologies were based on the historic data from the 2014-2020 perspective.







		2. Risk factors



		Please indicate the risk factors included in the methodology and the reasons why they were considered.



		

I. Risk-based methodology for selecting payment claims for verifications

Risks defined:

1. PPR value (weight 45%)

· PPR < EUR 5,000 – 1 point;

· EUR 5,000 ≤ PPR < EUR 10,000 – 2 points;

· EUR 10,000 ≤ PPR < EUR 30,000 – 3 points;

· PPR ≥ EUR 30,000 – 4 points.

1. Real cost category (weight 20%)

· no real costs – 1 point;

· 1 real cost category in PPR other than infrastructure and works – 2 points;

· real costs only in the category of infrastructure and works – 3 points;

· 2 or more real cost categories in PPR – 4 points. 

1. Types of simplified methods (weight 5%)

· no simplified methods (SCOs) or flat rate used in PPR – 1 point;

· Other than flat rate simplified methods (SCOs) used in PPR – 4 points.

1. Irregularities (including those found and reduced in PPRs) in the partner's part of the project determined in connection with previous controls (summed over the entire project implementation period for a given partner from controls conducted by the FLC and external audits) (weight 15%)

· Total ≤ EUR 250 – 1 point ;

· EUR 250 < total ≤ EUR 1,000 – 2 points ;

· EUR 1,000 < total ≤ EUR 10,000 – 3 points ;

· Total > EUR 10,000 – 4 points.

1. [bookmark: _Hlk154130560]Controller's evaluation from cooperation with the partner (also from other projects). Based on the past implementation of Interreg projects and the Interreg partner reports cleared by the partner to date, the controller assesses the probability of errors in documentation and project implementation as (weight 15%)

· low (e.g., partner has submitted previous partner reports on time, low number of errors and/or deficiencies in documentation – most often formal deficiencies, meeting deadlines for submission of clarification supplements or the next version of the progress reports, ongoing contact and informing the Controller of any delays agreed with the JS or lead partner) – 1 point;

· not high (e.g., high number of formal errors in the partner progress reports, low number of substantive errors) – 2 points;

· medium (including problems with contacting people in charge of the project, frequent delays in submitting partner progress reports, large number of formal and substantive errors) – 3 points;

· high (among other things, the beneficiary has not yet implemented projects under Interreg and submits the first partner reports) – 4 points

The minimum threshold for payment claim to be subject for the eligibility check set by the MA is 1,9.



II. Risk-based methodology for selecting expenditures within payment claims selected for verification:



· Risk analysis

· expenditures that suggest double financing may have occurred,

· expenditures that suggest they’re ineligible,

· expenditures which raises a reasonable suspicion of fraud, 

· expenditures which may suggest the occurrence of selected infringements as gathered in information on irregularities collected by the controller,

· At least one item from each cost category must be selected,

· Minimum 2 items of list of expenditures,

· Expenditures amounting to minimum 10% of value of payment claim,

· Expenditures of the highest value selected, if the conditions for the sample have not been met,

· If SCO included, they are also sampled: 

· minimum one lump sum of highest value, 

· all flat rates, 

· minimum 3 unit costs.



III. Risk based methodology for selecting projects for the on-the-spot controls

The controller selects projects for on-the-spot control from among all projects that collectively meet the following conditions:

0. as of the date of sample selection, have a signed subsidy contract and have not yet been completed,

0. in the fiscal year for which the sample is selected have achieved or will achieve[footnoteRef:1] a minimum of 40% implementation of the planned budget of the project partner. [1:  Estimate based on data in the progress reports.] 


Risk factors:

1) Budget from ERDF partner in EUR

· Budget < EUR 100 thousand – 1 point;

· EUR 100 thousand ≤ budget< EUR 500 thousand – 2 points;

· EUR 500 thousand ≤ budget < 1,000 thousand – 3 points;

· Budget ≥ EUR 1,000 thousand – 4 points.



2) Type of activities in the partner's part of the project

· Activities do not include the purchase of equipment and infrastructure and works – 1 point;

· Purchase of equipment and infrastructure and works involve less than 50% of the partner's budget – 2 points;

· The purchase of equipment and infrastructure and works covers at least 50% and less than 75% of the partner's budget – 3 points;

· Purchase of equipment and infrastructure and works cover at least 75% of the partner's budget – 4 points.



3) On-the-spot controls conducted at the project partner

· an on-the-spot control has been scheduled or was carried out and no financial findings have been identified – 1 point;

· an on-the-spot control was carried out and financial findings were found – 3 points;

· an on-the-spot control has not yet been planned and carried out – 4 points.



4) Results of controls/audits by other institutions

· An external audit has been carried out on part of the partner's project – 1 point;

· External audits have been carried out on parts of the project and financial findings have been identified – 3 points;

· Part of the project has not had any external audit to date – 4 points.



5) Controller's evaluation from cooperation with the partner (also from other projects). Drawing upon the previous implementation of Interreg projects and the partner's settlement of Interreg payment claims thus far, the controller evaluates the probability of errors in documentation and project implementation as follows:

· low (e.g., partner has submitted progress reports requests on time, low number of errors and/or deficiencies in documentation – most often formal deficiencies, meeting deadlines for submission of clarification supplements or the next version of the progress reports, ongoing contact and informing the controller of any delays agreed with the JS or lead partner) – 1 point;

· not high (e.g., high number of formal errors in the progress reports, low number of substantive errors) – 2 points;

· medium (including problems with contacting people in charge of the project, frequent delays in submitting progress reports, large number of formal and substantive errors) – 3 points;

· high (among other things, the beneficiary has not yet implemented projects under Interreg) – 4 points.

Indication for on-the-spot control is a score in the range of 14-20 points.



These risks were defined as most relevant based on the historic data and as a result of almost 2-years discussions with controllers while preparing the methodologies. In the MA’s opinion thanks to these factors the risk of irregularities have been minimized to an acceptable level.







		3. Main aspects of the risk-based model



		Please provide a brief description of the main aspects of the risk-based model:

a. Risk assessment scoring method

b. Frequency of risk assessment

c. Scope of management verifications (and minimum coverage if applicable)

d. Conditions for extension of the sample (if applicable)

e. Any other information relevant for defining the model.



		a) Please see point 2 for scoring method.

b) Methodology for selecting payment claims is used for each payment claim submitted to the controller. Methodology for selecting expenditures is used for the payment claims selected for the eligibility verification . As for the methodology for on-the-spot verification, the analysis is performed for the first time for projects with signed subsidy contract, which spent/will spend 40% of its budget in the accounting year. Projects that meet the criteria are analysed each year (in May), regardless if they were already selected for the check or not, in order to verify if the assessment of risks haven’t changed as compared to previous year.

c) The MA set the assurance level for administrative verifications as follows: around 60% of payments claims to be subject for the eligibility check and they shall cover around 97% of ERDF requested in payment claims. For sampling of expenditures within payment claims the assurance level is minimum 10% of real costs to be checked. Experience shows that around 40-60% of value of real costs in the payment claims selected for verification have been checked by controllers so far.  So far, 52% of payment claims were subject to eligibility verifications. These payment claims verified accounted for 98% ERDF requested.

There has been no minimum coverage set as for the on-the-spot verifications.

d) The extended sample is chosen by the controller based on their professional judgement, always when the controller has not gained assurance as to the regularity of expenditures verified. The sample may be extended to the same type of activities, to the cost category, etc. 

100% verification is recommended to be avoided, unless duly justified.











		4. Usage of risk-based model



		Please provide information on what level the risk-based model is used - e.g. level of payment claim, expenditure items. Are expenses under simplified cost options included?



		 Please see answers above.

Yes, SCOs are used. They also are sampled.







		5. Revision and update of the risk-based model



		Please briefly describe the conditions for revision and update of the methodology (e.g. assessment of previous results, audit findings etc..) and provide brief information about how the revision and update of the methodology is implemented.



		At the initial phase of programme implementation, the MA had revied the methodologies on the on-going basis, especially having received communication/questions from controllers. It is assumed that once programme is further in its implementation, the review would be done once/twice a year. 

The review of methodologies is now undergoing at the MA.

The review is based on:

· actual data gathered in the IT system with regard to verifications,

· actual data collected from controllers, which is not registered in the IT system (risk analysis sheets, sampling documentation, etc.),

· irregularities identified so far by controllers,

· results of audits (audit of operation),

· qualitative information – observations of controllers. Several think-tanks are presumed.

As for this moment the audit of operations took place in two projects, in 2024. The auditors verified 100% of expenditures; no irregularities were detected. The MA got the assurance of the effectiveness of the methodologies used.

The system audit covering the key requirements related to the management verifications is planned for 2025.









		6. Good practices



		Please refer to any good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		o	Using methodology on the level of payment claims contributed significantly to decreasing the workload on controller’s side, especially when it comes for the payment claims of very small value and so called “descriptive” reports. At the same time the assurance level set by the MA has been well-maintained.

o	There is though still room for improvement, as programmes implement new solutions – e.g. so called “initial payment claims” covering only SCO for preparatory costs, etc. The methodologies/system will be adjusted accordingly in order to minimize the controllers administrative burden. It is a good practise to have a system allowing for a flexibility to react to new solutions implemented. 

o	Including the risk factor with regard to SCO in the risk analysis (as a risk) has been a good idea (despite external voices, why the SCO as a simplification is perceived risky). It has been concluded that beneficiaries seem to have problems with understanding the idea (unit costs for staff especially) and also with meeting (ensuring) the conditions for paying up lump sums. 

o	The on-going exchange and cooperation with controllers has been perceived as a contributing factor, as controllers often have better in-sight knowledge on the processes, than just the “pure” results of analysis of data from the IT system.

o	A good practice is to make an exception for the on-the-spot verification methodology, to exclude from the population projects already controlled/audited by e.g. AA, ECA, etc. within last two accounting years (in order not to duplicate the control work and ensure complementarity of work of control bodies).







		7. Not-so-good practices



		Please refer to any not-so-good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		Lack of historic data.

· When reviewing the methodologies, it is important to take into account the stage of programmes’ implementation – different results/conclusion may be drawn, when analysing the same data at the initial stage and at the implementation stage of the programme.

· The monitoring by the MA of the quality of work of controllers is necessary, in order to check that the methodologies are used in a correct way and outcomes are registered in a correct way. It is additional burden for the MA. Any mistakes on controllers’ side may result in false outcomes, when reviewing the effectiveness of methodologies.

· Lack of some data gathered in the IT system in a unified mode, allowing for simple comparison and thus quick analysis of the data.

· Lack of automatization of the risk analysis (on all levels) and its integration with the IT system is a drawback. 













		8. Tools



		Please indicate the tools used for implementing RBMV (e.g. IT system - developed specifically for purpose of RBMV or integrated within IT system used in implementation of Programme? if no IT system is used, please indicate any other tool - e.g. excel sheets, specific application, etc.



		Controllers use their own tools (Excel, Word files). These are not integrated within the IT system.







		9. Level of automatization



		Full / semi / no automatization of risk assessment. Please describe briefly what part of RB model is not automatised.



		None of the methodology used has been automatized. Controllers use Excel/Word files to document the sampling.







		10. Involvement of the Audit Authority



		Please describe briefly involvement of the Audit Authority in the process of setting up the RB model.



		The AA was only informed about the methodologies to be used. The AA is not participated in the process of elaborating the methodologies. 







		11. Good practice provided by the Audit Authority



		Please indicate, if the Audit Authority has given any useful suggestion toward setting up RBMV or any other good practice concerning the involvement of the Audit Authority.



		None.










11. [bookmark: _Toc168906271]LITHUANIA

		ERDF/CF/JTF Programme

		The European Union Funds Investment Programme 2021-2027 and the Recovery and Resilience Plan “The Next Generation of Lithuania”







		1. How the risk-based model was developed



		Please indicate briefly background for the risk-based model - whether data from previous programming period was analysed or risk factors were proposed by MA/IB/AA; did you use AA tools for risk assessment or expert judgement? Etc.



		Based on the experience of the previous funding period, the managing authority, together with the implementing body, has established a list of potential risk factors and adopted a risk assessment methodology.







		2. Risk factors



		Please indicate the risk factors included in the methodology and the reasons why they were considered.



		Risk assessment methodology sets out risk criteria covering risks related to the project environment (assessment of the project funding source(s), assessment of project design, presence of partners, planned project duration, budget, project links with other projects, nature of main project activities, likelihood of double funding, experience of the project promoter over the past 24 months, likelihood of conflict of interest, nature of State aid, level of preparation of the project) and assumptions of origin and risks related to project administration and internal control (the evaluation shall include the turnover of the staff managing the project of the implementing body, their experience, the administrative capacity of the project promoter, the existence of indications of double funding, the investigations of irregularities carried out in the project and the proportion of ineligible expenditure identified, the eligibility of procurement, the risk of improper implementation of the financial obligations of the project promoter, the timeliness of the implementation of project activities, and the results of the on-the-spot checks.)







		3. Main aspects of the risk-based model



		Please provide a brief description of the main aspects of the risk-based model:

a. Risk assessment scoring method

b. Frequency of risk assessment

c. Scope of management verifications (and minimum coverage if applicable)

d. Conditions for extension of the sample (if applicable)

e. Any other information relevant for defining the model.



		-  Risk scores shall be given by assessing the likelihood of the occurrence of a risk and its impact.

- The initial (inherent) risk assessment will be carried out as soon as the project contract is signed. Thereafter, the risk will be assessed with each payment application submitted by the project promoter (risks generated during the project implementation)

-  The management check sample is subject to two stages of assessment: firstly, an expert assessment is carried out and the riskiest elements are selected according to the established criteria, and secondly, a random selection of 20 to 30 per cent (depending on the estimated risk of the project) of the elements to be checked is made from the remaining sample;

-  The sample will be extended if systemic irregularities or other relevant information is found.







		4. Usage of risk-based model



		Please provide information on what level the risk-based model is used - e.g. level of payment claim, expenditure items. Are expenses under simplified cost options included?



		Risk-based management verifications are planned to be applied to expenditure items (including expenses under simplified cost options), procurement checks and on-the-spot checks.







		5. Revision and update of the risk-based model



		Please briefly describe the conditions for revision and update of the methodology (e.g. assessment of previous results, audit findings etc..) and provide brief information about how the revision and update of the methodology is implemented.



		The methodology will be reviewed at least once during the accounting year and, if necessary, revised on the basis of findings of audits or other verifications.







		6. Good practices



		Please refer to any good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		It is useful to refer to the experience of the previous funding period when identifying the risk criteria, as well as to the need for cooperation between the MA and the IB, and consultation with the AA.







		7. Not-so-good practices



		Please refer to any not-so-good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		The development of RBMV requires cooperation between MA and IB from the very beginning. We had a not so good practice where the IB initially developed the RBMV without consultation with the MA and submitted it to the MA for alignment, with a lot of discussion and refinement, which led to a longer process. When the discussions start from the very beginning of the development of the model the process is faster.







		8. Tools



		Please indicate the tools used for implementing RBMV (e.g. IT system - developed specifically for purpose of RBMV or integrated within IT system used in implementation of Programme? if no IT system is used, please indicate any other tool - e.g. excel sheets, specific application, etc.



		The excel tool is used for the risk assessment and the results are entered and stored in the IT system for project administration.







		9. Level of automatization



		Full / semi / no automatization of risk assessment. Please describe briefly what part of RB model is not automatised.



		The risk assessment is semi-automated, i.e. the project risk assessor has to tick the risk criteria in the excel file and then the overall risk of the project is calculated automatically using the formulas provided.







		10. Involvement of the Audit Authority



		Please describe briefly involvement of the Audit Authority in the process of setting up the RB model.



		We had a meeting with the AA, where risk assessment models, the choice of sample size, etc. were discussed. The MA requested advice from the AA during the development of the risk-based sampling methodologies for management verifications and in case of questions on the application of the sampling method and the choice of sample size.







		11. Good practice provided by the Audit Authority



		Please indicate, if the Audit Authority has given any useful suggestion toward setting up RBMV or any other good practice concerning the involvement of the Audit Authority.



		The AA has provided useful methodological material for the development of the risk model, as well as advice on the design of the audit sample, and we have agreed that we will also be available for future consultation on any issues that arise in relation to the development or improvement of the risk model.










12. [bookmark: _Toc168906272]ITALY

		ERDF/CF/JTF Programme

		RP Lazio ERDF 2021-2027 – CCI 2021IT16RFPR008







		1. How the risk-based model was developed



		Please indicate briefly background for the risk-based model - whether data from previous programming period was analysed or risk factors were proposed by MA/IB/AA; did you use AA tools for risk assessment or expert judgement? Etc.



		 The model for risk-based management verifications was mainly developed by analysing data from previous programming period. The model was developed by the Managing Authority of the programme, supported by Lazio Innova S.p.A., an Intermediate body, participating to the management and implementation of the ERDF Regional Programme and of the management and control systems.







		2. Risk factors



		Please indicate the risk factors included in the methodology and the reasons why they were considered.



		Risks factors included in the model are linked to:

· the policy area of intervention

· the type of beneficiary (e.g. SME, research entities, etc.)

· financial entity of the project

· number of financial reports and requests for reimbursement 

· type of activities funded

· ARACHNE risk score.

Such risks were included in the model because they were considered to have an impact on the use of fundings and overall on funding cuts.    







		3. Main aspects of the risk-based model



		Please provide a brief description of the main aspects of the risk-based model:

a. Risk assessment scoring method

b. Frequency of risk assessment

c. Scope of management verifications (and minimum coverage if applicable)

d. Conditions for extension of the sample (if applicable)

e. Any other information relevant for defining the model.



		a. Each project selected for funding is assigned a score computed by considering most of the risk factors mentioned above (according to the type of project and financial support, i.e. public works, acquisition of goods and services, grants and financial instruments). Projects are then ranked according to the assigned score and those having the highest score have the highest chance to be selected first for management verifications (or rather the related payment claims).

b. The risk associated to a project is assessed after the project is selected for financial support.

c. The intensity of management verifications (% of expenditure to be controlled) is computed as the average of the scores assigned to the ranked projects.

d. The MA can extend the intensity of control during the sampling process, anytime, when occurs problems identified through monitoring, such as financial corrections, delays in implementation, suspicions of fraud, complaints, other “operations alert” where previous audits have identified reporting problems, irregularities, or suspected fraud.

e. The process described above concern operation different from Financial Instrument, which follow a specific and independent control process.







		4. Usage of risk-based model



		Please provide information on what level the risk-based model is used - e.g. level of payment claim, expenditure items. Are expenses under simplified cost options included?



		The risk-based model is used in order to define, under a certain call for proposal, the total amount of expenditure to be verified and to select the payment claims to be checked.

For the purpose of management verifications, projects applying simplified cost options are treated the same as project applying real costs







		5. Revision and update of the risk-based model



		Please briefly describe the conditions for revision and update of the methodology (e.g. assessment of previous results, audit findings etc..) and provide brief information about how the revision and update of the methodology is implemented.



		The methodology will periodically be reviewed taking into account the results of administrative and on-the-spot checks, the findings from other control/audit bodies (e.g. AA, Auditors of the Commission and the European Court of Auditors, etc.) and the external factors that could have an impact on the implementation of projects. It is expected that the administrative and on-site checks sampling plan will be updated as a result of the monitoring of procedures initiated in cases of errors or irregularities found during management checks.







		6. Good practices



		Please refer to any good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		The introduction of the risk associated with the use of ARACHNE has allowed the identification of associated risks to be adapted in an independent and comparable way with respect to other Management and Control Systems.







		7. Not-so-good practices



		Please refer to any not-so-good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		Considering that no automation was introduced to the sampling process, sample extraction and the application of the procedure was particularly tiring for the personnel in charge.







		8. Tools



		Please indicate the tools used for implementing RBMV (e.g. IT system - developed specifically for purpose of RBMV or integrated within IT system used in implementation of Programme? if no IT system is used, please indicate any other tool - e.g. excel sheets, specific application, etc.



		Reporting ed elaborating data from IT Programme system.

Other Tools used to implement the RBM are:

· ARACHNE 

· Excel sheets







		9. Level of automatization



		Full / semi / no automatization of risk assessment. Please describe briefly what part of RB model is not automatised.



		At present the RB model is not automatised. Dedicated staff has to perform all the risk evaluation and sampling process mentioned above step by step, mostly by using pre-defined Excel sheets: (downloading project data, elaborating data, defining risk based scores, computing the intensity of verifications, etc.).







		10. Involvement of the Audit Authority



		Please describe briefly involvement of the Audit Authority in the process of setting up the RB model.



		The Audit Authority was not involved in developing the risk-based model at the beginning of the process.







		11. Good practice provided by the Audit Authority



		Please indicate, if the Audit Authority has given any useful suggestion toward setting up RBMV or any other good practice concerning the involvement of the Audit Authority.



		Considering the new Management Audit Regulation, no previous practice has been adopted. However, the Managing Authority and the AA are oriented to establish effective cooperation in this regard.










13. [bookmark: _Toc168906273]IRELAND

		ERDF/CF/JTF Programme

		2021IE16RFPR002 SOUTHERN, EASTERN & MIDLAND REGIONAL PROGRAMME 2021-2027







		1. How the risk-based model was developed



		Please indicate briefly background for the risk-based model - whether data from previous programming period was analysed or risk factors were proposed by MA/IB/AA; did you use AA tools for risk assessment or expert judgement? Etc.



		To reach the goal of an effective, efficient, and risk-based management verification system the Southern Eastern and Midland (SEM) Regional Programme has decided to structure the process the following way:

· Analysis of the reported corrections by the IB, MA & AA of the 14-20 programme.

· Consideration of the aforementioned corrections on the 21-27 programme.

· Analysis of the risks associated with the new programme at all levels of the cascade.

· Development of sampling methodology.

· Peer Review.

· Sign off.

· Annual update.



The system to be established needs to be easily understandable while taking into consideration the real risks that the Regional Programme faces, without creating additional administrative burden for the personnel carrying out the Management Verification Checks.







		2. Risk factors



		Please indicate the risk factors included in the methodology and the reasons why they were considered.



		In line with the CPR the risk assessment was carried out ex ante and defines the risk factors/criteria for the selection of operations and payment claims that will be subject to Management Verifications. 

The rationale for performing the risk assessment ex-ante is to ensure an appropriate balance between the effective and efficient implementation of the funds and the related admin costs and burdens. 

The following risk factors were considered in the methodology:

· Corrections and adjustments as a result of Management Verification Checks at Intermediate and Managing Authority level for the 14-20 regional programme. 

· Review of the findings of National and EU Audits.

· Review of the corrections applied to the 14-20 programme.

· Each scheme funded under SEM Regional Programme was assessed to identify any unique criteria associated with them e.g. Operation of Strategic Operation, previous issues that arose with IBs, above threshold procurement.

All of the above areas were considered as they are the areas that would significantly impact the programmes progress.







		3. Main aspects of the risk-based model



		Please provide a brief description of the main aspects of the risk-based model:

a. Risk assessment scoring method

b. Frequency of risk assessment

c. Scope of management verifications (and minimum coverage if applicable)

d. Conditions for extension of the sample (if applicable)

e. Any other information relevant for defining the model.



		a. We have not applied scoring to our risk assessment.

b. The risk assessment will be reviewed annually. There is a provision in place to review between annual reviews if the need arises.

c. Both the scope of the management verifications and the coverage are variable based on the risk assessment of each scheme.

d. In case where deficiencies are found in the sampled population the sample will have to be extended. We suggest extending to 15 additional items in the cost category covering more than 70% of the expenditure claimed. Should no further deficiencies be presented the verification can be stopped. Should further deficiencies be detected, a 100% verification shall take place. Independently from the question of how to extrapolate after errors were found, the option will always be there to be able to add additional items to the verification that are considered risky or suspicious. This addition will however have to be duly justified, as this methodology was established to create a harmonised approach and is supposed to reduce the burden on the beneficiaries.

e. N/A.







		4. Usage of risk-based model



		Please provide information on what level the risk-based model is used - e.g. level of payment claim, expenditure items. Are expenses under simplified cost options included?



		The risked based model is focused at the level of payment claims with reference to the risks that are particular to the scheme, the operations and the beneficiaries.







		5. Revision and update of the risk-based model



		Please briefly describe the conditions for revision and update of the methodology (e.g. assessment of previous results, audit findings etc..) and provide brief information about how the revision and update of the methodology is implemented.



		The methodology established shall be subject to a yearly review. The revision time should be after the accounts for the previous year have been established. Errors found during management verifications will be analysed during this revision and the methodology should be adapted if the analysis shows that the reason for the error is a faulty methodology and not an individual mistake. Earlier updates can be made if the programme is made aware that immediate adjustments are required.













		6. Good practices



		Please refer to any good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		Published guidance and capacity building were critical to our work.







		7. Not-so-good practices



		Please refer to any not-so-good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		It is important to avoid continuance of old systems/resistance to change.







		8. Tools



		Please indicate the tools used for implementing RBMV (e.g. IT system - developed specifically for purpose of RBMV or integrated within IT system used in implementation of Programme? if no IT system is used, please indicate any other tool - e.g. excel sheets, specific application, etc.



		The RBMV relies largely on the use of excel sheets as part of the workflow for payment claims and management verifications. The MA will review the integration of RBMV in later modules of the IT system but this is not a priority given the relatively low volume of operations under our programme.







		9. Level of automatization



		Full / semi / no automatization of risk assessment. Please describe briefly what part of RB model is not automatised.



		N/A – no automatization.







		10. Involvement of the Audit Authority



		Please describe briefly involvement of the Audit Authority in the process of setting up the RB model.



		The Audit Authority has reviewed the RBMV model and has provided feedback on areas for improvement which have been incorporated by the MA.







		11. Good practice provided by the Audit Authority



		Please indicate, if the Audit Authority has given any useful suggestion toward setting up RBMV or any other good practice concerning the involvement of the Audit Authority.



		As above, The Audit Authority and the Managing Authority have jointly attended training on RBMV. The Audit Authority and the Managing Authority are on a joint working group on Simplification and participate jointly in the TN Network.








14. [bookmark: _Toc168906274]LUXEMBOURG

		ERDF/CF/JTF Programme

		ESPON 2030 2021TC16RFIR004







		1. How the risk-based model was developed



		Please indicate briefly background for the risk-based model - whether data from previous programming period was analysed or risk factors were proposed by MA/IB/AA; did you use AA tools for risk assessment or expert judgement? Etc.



		The base for the risk model was:

1) Previous programming period

2) Previous management verifications and audits

3) Previous quality check on the Single Beneficiary 

4) Previous risk analysis and the updated one 







		2. Risk factors



		Please indicate the risk factors included in the methodology and the reasons why they were considered.



		The remining risk factors after we decided to cover as many costs categories as possible with SCOs (off-the-shelves and programme specifics) are: 

·  The implementation of public procurements, above and below EU and National thresholds. 

· Double financing (related to the use of SCOs)



The only real costs left in the programme are related to public procurements. The programme is implemented with a Single Operation by a Single Beneficiary. 



Any irregularity related to the real costs would jeopardise the implementation of the programme. As the irregularity rate would be doubled (real costs represents 50% on which the other 50% is added via SCOs flat rates), the extrapolation could create a situation where one irregularity could result in an error rate above the materiality level.  









		3. Main aspects of the risk-based model



		Please provide a brief description of the main aspects of the risk-based model:

a. Risk assessment scoring method

b. Frequency of risk assessment

c. Scope of management verifications (and minimum coverage if applicable)

d. Conditions for extension of the sample (if applicable)

e. Any other information relevant for defining the model.



		a. We have developed a risk analysis for the programme based on a simple excel sheet classifying risks according to their potential impact and likelihood. The methodology then assess the risk against the effectiveness of the existing controls. Risks for public procurements stayed high. This has resulted in the necessity of an 100% control of the remaining real costs (50% of the budget). 

b. The risks are regularly reviewed, and in case of changes resulting from the management verification a modification of the approach will be proposed. 

c. 100% of real costs, representing 50% of the project budget

d. No extension possible 

e. It’s a model based for a programme having just one beneficiary and one project and with extensive use of SCOs. 









		4. Usage of risk-based model



		Please provide information on what level the risk-based model is used - e.g. level of payment claim, expenditure items. Are expenses under simplified cost options included?



		The risk is at the level of payment claim. The expenses under SCOs are not concerned. 







		5. Revision and update of the risk-based model



		Please briefly describe the conditions for revision and update of the methodology (e.g. assessment of previous results, audit findings etc..) and provide brief information about how the revision and update of the methodology is implemented.



		See 3.c







		6. Good practices



		Please refer to any good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		none







		7. Not-so-good practices



		Please refer to any not-so-good practices based on your experience with setting up RBMV model so far.



		It’s a very empirical model based on the in-house knowledge of the programme risks and the risks of the implementation model we have. 







		8. Tools



		Please indicate the tools used for implementing RBMV (e.g. IT system - developed specifically for purpose of RBMV or integrated within IT system used in implementation of Programme? if no IT system is used, please indicate any other tool - e.g. excel sheets, specific application, etc.



		There is no sampling, all real costs are checked. 







		9. Level of automatization



		Full / semi / no automatization of risk assessment. Please describe briefly what part of RB model is not automatised.



		No automatization







		10. Involvement of the Audit Authority



		Please describe briefly involvement of the Audit Authority in the process of setting up the RB model.



		The MA and the AA exchanged frequently during the entire development of the management and control system description 







		11. Good practice provided by the Audit Authority



		Please indicate, if the Audit Authority has given any useful suggestion toward setting up RBMV or any other good practice concerning the involvement of the Audit Authority.



		none
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Microsoft_Excel_Worksheet.xlsx

Hárok1


						Register of risk factors





						Return to the legend of the model


			Validity			Factor No.			Name of risk factor			Risk characterisation, hypothesis			Source of data			Weight linked to a group of risk factors (materiality)			Weight linked to a risk factor (materiality)			Category N°			Specification of the category
[selectability]			Weight linked to the risk category			Number of points





						Underlying risk factors


						Quantitative factors


			Valid			RF [1]			Type of beneficiary (sector)			HYPOTHESIS: There is a dependency between the type of sector of the beneficiary (by type of ownership) and the amount of ineligible expenditure identified

“- Historically, based on ITMS data, there is a correlation between the type of beneficiary and the occurrence of ineligible expenditure, i.e. there are differences in the rate of generation of NV by type of beneficiary.			ITMS			0.3			0.15			1			The beneficiary is an entity of the type (in the sense of ITMS typology): all those not listed in the other two categories of this RF			1			0.0


																								2			The beneficiary is an entity of the type (in the sense of ITMS typology): State; Private domestic			10			0.5


																								3			The beneficiary is an entity of the type (in the sense of ITMS typology): Ownership of local and regional authorities			20			0.9


			Valid			RF [2]			Duration of the entity’s existence			HYPOTHESIS: There is a dependency between the start-up period of the beneficiary and the amount of ineligible expenditure identified

— Newly created organisations are less risky than those existing at least 20 years before project implementation			ITMS						0.05			1			The period of establishment of the entity until the conclusion of the grant agreement is up to 240 months inclusive			5			0.1


																								3			The period of establishment of the entity until the conclusion of the grant agreement is over 240 months			20			0.3


			Valid			RF [3]			Experience in the implementation of EU-funded projects and the 2014-2020 programme			HYPOTHESIS: There is a dependency between the number of implemented projects financed by EU funds (including ESI Funds in PA 2014-2020) and the amount of ineligible expenditure identified

— The lower number of projects implemented by beneficiaries is more likely to lack practical experience in the implementation of projects leading to possible errors 

— Duly completed and extremely closed projects shall be counted, regardless of whether or not they have contributed to the project’s objectives.			ITMS
						0.05			1			The beneficiary is an entity that has implemented at least 1 completed EU-funded project in the past (including ESI Funds in PO 2014-2020)			5			0.1


																								3			The beneficiary is an entity that has not implemented any completed project in the past			20			0.3


			Valid			RF [4]			Amount of total eligible expenditure contracted			HYPOTHESIS: There is a dependency between the amount of COV and the amount of ineligible expenditure identified

— The higher the amount of COV contracted, the higher the risk of material ineligible expenditure due to possible malpractices			ITMS						0.05			1			CoV up to and including EUR 200000,00			2			0.0


																								2			CoV between EUR 200000,01 and EUR 5000000 inclusive			5			0.1


																								3			CoV from EUR 5000000,01			20			0.3


			Valid			RF [5]			Planned duration of implementation of the project (including support activities)			HYPOTHESIS: There is a dependency between the implementation period of the project and the amount of ineligible expenditure identified

— The trend towards ineligible expenditure correlates with the length of the project			ITMS						0.1			1			The planned duration of the project is between 12.01 months and 24 months inclusive			1			0.0


																								2			The planned implementation period of the project is up to and including 12 months			6			0.2


																								3			The planned implementation period of the project is more than 24 months			20			0.6


			Valid			RF [6]			Number of partners involved			HYPOTHESIS: There is a dependency between the number of partners involved and the amount of ineligible expenditure identified

— More partners (stakeholders and persons involved in project implementation), based on historical data, do not increase the risk of ineligible expenditure 			ITMS						0.05			1			Project implementation with 2 or more partners			1			0.0


																								2			Project implementation with 1 partner			5			0.1


																								3			Project implementation without partners			20			0.3


			Valid			RF [7]			Type of project			HYPOTHESIS: There is a dependency between the type/focus of the project and the amount of ineligible expenditure identified

— The nature of the project (IP, NP, DOP, etc.) predicts the expected complexity of the project and thus also indicates its potential riskiness (more comprehensive planning and coordination) 
			ITMS						0.05			1			Submitted, in terms of ITMS typology, a technical assistance project or a Rius project			5			0.1


																								3			Submitted is, in terms of ITMS typology, a major project, a national project or a demand-driven project			20			0.3


			Valid			RF [8]			Material focus of the project			HYPOTHESIS: There is a dependency between the material focus of the project/specific objective and the amount of ineligible expenditure identified

— The material focus of the project is historically correlated with the occurrence of ineligible expenditure, or a substantial part of the NCD is concentrated in a number of specific objectives.

			ITMS						0.1			1			Low-risk specific objective			2			0.1


																								2			Medium-risk specific objective			5			0.2


																								3			High-risk specific objective			20			0.6


			Valid			RF [9]			Quality of the project			HYPOTHESIS: There is a dependency between the number of expert evaluation points and the amount of ineligible expenditure identified

— Historically, based on ITMS data, there is a negative correlation between the achieved project score in the expert evaluation and the later occurrence of ineligible expenditure. Projects that have not been evaluated with point or exclusion criteria shall be considered to be medium risk.			ITMS; Joint evaluation sheet for the professional evaluation of non-refundable grant applications						0.05			1			The share of scores achieved out of the maximum score is less than 94 % inclusive			8			0.1


																								2			Not possible to evaluate – applicable to projects that have not been evaluated by point or exclusion criteria			15			0.2


																								3			The score score scored out of the maximum score is more than 94 %			20			0.3


			Invalid			RF [10]			Irregularity rate on the total expenditure of projects implemented by the beneficiary 			— The mere fact of the frequency and rate of irregularities identified indicates the riskiness of the beneficiary

— The NZR share is calculated as the share of the cumulative amount of all NZRs of a given beneficiary at a given time (assigned to a project with a code containing ‘IP’ (not ‘IO’), only those in status: uneconomic recovery, recovery, settled, detection of irregularity, irrecoverable, irrecoverable national level; only NRG with an impact on the EU budget; and the cumulative amount of eligible expenditure from the payment claim level of all projects of a given beneficiary at that time (only payment claims of type: clearing of pre-financing, clearing of pre-financing, interim payment, granting of tranche, clearing of advance PCS, interim payment of PCS and in the status of: authorised by SŽoP, paid)			ITMS						0.1			1			The percentage of irregularities identified in total project expenditure across all implemented projects financed by EU funds (including ESI Funds in PA 2014-2020) is below 2 % 			2			0.1


																								2			The percentage of irregularities identified in total project expenditure across all implemented projects financed by EU funds (including ESI Funds in PA 2014-2020) is in the range of 2 % including – 5 % inclusive.			10			0.3


																								3			The percentage of irregularities identified in total project expenditure across all implemented projects financed by EU funds (including ESI Funds in PA 2014-2020) is above 5 %.			20			0.6


			Valid			RF [11]			Procurement method and procedure			HYPOTHESIS: There is a dependency between the PP/procurement parameters and the amount of ineligible expenditure identified

“- Historically, based on data from the ITMS, there is a correlation between the threshold method and the PP/procurement procedure and the occurrence of ineligible expenditure, i.e. some types of PP/procurement show a higher tendency to incur irregular expenditure.			ITMS						0.1			1			Project planned, implemented or completed only low-risk PP/procurement, or the project does not contain any PP/procurement			1			0.0


																								2			A minimum of 1 CA with medium risk is planned, implemented or completed in the project			10			0.3


																								3			A minimum of 1 PP with a high level of risk is planned, implemented or completed in the project			20			0.6


			Valid			RF [12]			Method of declaring expenditure			HYPOTHESIS: There is a dependency between the nature of the expenditure and the amount of ineligible expenditure identified

“- A project using a simplified way of declaring expenditure (expendum group 901 to 905, 910, 920, 620 to 626, 621B to 623B, 902B to 904B, 0099, 642) (compared to actual expenditure) is less prone to ineligible expenditure at the time of its implementation/represents a lower level of burden on the provider when carrying out checks on submitted payment claims. 
			ITMS						0.1			1			Project applying the S & D method to 100 % of the contracted total eligible expenditure of the project			2			0.1


																								2			Project applying a combination of actual expenditure and S & D within the contracted total eligible expenditure of the project			10			0.3


																								3			Project applying the S & D method of 0 % of the contracted total eligible expenditure of the project			20			0.6


			Valid			RF [13]			Rate of reduction of the requested support			HYPOTHESIS: There is a dependency between the rate of reduction of the requested support and the amount of ineligible expenditure identified

“- Historically, based on data from the ITMS, there is a correlation between the amount of aid claimed and the later occurrence of ineligible expenditure.

— The difference between the amount of non-refundable grant applications requested and approved is taken into account.			ITMS						0.05			1			The budget of the non-refundable grant application was approved in full compared to the non-refundable grant application submitted, possibly increased.			5			0.1


																								3			The budget of the non-refundable grant application was approved in a reduced amount compared to the non-refundable grant application submitted			20			0.3


						Additional risk factors


						General – cross-sectional


			Invalid			DRF [1]			Output from ARACHNE system analysis			— Projects with an overall score above 20 points (overall score in the Projects/Projects dashboards, Contracts/Contracts or Suppliers/Contractors) are more likely to be prone to fraud, conflict of interest and irregularities – i.e. the project should be subject to a comprehensive check on payment claims to mitigate possible risks identified by the ARACHNE system			Quantitative analysis in ARACHNE for dashboard Projects/Projects, Contracts/Contracts or Suppliers/Contractors (Checklist for Risk Verifications as indicated by ARACHNE)			0.7			0.055			1			Overall score up to 20 points (dashboard Projects/Projects, Contracts/Contracts, or Suppliers/Contractors)			1			0.0


																								3			The overall score is 20 or more (dashboard Projects/Projects, Contracts/Contracts, or Suppliers/Contractors)			20			0.8


																								4			Not relevant or not possible to evaluate			10			0.4


			Valid			DRF [2]			Error rate in previous verified payment claims (share of NV in claimed expenditure)			— The increase in the share of ineligible expenditure in all expenditure in verified payment applications, identified by both the provider and another authority, increases the riskiness of the project – the impact on the need to reassess the required level of detail in subsequent payment claims.

— Only ineligible expenditure identified ex ante (before payment of the payment claim) is taken into account as the difference between the claimed and the eligible amount of the payment claim.

			ITMS						0.105			1			The share of NV in total expenditure claimed so far in the payment claims checked is below 2 %			1			0.1


																								2			The share of NV in total expenditure claimed so far in the payment claims checked is between 2 % and 5 % inclusive			10			0.7


																								3			The share of NV in total expenditure claimed so far in the payment claims checked is above 5 % 			20			1.5


																								4			Not relevant or impossible to evaluate at a given time			10			0.7


			Valid			DRF [3]			Share of the CB in the payment claim subject to full control			— The smaller the percentage of the COV’s expenditure in the payment applications submitted is subject to a complete/material check by the provider, the greater the risk of non-identification of possible errors by the beneficiary			Provider/ITMS registration						0.105			1			% Of the CoV in previous payment applications subject to full control is more than 50 % of the COV			1			0.1


																								2			% Of the CoV in previous payment applications subject to full control is between 25 % and 50 % of the COV inclusive			10			0.7


																								3			% Of the CoV in previous payment applications subject to full control is up to and including 25 % of the COV			20			1.5


																								4			Not relevant or impossible to evaluate at a given time			10			0.7


			Valid			DRF [4]			Power intensity of the financial on-the-spot checks			HYPOTHESIS: There is a dependency between the number of financial on-the-spot checks carried out and the amount of ineligible expenditure identified

— The financial on-the-spot check carried out reduces the uncertainty as to whether the expenditure reimbursed will be eligible and the beneficiary fulfils all obligations and implements the project according to the principles of sound financial management, i.e. the more financial on-the-spot financial on-the-spot checks have been carried out so far, the lower the risk of error 
— Each project is delimited by its start and end. Within that period, the planned activities of the project are implemented, and the purpose of the financial on-the-spot check is to identify in good time possible errors which could ultimately lead to the need to change or suspend the project as such, i.e. as soon as possible (depending on the use of the COV project) the financial on-the-spot check is carried out, the sooner the contractor obtains reasonable assurance as to the nature and method of implementation of the project.

— Historically, on the basis of data from the ITMS, there is a correlation between the amount of financial on-the-spot checks carried out and the occurrence of ineligible expenditure, i.e. the higher the number of financial on-the-spot checks recorded on the project, the trend towards the creation of NV.			ITMS						0.105			1			2 or more completed financial on-the-spot financial on-the-spot checks have been carried out since the start of the project activities			1			0.1


																								2			1 financial on-the-spot financial on-the-spot check has been carried out since the start of the project activities			5			0.4


																								3			No completed financial on-the-spot check has been carried out since the start of the implementation of the project activities			20			1.5


																								4			Not relevant or impossible to evaluate at a given time			10			0.7


			Valid			DRF [5]			Changes to the project			HYPOTHESIS: There is a dependency between the change in the project and the amount of ineligible expenditure identified

“- The nature and frequency of changes made to the project influences the continuity of the implementation of the project’s activities. Changes affecting the provisions of the grant agreement – i.e. any significant changes to the project (change in the timetable, project objectives, measurable project indicators, budget, change of beneficiary, change of project team) as well as any substantial changes to the project indicate a higher required level of assurance that project objectives are met and potential errors stemming from them are as low as possible.			ITMS (all changes registered in ITMS)						0.055			1			Project with no changes			1			0.0


																								2			Formal or minor change			10			0.4


																								3			Significant/substantial change			20			0.8


																								4			Not relevant or impossible to evaluate at a given time			10			0.4


			Valid			DRF [6]			Nature of expenditure in the payment claim			HYPOTHESIS: There is a link between the nature of expenditure in the payment claim and the amount of ineligible expenditure identified

“- Historically, based on data from the ITMS, there is a correlation between the nature of expenditure in the payment claim and the occurrence of ineligible expenditure, i.e. some groups of expenditure show a higher level of error than others.			ITMS (Payment application form)						0.155			1			Low risk payment claims in terms of combination of spending groups			1			0.1


																								2			Medium-risk payment claims in terms of combination of spending groups			8			0.9


																								3			High risk payment claims in terms of combination of expenditure groups			20			2.2


																								4			Not relevant or impossible to evaluate at a given time			10			1.1


			Valid			DRF [7]			Amount of the payment claim compared to the COV of the project			HYPOTHESIS: There is a dependency between the relative size of the payment claim and the amount of ineligible expenditure identified

“- Historically, based on data from the ITMS, there is a negative correlation between the share of payment claims in the project budget and the occurrence of ineligible expenditure, i.e. in the payment applications representing a lower share of the project’s COV, there is a greater tendency to incur irregular expenditure.			ITMS (Payment application form)						0.105			1			The declared amount of the payment application submitted is more than 50 % of the total eligible expenditure of the project			5			0.4


																								2			The declared amount of the submitted payment application is higher than 15 % and at the same time less than or equal to 50 % of the total eligible expenditure of the project			10			0.7


																								3			The declared amount of the submitted payment application is equal to or less than 15 % of the total eligible expenditure of the project			20			1.5


																								4			Not relevant or impossible to evaluate at a given time			10			0.7


						Performance of checks on payment claims


			Invalid			DRF [8]			Quality of payment claims			HYPOTHESIS: There is a link between the need to complete payment claims and the amount of ineligible expenditure identified

“- Historically, on the basis of data from the ITMS, there is a correlation between the replenishment of payment claims and the occurrence of ineligible expenditure, i.e. a higher incidence of ineligible expenditure has been identified in the payment application and not returned to the beneficiary for replenishment (no situation “To complement (NA_DOPLNENIE)”.
— This DRF combines the quality of the payment claim in terms of both the need to complete the payment claim and the occurrence of the NV.			ITMS						0.105			1			Payment claims had to be supplemented/explained and the expenditure is eligible in full.			1			0.07


																								2			There was no need to supplement/explain payment claims and expenditure is eligible in full.			10			0.74


																								3			Payment claims were/were not to be supplemented/explained and expenditure is not eligible in full.			20			1.47


																								4			Not relevant or impossible to evaluate at a given time			10			0.74


						Performance of financial on-the-spot checks


			Invalid			DRF [9]			Conclusions on the performance of the financial on-the-spot checks			— The performance of the financial on-the-spot checks is initiated by a risk analysis at the level of the payment application. In the case of more risky payment claims, it is more likely to identify errors.			ITMS						0.105			1			Project check without findings			1			0.1


																								2			Project check with findings/deficiencies – non-material (no impact on eligibility of expenditure)			10			0.7


																								3			Project check with findings/deficiencies – material (implication on eligibility of expenditure)			20			1.5


																								4			Not relevant or impossible to evaluate at a given time			10			0.7


						Performance of PP checks


			Invalid			DRF [10]			Status of public procurement or procurement carried out			— The negative result of the PP check makes it more likely that errors can be identified.			ITMS						0.105			1			As a result of the PP check, expenditure was accepted for funding or no findings/deficiencies were identified			1			0.1


																								2			The PP check resulted in eligible expenditure (deficiencies with no impact on the PP) or identified removable findings/deficiencies 			10			0.7


																								3			The control of PP identified serious weaknesses, i.e. ineligible expenditure (non-admission of expenditure or part of it into funding)			20			1.5


																								4			Not relevant or impossible to evaluate at a given time			10			0.7


						Exclusionary risk factors at project level





			Valid			VRF [1]			Suspected conflict of interest			HYPOTHESIS: this is an exclusion criterion, in the light of which the hypothesis has not been established.

The presence of risk in the context of the MFF [1] derives from the institute of an ongoing review as defined in the ‘Handbook on the Financial Management of EU Funds for the 2021-2027 programming period’, i.e. it is valid for the duration of the ongoing review.			Documentation for the on-going investigation			N/a			N/a			N/a			No			N/a			0.0


																								N/a			yes			N/a			1.0


			Valid			VRF [2]			Suspected fraud or corruption			HYPOTHESIS: this is an exclusion criterion, in the light of which the hypothesis has not been established.

The presence of risk in the context of the MFF [2] derives from the institute of an ongoing review as defined in the ‘Handbook on the Financial Management of EU Funds for the 2021-2027 programming period’, i.e. it is valid for the duration of the ongoing review.			Documentation for the on-going investigation						N/a			N/a			No			N/a			0.0


																								N/a			yes			N/a			1.0


			Valid			VRF [3]			Negative media coverage of the project			HYPOTHESIS: this is an exclusion criterion, in the light of which the hypothesis has not been established.			Monitoring of the media of the MA/IB (Review of the media complaint)						N/a			N/a			Project without negative publicised stimuli (confirmed or in solution) or with a minimum of 1 unconfirmed stimulus			N/a			0.0


																								N/a			Project with negative media coverage (with at least one or more confirmed instigation or idea in the solution)			N/a			1.0


			Valid			MFF [4]			Other risk			This risk factor shall include the identification of any other risk not covered by the above risk factors. It is identified by the project manager on the basis of the information available to him at that time. The project manager shall act in the manner described above if he has information or knowledge which indicates or may give rise to a risk of ineligible expenditure and the consequent need to carry out a full check on the payment application. 
The following shall always be considered as another risk:
— submission of the first payment application in the project containing expenditure (interim, clearing of advance payments and pre-financing); 
— submission of a payment claim under the Fisheries Programme of the Slovak Republic 2021-2027; 
— advance payment, clearing of pre-financing; and 
— Payment claims for projects where, because of the ongoing examination, project financing is still ongoing but payment claims are not included in the summary payment application until their legality, eligibility and regularity is confirmed.

In addition, the following may be considered as other risks: e.g. in the project, payment claims were unduly withdrawn, public procurement procedures were unduly withdrawn, non-standard/problematic/impaired communication and documentation from the beneficiary, risk of irregular splitting of contracts with the same subject-matter of the contract within one year, financial irregularity in previous payment applications linked to the payment claim analysed, use of external project management, issuance of ex ante financial correction, serious finding in the performance of a formal AFC payment claim, etc.			Depending on the risk						N/a			N/a			No			N/a			0.0


																								N/a			yes			N/a			1.0





						Legend:			1 – Low risk


									2 – Medium risk


									3 – High risk


									4 – n/a or cannot be evaluated at a given time


									yes – is present


									No – Not present





									Valid


									Invalid
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Appendix 1 – Risk factors ratings





			





			Risk factor / Rating


			1


			2


			3


			4


			5





			1


			Type of beneficiary


			Central Government


			Semi-Governmental Organisations


			Wider Public Sector / Public Universities


			Local Authorities


			NGOs / SMEs / Private Universities / Associations / Federations / Private Bodies





			2


			Experience and internal control system of the Beneficiary (capacity as a contracting authority). The ratings are provided by the Cyprus Audit Office.





			Low risk


(Rating 0-3)


			


			Medium risk


(Rating 4-7)


			


			High risk


(Rating 8-10)





			3


			Total payments included in a payment application to the date of sample selection.





			


			


			


			


			





			4


			Total Budget of the contract / project / call of proposal.


			


			


			


			


			





			5


			Category of Contractual Commitment (technical construction, smart, digital, staff cost etc)





			Supplies


			Services (other than digital). Allowances


			                                     Staff cost. Energy efficiency / smart projects. Grant schemes


			Digital projects


			Technical projects (construction and environmental)





			6


			Funding from other sources (declared at proposal submission stage)





			NO


			


			


			


			YES





			7


			Existence of results from previous verifications for the specific project / contract/ aid scheme.


			YES


			NO


			


			


			





			8


			Results of previous verification (irregular expenditure or errors that resulted in financial corrections or exclusion from payment application in terms of the contract selected in order to verify expenditure resulting from the specific contract)


			Without previous verification or
0%-2%


			2%-5%


			5%-10%


			10%-15%


			>15%





			


			Risk factor / Rating


			1


			2


			3


			4


			5





			9


			Suspicion for fraud / corruption / conflict of interest in terms of specific contract / project (result of whistleblowing)


			NO


			


			


			


			YES*





			10


			Inherent risk for a category of works / scheme (assessed by the Body carrying out the verification with a rating from 1 to 5)


			


			


			


			


			





			11


			Results from ARACHNE risk scoring for the risk categories "Reputational & Fraud" and "Concentration of Funding (total score = 100)


			<20


			20-39


			40-59


			60-79


			80-100*





			12


			Type of procurement process used


			Framework agreement 


			Open tender procedure


			Closed tender procedure 


			Summary tender procedures


			Negotiated procedure with or without publication





			13


			Single source award (following an open or closed procurement process)


			NO


			


			


			


			YES





			14


			Value and number of modifications during the implementation of a contract in relation to the total amount of the contract (High / Medium / Low)


			<10%


			10%-20%


			20%-30%


			30%-40%


			>40%








* The contract is assessed as high risk and must be selected for verification.
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Specific Objective / mesure  risk 
assesment (low, medium, high) - 



scoring methode - Risk assesment 
is in IT system - not automated



Project level - no scoring 
method  - Risk assesment and 



managment in IT system -
 reassessing risks as soon as 



information about risk is known



Risks identified in project calls



Initial project risk assessment 
based on the beneficiary's 



previous experience in project 
implementation



Risks identified during project 
implementation



Targeted controls according to 
identified risks



Minimum controls



Payment claim



Procurement



On-the-spot-checks



  Items  



Risky items



Complementary 
risky items



Selection



Risk assessment



Complementary RB sampling based on 
professional judgement that not all risks are 



covered with initial risk assessment



Coverage at level of project



100%*



100%*



Risk based sample complemented with additional risky items (in cases where e.g. unusual items, suspicion on fraud, or other 
info are known) and random sampling (random sampling is used just for additional assurance, which may justify a reduction in 



controls or indicate risks, and to assess whether the risk assessment in place is effective)



Non risky items 
(Soft projects)



Non risky items 
(Projects with 



physical results)



Random



Random



Only in the payment claims where the 
specific expenditure group is selected 



to be verified**



Only in the payment claim where 
selected contracts expenditure are 



included



Ex-ante 30% planed procurment in a quarter - all the planed procurments are inserted in Excel 
automated scoring tool. 



10% of the 30% are under random sample rest of the 30% ar chosen by the highest score



Ex-post 1 procurment in payment claim



On -the spot checks: Minimum sampling requirements in the project implementation phase: 1) 1 check 
in 50 % projects from each measure if the SO/measure risk is high (where there is physical result, like - 
construction, infrastructure and material technical base projects); 2) 1 check in 30 % projects from each 
measure if SO/measure risk is medium (where there is physical result, like - construction, infrastructure 



and material technical base projects); 3)there is no requirements for minimum sampling for checks in low-
risk SO/measure projects and measures involving events, trainings and seminars.



Client Profile System - to collect 
data from different IT systems 
and the client's experience in 



implementing the Fund projects, 
including identified risks in one 



place



Risk Management Tool - Traffic 
light based - will initially consist of 



about 27 criteria, which will be 
automated and able to 



dynamically (as data changes) 
display information based on 



changes in the project 
information management system



Other IT tools under cunstrucion



Line Ministry



Specific Objective 1 Specific Objective 2 Specific Objective ......



Specific Objective 1
Measure 1
Project 1



Specific Objective 1
Measure 1
Project 2



Specific Objective 1
Measure 1
Project ......



Specific Objective 1
Measure 1



Specific Objective 1
Measure 2



Specific Objective 1
Measure  ......



Potential risks Risks based on verification results / actual situation



Group of procurement-related risk criteria



Group of criteria for the risk of non-achievement of the project objectives 
and indicators



Investment intensity of funding Risk criteria group



Restricted information risk criteria group



Group of criteria for risks related to third party information



Group of Risk criteria for financial corrections, including conflict of 
interest, fraud and corruption



Risk criteria group based on verification results, including AA audit results



Operational risk criteria group



* In case of large amount of units there can be sample 
wich is determined by expert vērtējuma balstoties uz 
identificētajiem riskiem.



Coverage at level of 
payment claim



100%*



100%*



5-20% (based on SO/
measure risk level)



1-3 contracts (based 
on SO/measure risk 



level)



** Each expenditure group is verified at the first payment 
claim and at the final payment claim, as well as for 
projects with a low or medium SO/Measure risk level each 
expenditure group will be verified:
- at least once during the lifetime of the project, if the 
project lifetime is between 3 and 5 years;
- at least twice during the lifetime of the project if the 
project lifetime is longer than 5 years;



And once during the project implementation year for 
projects with a high SO/Measure risk level.



1st 
Step



2nd 
Step



Risk 
Assesment Other control formats according 



to identified risks or regulatory 
requirements



Section 1



3rd 
Step



Section 2



Section 3



Section 4
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