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NOTA

This document is not binding on the Member States, nor does it create any new rules or obligations
for national authorities. It reflects good practices and must not be used as a legal or normative

basis for audit or investigative purposes.




Introduction

Public procurement, the largest channel of public spending constitutes an area that is
particularly vulnerable to fraud and irregularities. The European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF)
investigative experience' shows that public procurement is still attractive area for fraudsters.
When looking at statistics on irregularities and fraud over the last five years?, 20 % of all
reported irregularities have been related to breaches of public procurement rules, accounting
for 30 % of all reported irregular financial amounts.

OLAF cases have revealed severa underlying issues that make this particular area
more prone to fraudulent activities. unclear or complicated applicable national public
procurement laws that are difficult to apply, lack of administrative capacity and expertise of
authorities who are to implement the rules in a coherent and consistent way, insufficiently
qgualified members of the evaluation committees (especially in complex infrastructure
tenders), inadequate level of audits, controls and checks conducted by the regulatory
authorities etc. Furthermore, corruption remains an almost universal aspect of fraudulent
procurement cases; at the same time, there is an increasing trend to use off-shore accounts in
order to hide the proceeds of such crimes.

Given the rising concerns of the European Parliament® and those of the European
Court of Auditors® with regard to irregularities in the expenditure channelled through public
procurement, more effective monitoring, and complete transparency is needed. Consequently,
the Commission and the Member States have been called to address these shortcomings
instantly.

Over the last five years, however, the framework for the protection of the EU financial
interests has significantly been reinforced. Several legal and non-legal measures have been
adopted at Commission level. The most important legal measures are as follows:

- Thelegal framework for the programming period 2014-2020 referring explicitly to the
obligation for the Member States to put in place proportionate and effective anti-fraud
measures’;

- The revised OLAF Regulation® to strengthen the European Anti-Fraud Office,
following which also Anti-Fraud Coordination Services (AFCOS) were set up in all
Member States,

- The package on the Public procurement Directives’;

- The Commission adopted a package of four delegated and four implementing acts on
irregularity reporting® in the area of shared management;

! Annual OLAF Report 2016

2 Report from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council, Protection of the European Union’s
financial interests — Fight against fraud, 2016 Annual Report, Brussels, 20.7.2017. COM(2017) 383 final

% Report on the Annual Report 2015 on the protection of the EU’s financial interests — Fight against fraud,
Committee on Budgetary Control, European Parliament, rapporteur: Julia Pitera

* Specia Report No 10/2015 of the European Court of Auditors

> For instance Article 125.4 ¢) of Common Provisions Regulation (EU) 1303/2013

® Regulation No. 883/2013

" Directives 2014/23/EU (OJ L 94, 28.3.2014, p. 1.), 2014/24/EU (OJ L 94, 28.3.2014, p. 65.) and 2014/25/EU
(OJL 94, 28.3.2014, p. 243)



- The revised Regulation on mutual administrative assistance in the customs area’,
creating two new databases to fight better customs fraud;

- The adoption of the Directive on the protection of the EU financial interests'®, which
will improve the prosecution and sanctioning of crimes against EU finances and
facilitate the recovery of misused EU funds.

Moreover, on 12 October 2017 the Justice and Home Affairs Council adopted the
Regulation on the establishment of the European Public Prosecutor's Office (EPPO), which
will be implemented through enhanced co-operation. The EPPO has significant potential to
improve the current situation as regards the low level of prosecutions for crimes affecting the
Union's financial interests.

On the other hand, Member States have an equa share in fulfilling the treaty
obligation (Article 325 TFEU) to protect the EU's financial interests from irregularities and
fraud. In this respect, Member States have also taken numerous anti-fraud measures in recent
years. Only in 2016™, Member States reported adopting measures covering the entire anti-
fraud cycle'?, mostly in the area of shared management and control of EU funds, followed by
measures on public procurement, conflict of interest, corruption, AFCOS, financial crime,
definition of fraud, anti-fraud strategy, organised crime and whistle-blowers.

With regard to the Public procurement Directives, the deadline for their
implementation expired on 18 April 2016. However, a series of Member States did not meet
the deadline and some Member States still need to notify national measures implementing
them in full. The transposition is very relevant also in the context anti-fraud as the new rules
promote accountability and help to combat corruption through increased transparency
requirements. The Commission continues to assist Member States in this process by preparing
implementation plans, dedicated websites and guidance documents, and by exchanging best
practice in expert groups meetings.

Furthermore, the Commission supports and assists Member States in protecting the
EU's financial interests and fighting against fraud in many ways. For instance, already in
2012, OLAF set up a collaborative working procedure with Member States aimed at
facilitating the discussion, the exchange of experience and sharing the know-how and best
practices in the field of fraud prevention. This procedure is organised under the umbrella of
the COCOLAF Fraud Prevention Group®.

8 Commission Delegated Regulations (EU) 2015/1970, (EU) 2015/1971, (EU) 2015/1972 and (EU) 2015/1973;
Commission Implementing Regulations (EU) 2015/1974, (EU) 2015/1975, (EU) 2015/1976, and (EU)
2015/1977 (OJ L 293, 10.11.2015)

® Regulation (EU) 2015/1525 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 9 September 2015 amending
Council Regulation (EC) No 515/97 on mutual assistance between the administrative authorities of the Member
States and cooperation between the latter and the Commission to ensure the correct application of the law on
customs and agricultural matters.

19 Directive (EU) 2017/1371 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 5 July 2017 on the fight against
fraud to the Union's financial interests by means of criminal law

1 Commission Staff Working Document, Implementation of Article 325 TFEU by the Member States in 2016,
Accompanying the document to Report from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council,
Protection of the European Union’ s financia interests — Fight against fraud, 2016 Annual Report

2 The stages of the anti-fraud cycle are: fraud prevention; fraud detection; investigation and prosecution;
recovery and sanctions.

3 Advisory Committee for the Coordination of Fraud Prevention



The aim is to select each year a topic to discuss, to exchange good practices and to
draw up a practical documentation that Member States and the Commission may use as
administrative tools, guidance or support to strengthen their anti-fraud measures/strategies.
The procedure is implemented by the organisation of working groups involving experts from
the Member States, OLAF and Commission departments concerned. After issuing guidance
notes on various subjects™, such as for instance 'Conflict of Interest' and ‘National Anti-Fraud
Strategies,, in 2017 the topic 'Fraud in Public Procurement’ was in the focus.

The current document represents the latest result of this collaboration. The aim of this
year's working group was to approach the issue of fraud in public procurement from a rather
pragmatic viewpoint and hence, to collect case examples, red flags, solutions and best
practices. Red flags are warning signals, which can indicate the existence of irregularity or
fraud. Yet, ared flag does not mean that fraud has been committed; it rather points out that a
certain area of activity needs extra attention to exclude or confirm potential fraud. They have
a particular nature from the perspective of the anti-fraud cycle: red flags are linked both to the
prevention and to the detection of irregularities and fraud. Red flags can serve the
identification of fraud and therefore it is part of the detection, on the other hand, they could be
seen as adert signals to prevent fraud. In this document, red flags were collected with the view
to prevent future irregularities or fraud to happen. Besides, the reader will find ample number
of case examples, solutions, including best practices. Best practices have a special added
value, as they serve as concrete examples of measures that have already proven to be fruitful.
Member States can learn from each other's experience and develop their own anti-fraud
methods based on existing know-how. Any best practice example quoted in the document is
illustrative; therefore it does not exclude the possibility that other Member States have similar
practice in place (e.g. implementation of EU law or procedures).

The document is structured according to the phases of the tender procedure: Chapter |
Pre-tendering phase, Chapter |11 Tendering phase and Chapter 111 Post-tendering phase.
Additionally, horizontal fraud prevention tools are presented under Chapter 1V. Finally a set
of reference documents on public procurement together with the glossary were included in the
Annex.

The list of red flags and solutions gathered in this document is abundant, yet not
exhaustive; nonetheless they reflect the effort made by experts who committed themselves to
take part in the 2017 working group.

OLAF would like to thank all experts involved in the drafting of this handbook for
sharing their knowledge and experience with a view to produce this practical guide thereby
helping Member Sates when dealing with public procurement.

4 'Detection of forged documents - in the field of structural actions' (2013), 'Handbook on the role of auditors -
A practical guide for managing authorities' (2014), 'ldentifying conflicts of interests in public procurement
procedures for structural actions - A practical guide for managers (2013), ' Identifying conflicts of interests in
the Agricultural Sector - A practical guide for funds managers (2015), 'Guidelines for nationa anti-fraud
strategies for European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF)' (2014), 'Practical Steps towards drafting
National Anti-Fraud Strategies (2015), '‘General Guidelines on National Anti-Fraud Strategies (2016)
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PRE-TENDERING PHASE

. Pre-tendering phase

The pre-tendering phase entails the identification of needs, the planning and the
budgeting, the project preparation including the definition of the requirements and the choice
of procedure type. Therefore, the pre-tendering phase is considered to be crucia for
successful managing of procurement, as right planning minimises necessity of contract
modifications.

Main challenges
The main risks during the pre-tendering stage of the public procurement cycle are as
follows:

— Inadequate assessment of needs;

— Inadequate planning and budgeting;

— Undue outside influence (external actors, including political interference);

— Requirements and specifications are not adequately or objectively defined;

— Inappropriate or irregular choice of procedure type;

— Timeframe for the preparation of the tender that is insufficient or not consistently
applied;

— Lack of transparency and publicity

— Lack of objectivity and impartiality (the contract documents in a way that does not
favour certain bidders)

1.1 Assessing the needs

Common types of fraud/violation
— Demand for non-essential supplies, goods or services.
Red flags
¢ Inadequate or misleading justification of the necessity of the supply / service
¢ The contract does not agree with the initial requirements of the notice, since it includes
supplies and services not foreseen etc.
Solutions
In order to assess adequately the needs and to avoid risks to integrity in the pre-
tendering phase, OECD suggests the following precautionary measures™:

v" Reducing information asymmetry between the private and public sector to develop a
needs-based strategic management approach to public procurement: a) obtaining as
much information as possible on the market and the goods and services; b) organising
wider consultations with the private sector, where appropriate, in cases that are likely
to be of interest to a large number of operators, ensuring that this information is

> OECD Principles for integrity in public procurement, OECD, 2009




PRE-TENDERING PHASE

exchanged in an open, structured and ethical manner, in order to prevent any
collusion.

v" Promoting a needs assessment that takes the following into consideration: a) the need
to replace or strengthen existing resources or to address a new need; b) lack of
aternatives to internal resources or the strengthening of existing resources through
efficiency gains; ¢) acknowledgement of external procurement’s key role in terms of
developing business and improving performance; d) real need for the desired capacity
and scale.

v Using an approval system that is independent from the decision-maker by: a) ensuring
that decisions to initiate the procedure involve more than one person, if possible, to
reduce the risk of collusion or undue influence; b) in projects that pose a greater risk
due to their cost, complexity or sensitive nature, giving greater weight to independent
assessment mechanisms; ¢) consulting stakeholders and the genera public, in cases
where thisisjustified.

1.1.1 Information gathering

Contracting authorities might lack the expert knowledge for planning, preparing and
managing the procurement procedure by themselves. While seeking for information, they may
be unlawfully influenced by the companies. Contracting authority should assess all relevant
data and ensure the award criteria do not give certain economic operators undue competitive
advantage or create unjust obstacles to competition.

Article 18 of Directive 2014/24/EU™ entitled ‘Principles of procurement’ lays down
that "Contracting authorities shall treat economic operators equally and without
discrimination and shall act in a transparent and proportionate manner"’. Furthermore, it
stipulates that "The design of the procurement shall not be made with the intention of
excluding it from the scope of this Directive or of artificially narrowing competition.
Competition shall be considered to be artificially narrowed where the design of the
procurement is made with the intention of unduly favouring or disadvantaging certain
economic operators”.

There are two ways for obtaining information on the industry or on the goods and
services in question: 1) the standard way, or 2) Conduct market consultations.

1) The standard way means to gather information from previous own experience, from
publicly available sources, such as statistical data or market research. This type of preparation
should take place before starting any procurement procedure. Economic operators do not take
active part in the planning.

2) Contracting authorities may seek or accept advice from independent experts or
authorities or from market participants. Contacting market participants directly may be
necessary in some cases when the standard way of planning is not sufficient. However, in

18 The same applies to special sectors, as laid down in Article 36 of Directive 2014/25/EU.

¥ The reference to the principle of proportionality was expanded in this Directive, compared to Directive
2004/18/EC and Article 5(1) and (4) TEU, as regards the Union’s action, while Article 7 of Portugal’s Code of
Administrative Procedure governs the actions of national authorities.
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such a situation it can be challenging to comply with the principles of procurement (e.g.
treating economic operators equally and without discrimination, acting in a transparent and
proportionate manner etc.) .Consulting experts or economic operators directly can be a
starting point for conflicts of interests, bid rigging or collusion between potential suppliers.

Red flags

¢ Studies of varying quality and usefulness that may prove to be entirely useless or
redundant if other studies have already been carried on the same topic;

¢ Consultancy work carried out by friends or bodies with links to the decision-maker;

¢ Studiesthat are paid for in full or in part, but that are never delivered.

Solutions

v' The contracting authority shall act circumspectly to prevent conflicts of interest and
bid rigging'®. Consultation with experts can be determined by commitment of
exclusivity (an expert cannot advise suppliers).

v The contracting authority should record all communication with stakeholders which
should constitute the basis for decision- making during the pre-tendering phase.

v Proper information provided about the pre-tendering phase can prevent the distortion
of competition. As it is dtipulated in Article 40 of Directive 2014/24/EU,
communication to the other candidates and tenderers of relevant information
exchanged in the context of or resulting from the involvement of the candidate or
tenderer in the preparation of the procurement procedure constitutes an adequate
preventive measure.

v’ Setting longer time limits for submission of tender can eliminate potential advantage
gained by a candidate consulted during preliminary market consultations.

Best practice

BEST PRACTICE EXAMPLE

In some Member States, for example in the Czech Republic, the text of the contract must
be published. The Register of Contracts is one of the convenient sources of information
especially when authorities have difficulties for instance with calculating the estimated
value of the procurement. The Register of Contracts allows for consulting the details of
another contract, which can be of great help to the contracting authority. Furthermore,
there are many factors influencing the value, for example whether the helpline runs
during working day or also on weekends, the scope of licence agreement or conditions
of delivery etc. Such source material should be critically assessed as well. Simple copying
of clauses of contract may result in making the same mistakes that were not spotted in
former contract.

18 Seer OECD Guidelines for Fighting Bid Rigging in Public Procurement

10



PRE-TENDERING PHASE

1.1.2 External expert

Contracting authority and public procurement committee do not always have sufficient
knowledge in the specific areas where they need to prepare good quality tender
regulations/technical  specifications and/or to evaluate received offers from the
tenderers/candidates. This is the reason why external experts are very often involved in
procurement committee work. However, external expert work in public procurement
committee certainly carries different risks: violation of the competition law (for example —
prohibited agreement between market participants) ; violations of the public procurement law
(mostly discriminatory requirements); conflict of interest or other types of fraud.

CASE EXAMPLE
Suspected conflict of interest/discriminatory requirements

A public authority signed a contract with experts for the public procurement to gain
expertise in car purchase tender. Based on the contract the technical specifications were
drawn up by the experts whose services were agreed by the Car Association, an
independent organisation. The same experts evaluated the submitted tenders as well.
Almost all members of the Car Association are also working at car dealer companies.
The Member of the Board, who was contracted to be the chief expert in public
procurement, has gained income from various car dealers at different time periods.

After consultations with the Procurement Monitoring Bureau and lawyers it was
concluded that there was no legal basis or documents to prove conflict of interest.
Nonetheless, it was possible to prove that requirements in one of the seven parts of the
technical specifications were discriminatory and subsequently, financial correction has
been applied.

11
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CASE EXAMPLE
Conflict of interest

A public authority signed a contract with a company about consultation services to
prepare the technical specification for an IT public procurement. These consultation
services concerned for questions during public procurement and evaluation of tenders
submitted. Seventeen potential tenderers consulted the tender documentation;
however, only one of them participated, most probably due to the discriminatory
requirements in the tender documentation. The winner was a company where the
chairman of the consultation company gained income in previous years.

After consultations with the Procurement Monitoring Bureau and lawyers, it was
concluded that there was enough legal basis and documents to prove the conflict of
interest. As a consequence, financial correction has been applied.

CASE EXAMPLE
Conflict of interest

An IT public procurement was divided into parts. The audit authority found that the
tenders where not evaluated against the tender documentation. The winner did not
even have the necessary certificates what the competitor had.

Probably both competitors had decided beforehand who will win and in which part of
the procurement. It was highly suspicious that for one part they prepared a detailed
offer for IT solutions and for the other part they submitted just a formal offer. This case
illustrates a suspected fraud case, notably prohibited agreement, which is one of the
severest violations of competition law. Agreements concluded between market
participants which have as their object or effect the hindrance, restriction or distortion
of competition are prohibited.

Financial correction was applied for the incorrect evaluation of tenders was applied, and
the suspicion of artificial competition was reported to Competition Council.

Red flags

¢ Too specific requirements;

¢ Complaints/questions from interested suppliers about procurement documentation and
especially technical specifications;

¢ Low competition;

¢ Formal offersfrom tenderers;

12
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1.2
1.2.1

The winner of the public procurement is geographically located in a specific region,
where public procurement takes place;

Expert has no conflict of interest in accordance with legal acts; however the expert is
somehow related or was related to the tenderer or to more tenderers.
Solutions

To identify possible violation, the regulatory authorities need very experienced experts
to check the public procurement documentation. The above-mentioned cases (where
external expert was involved in the tender preparation) revea violations that are
difficult to detect and especially to prove. Consequently, cooperation with other
ingtitutions (such as law enforcement body, competition council and procurement
monitoring bureau) is necessary

To inform contracting authorities (for instance via seminars or officia letters) about
possible financial corrections and their responsibility in case of detected violations;

To not only rely on independence declarations, but also to use data bases to identify
possible conflict of interest (for example ARACHNE or any similar national data
base);

It is necessary that all bodies involved in administration of EU funds at Member State
level has common understanding of how national criminal law covers Article 1 and 2
of Convention on the protection of the European Communities financial interests
(Council Act of 26 July 1995).

Planning the procurement procedure

Division of responsibilities

Red flags

Directed selection process: fake draw for the selection of the Competition Committee
members;

The Committee is manipulated by a member;

The evaluation criteria differ from those described in the notice;

The contractor is not included in the pre-selection list of prerequisite qualifications;
The lowest bid is rejected almost inexplicably.

Budgeting

Red flags

Over- or under-estimation of the value of the contract: this creates a positive
impression if the contract is carried out below the budget or favourable prices can be

charged for goods and services on the market, paving the way for further contracts and
making it easy to accommodate kickbacks;

Inclusion of kickbacksin the price which isto be paid to the decision-maker;

13
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Solutions

OECD recommends paying attention to the following points when planning the

procurement procedure™:

v

Guaranteeing that public procurement is in line with: @) the contracting body’s
strategic priorities; b) the general investment policy, which should be set out before
the procurement process begins.

Ensuring that the timescales involved at each stage of the process are clearly defined
and appropriate by making sure that: a) they can be applied consistently; b) they take
into account the cost, complexity and sensitivity of the contract.

Ensuring that estimated budgets are realistic and approved in a timely manner by: a)
using realistic estimates based on sound methodologies; b) guaranteeing that the funds
will be available; ¢) granting the necessary approva of budgets or expenditure in a
timely manner; d) considering possible variations in timescales that could have an
Impact on the contract.

Preparing a business case for large-scale projects that present a greater risk in terms of
their cost, complexity or sensitivity: a) calling upon outside technical or project
experts, with a view to carrying out an objective cost-benefit analysis; b) promoting
sound project management; c) preparing project-specific plans for the procurement,
assessing the level of risk and drawing up contingency plans; d) ensuring that the
decision-making criteria are defined in a clear and objective way in the tender
documents, and that decisions taken are in line with these criteria.

Clear definition and division of responsibilities by: a) giving one body or person the
responsibility for project development and implementation; b) defining levels of
delegation for the various stages of the procedure; ¢) assessing which personsinvolved
are in a vulnerable position and which activities present the greatest risk during the
procedure; d) planning supervisory activities by high-level managers during the
critical stages and considering additional checks, based on the cost, complexity and
sensitivity of the procurement.

Ensuring that everyone involved is aware of the system’s transparency criteria and
prepared to apply them by: a) appointing one person in charge of compliance with
publicity requirements; b) ensuring sufficient publicity of legal rules, court or
administrative decisions, standard contractual or procedural clauses and any
amendments to them; ¢) using electronic means of communication or other widespread
and easily accessible means of communication; d) ensuring that decisions taken during
the procedure are filed properly; €) harnessing the benefits of new technologies, which
can automatically process and register information without the risk of human
intervention.

Ensuring separation of tasks by: @ making sure that, when it comes to approval, the
technical, financial, contractual and project-related tasks are kept separate whenever
possible, such as the issuing of purchase orders or a recommendation to award the

1% OECD Principles for integrity in public procurement, OECD, 2009

14
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1.3

tender, or the acknowledgement of receipt of goods and services; b) identifying
different people with a clear responsibility during the critical stages of the procedure,
including the identification of requirements, assessment, checks and payments,
ensuring that additional checks are made if one person has to be in charge of several
tasks.

Content of the call and specifications

Common types of fraud/violations
Insufficient definition of the subject matter of the contract®;

Selection and award criteria that are not clearly and objectively defined, or not
established in advance, including failure to indicate the selection and award criteria
and their weighting in the call®:;

lllegal or discriminatory selection or award criteriain the tender documents’;

Selection and award criteria that are not related to the subject matter of the contract or
are disproportionate®;

Discriminatory technical specifications (e.g. technical specifications that are tailored
for one company)*:

Technical specifications that are too vague or not based on performance requirements,
Failure to comply with deadlines for submitting tenders or requests to participate®:;
Insufficient time for the potential participants to obtain the tender documents?.
Terms and conditions are non-essential or incompatible with the procedure type.

Insufficient information in the publication
Red flags
Tenders are not opened in public;

Incomplete and irregular publicity of the procedures;

Limited publicity, e.g. publicity in a loca rather than a nation-wide newspaper that
would lead to greater participation of bidders;

Insufficient information on contact points for clarifications, questions on the terms of
the competition, etc.;

Insufficient information or clarifications and non-notification of replies to other
candidates;

Inadequate clarifications or response given to requests,

% Directive 2014/24/EU - Article 18(1). Directive 2014/25/EU - Article 36(1).

! Directive 2014/24/EU — Articles 35, 51(1), 56, 57, 58, 62, 63, 65, 66, 67 and 69 and Annex V. Directive
2014/25/EU — Articles 69, 71, 78, 79, 81, 82 and 84 and Annexes I X and XI.

22 Commission Decision C(2013)9527 and the OLAF/ESADE study.

% Directive 2014/24/EU - Article 58(5). Directive 2014/25/EU - Article 78(1).

? Directive 2014/24/EU - Article 42(2). Directive 2014/25/EU - Article 60(2).

% Directive 2014/24/EU - Articles 27, 31, 47 and 53. Directive 2014/25/EU - Articles 45, 49, 66 and 73.

% Directive 2014/24/EU - Article 53. Directive 2014/25/EU - Article 73.
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1.3.2

1.3.3

Intimidation or discouragement towards possible tenders at the stage of expression of
interest by public officias;

Changes of terms and evaluation criteria, which are not published publicly and on
time: as a consequence, potential candidates are not properly informed,;

Complaints for vague, unclear or incomplete specifications;
Cancelling the procurement for no obvious reason;

Selection and award criteria

Red flags

Unfair assessment criteria for the bids making it impossible for most of the bidders to
be successful;

One of the biddersisinvolved in writing the technical specifications for the tender;
The volume of the procurement is unusually large so that only a few bidders would
qualify;

Unusual or unexplained benchmarks;

Well established companiesin the field are rejected without any reason, although they
expressed interest (e.g. field of electromechanical equipment);

Rejection for minor reasons.

Definition of requirements

Red flags

V ague descriptions of the required works, goods or services, making it difficult for the

bidders to prepare the bid; In this way, candidates cannot determine whether it isin
their interest to undertake the specific tendering process;

Very narrow description of supplies, services in order to favour the participation of
bidders who otherwise could not participate and to exclude potential candidates. The
same applies to descriptions that are too broad,

The qualifying requirements for the bidders are unreasonable for the tender (e.g.
requirement for a minimum annual sales revenue of 10 million € for a 50 000 €
tender);

Not necessary items in the terms and conditions: for instance specific benefits not
required for the successful implementation of the project and subsequently could be
used as a bribe to officials, (e.g. vehicles offered to supervisors);

Removal of certain low budgeted value products, e.g. some items offered at
particularly low prices which are not listed in the contract requirements;

Inconsistent terms. This may lead to a conflict of interest situation, for example, when
the contractor offers to undertake the education abroad of contracting authority staff or
to pay remuneration to the consultant/supervisor for the contracting authority.

Unnecessary use of in-house resources or of outsourcing, (or outsourcing using pre-
existing standards) when defining the project specifications and preparing the tender
documents;
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® & & o o

1.3.4

1.3.5

® & o o

Unnecessary purchase of services to decode complex specifications for the market;

Enabling misappropriation at a later date, creating conditions that will benefit entities
linked to the same economic group by including specifications for services to be
provided in the future that give those entities a singular advantage, or leaking
confidential information;

Use of one-off, non-standard specifications,

‘Deliberate mistakes' in terms of quantities or quality;

Omissions, such as omissions of penalties for sub-standard performance;

Inclusion of mandatory maintenance by the supplier (very common in IT contracts);

Incompatibility of the material to be supplied with the current stock, making
adjustments/additional purchases necessary.

Deadlines and time frame
Red flags
Deadline for submitting bids is very short;

The delivery times are unreasonably short that alows only geographicaly close
bidders to be on time (e.g. the term of delivery on extremely tight timetable which
automatically excludes all international competitors), except if some bidders had
received advance information about the tender beforehand;;

The person in charge of drafting the documents organises the procedure in such away
that there is no time to revise the documents carefully before the tender procedure is
launched,;

Rigged specifications
Red flags

The technical specifications for procurement are unusual or unreasonable: e.g. they are
unusually detailed and seem to describe the winning bidder’s products. It is not clear,
why some of the required features are necessary for the contracting authority to carry
out its functions;

The general requirements to the contractor seem to describe the characteristics of one
particular contractor (e.g. what they have, or when/where they must have it) and it is
not obvious, why thisis essential for carrying out the contract;

Choice of less competitive procedure;

Direct assignments on the ground of force majeure, whereas there were events that
could be prevented, and/or the delay was due to the responsibility of the contracting
authority;

Only one or afew invited operators respond to the call;

Complaints received from other bidders;

Specifications that are significantly narrower or broader than in previous cals;
Unusual or unreasonable specifications;
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1.3.6

14

High number of competitive awards to one tenderer;

Close relationship between managers and staff in relevant posts at the contracting
body and the economic operator;

Reference to a brand as opposed to a definition using a generic description.

Consultancy services

Red flags

Lack of signed contracts or agreements, with payments of invoices that are not clearly
differentiated;

Contracts or agreements that are unclear in terms of the services to be provided and
lack of other supporting documents to justify expenses, such as detailed invoices,
mission reports or studies;

Services paid for are used to improperly influence the content of applications, the
assessment of tenders, the selection of bidders, the negotiation of or amendment to a
contract or complaint, paid for by the tenderer or a subcontractor;

Services procured or provided in breach of legal or statutory rules that prohibit
Improper practices or involving a conflict of interest.

Choice of procedure type

Common types of fraud/violations

Unjustified use of the negotiated procedure without prior publication®”;

A negotiated procedure is chosen, even though an open procedure is possible;
Instead of open procedure, another type of procurement has been sel ected,;
Unjustified use of the special regime for social and other specific services™.
Unjustified direct award or supply by single-source provider:

One critical aspect with regard to direct awards is the lack of transparency and
traceability as no formal procedure is necessary throughout the pre-tendering phase.
Especialy in case of an existing conflict of interest, it can be difficult to justify
previously made awarding decisions, if there has been no public call, invitation for
bids or solicitation of competitive offers. In other words, with lacking documentation
and reporting, the application of objective selection criteria during a previously made
awarding is difficult to be traced back.

Incompatibility of procedure with the subject of the procurement

Incompatible grouping of supplies, services (the opposite of fragmentation also leads
to lack of competition)

%" Directive 2014/24/EU - Article 32. The regime in place under Article 30 of Directive 2004/18/EC was
changed and the exceptional cases and legitimate grounds are not included in the current Directive. The regime
equivalent to the negotiated procedure without publication of a contract notice under the old Article 31 was
retained. The descriptions of irregularities were brought into line with those used in Commission Decision
C(2013)9527 as set out in the previous Directive.

% Directive 2014/24/EU - Article 74 and Annex X1V.
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Violation of the provisions on direct agreement due to force majeure

Below-threshold bids mean that there are multiple calls for contracts of budget just
below the prescribed threshold for open procedures. This implies the awarding of
contracts repeatedly at prices lower than those for open procedures, while the
aggregated budget for these bids would imply an open procedure with significant
impact on competition.

Dividing the project into several pieces or underestimating the total project cost to
avoid more difficult mandatory procurement process. Organising a public procurement
tender can be a complicated task that requires alot of manpower and time even in the
case everything goes smoothly. If some bidders decide to go to the court against the
decision of the procurement committee, it will further delay the outcome. Therefore,
there is atemptation for the contracting authority to avoid more complicated processes
as often as possible and split the works or deliberately underestimating the cost of the
projects in such a manner that their contract value would fall under the public
procurement threshold. Indeed, increased flexibility, leading to faster procedures, and
adaptability of specifications of the bids during the process of direct awards can be
seen as major advantages for both authorities awarding tenders as well as for bidders.

However, besides being a violation of the rules, such practice may eliminate some
(especially international) bidders thus resulting in discrimination and possibly too high
prices paid for the contract. Moreover, below-threshold bids are particularly prone to
lead to contradictions with regard to requirements set by EU law and fraudulent
behaviour. Given the reduced regulation of awarding procedures for below threshold
bids, an increased potential of conflict between national and EU-law - for instance in
terms of requirements of publicity and transparency or equal treatment of bidders - is
likely to be identified. .

A public authority made a contract with an IT company for building a computer system.
As the contract amount was just under the threshold for public procurement, the
competitive bidding procedures were not followed. Later, the same company offered to
install additional features (system archive) for additional costs that exceeded the initial
contract amount several times. Moreover, no public procurement tender was organised
in this case, since the technical specifications of the installed computer systems were
such that no other company could provide that capability.

CASE EXAMPLE

Incompatible grouping of supplies or services. combining a variety of goods that have
no relation to one another. The goal is to reduce competition as only complete lots are
accepted. Typically the contract will be awarded to afavoured bidder at a high price.
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CASE EXAMPLE

A hospital carried out a tender to purchase additional highly specialised equipment

together with installation. One of the requirements was that the equipment had to be of

the same brand as the existing equipment in the hospital. Because of the restriction,

only one bidder could submit a bid. In addition to that, the same bidder carried out also

the construction works needed for the installation.

14.1

1.4.2

Manipulation of the procedure
Red flags

Manipulation of the procedure by using subjective criteria to select the most
financialy beneficial proposal, such as the individual abilities of the coordinators of
the study, the reputation of the service provider or its previous work in this areg;

Manipulation of the procedure at two points in time; firstly, no tenders are received
following the call because the amounts indicated are significantly undervalued, which
then leads to the opening of a negotiated procedure;

If there is a high level of competition between tenderers, subsequent extension of the
scope of the study to allow room for misappropriation;

Kickbacks to the decision-maker through subcontracting arrangements or false
invoices.

Negotiated procedure

Red flags

Negotiated procedure following a failed call for tenders, leading to clear risks of
collusion;

Failure to observe the requirements that apply in an extremely urgent situation caused
by unforeseen events;

Failure to observe the specific requirements for security and defence contracts.
Single source awards
Red flags

The use of sole source procedure for acommon type of good or service;

Purchasing processes that were previously competitive are replaced by non-
competitive processes,

Contract awards that are repeatedly just above or below the competition thresholds;
Call sent to only one operator;
Handwritten corrections on the prices offered.
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1.4.4 Split purchases

1.4.5

Red flags

A contracting authority has several contracts just under threshold for public
procurement over short period of time where the works performed and/or goods
delivered seem to be aimost identical regarding content and location: e.g. unjustified
splitting up of purchases for labour and materials, both of which are below the
competition threshold;

Splitting items that are usually purchased together to keep the contract value below
threshold;

Repeated purchases or more purchases from the same operators at just below the
competition threshold: e.g. the same or similar types of contract in a very short period
of time with the same contractor;

Unjustified contracts partitions. e.g. two or more contracts for similar items, over a
short period of time (e.g. in the same year for no apparent reason), for which less
competitive procedures were followed.

Work split between related economic operators to stay below the individual annual
turnover thresholds.

Incompatible grouping of supplies or services

Complaints by one or more candidates for incompatible groupings of supplies,
services, etc. in the same tender;

The supplies are incompatible in common tendering while there is a term that if a
bidder does not offer one type of supplies, the offer will be considered as unacceptable
and will be rejected,;

Thereisasignificant reduction of biddersin an aggregated tender;

The contracting authority cannot justify grouping in terms of cost saving and risk
reduction.

Solutions

Helping the contracting authority develop an optimal procurement strategy, with an
appropriate balance between administrative efficiency and equal access for operators:
a) ensuring that the type of procedure chosen allows for a sufficient level of
competition and that the procedure is sufficiently open given the subject matter of the
procurement contract; b) setting out clear rules to guide the choice of procedure,
ensuring that the process is competitive and providing additional guidance to help
those applying these rules in practice; c) reviewing and approving overarching
procurement strategies, to ensure they are in line with the contract value and
associated risk.

Preventive measures designed to strengthen integrity in cases where a competitive
procedure is not mandatory, such as. a) drawing up clear and documented
requirements; b) providing justification when a competitive procedure is not used and
logging the decision as appropriate; c) listing the staff with decision-making powers
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RSN

and specifying the level; d) planning spot checks of the outcome of non-competitive
procedures, €) considering the possibility of involving stakeholders to assess the
integrity of the process, particularly in exceptional cases with high-value contracts; f)
publishing the selection criteria and the expected terms of the contract; g) publishing
the agreed contract following the contract award.

In restricted or selective procedures, specific measures could be used to enhance
integrity, such as. a) estimating the maximum number of potential suppliers to be
invited in each procedure, recording the reason if it proves impossible to consider the
minimum number; b) carrying out checks to confirm submitted tenders and asking for
reasons why subsequent calls were not answered, with a view to stopping any possible
manipulation that might occur.

In negotiated procedures, specific measures could be used to enhance integrity, such
as. a) keeping a detailed record of the supplier selected; b) including the agreed terms
of the contract, specifying the choice of supplier.

In qualification procedures covering multiple purchases and which are not
permanently open to applicants (such as framework agreements), the following
measures could be used to improve integrity: @) publishing an annual list of qualified
suppliers; b) regularly publishing the call for applications, indicating the qualification
criteria; ¢) ensuring that the specifications are drawn up in advance and are published;
d) publishing contracts awarded under framework agreements.

Verification of the manner in which the procurement procedure was established,;

Verification of the connections between the staff of the Contracting Authority and the
one who obtained the contract.

Best practice

BEST PRACTICE EXAMPLE

In the direct award procedure, additional compulsory requirements are imposed by
several public institutions in Austria in order to increase transparency and
comparability, as well as to enhance equal treatment of potential bidders. Based on the
Austrian Federal Procurement Law, requirements of direct awards have been specified
by the Ministry for Social Affiars in an internal circular (‘Rundschreiben Nr. 8'). In
addition to regulations set by the federal law, this circular calls for the solicitation of at
least three binding proposals for direct awards above €3.000 and below €100.000 (net
of VAT), thereby strengthening the legal obligations within public procurement
procedures of departments in the ministry.

22



TENDERING PHASE

Tendering phase
The tendering phase is composed of the following steps:. preparation of tender

documents; specification of selection/award criteria, publication of tender/invitation to tender;
opening, assessment and evaluation of tenders and finally signature of contract and
notification of contract award.

2.1

Main challenges
In this complex phase the main challenges include:

Inconsistent access to information for tendering in the invitation to tender (e.g.
absence of public notice for the invitation to bid, award an evaluation criteria not
announced in advance);

Lack of competition;
Collusive bidding (resulting in inadequate prices);
Fictitious offers;

Conflict-of-interest situations or corruption in the evaluation and in the approval
process;

Lack of access to records on the procedure (difficulty for unsuccessful tenderers to
challenge a procurement decision).

Invitation to tender

2.1.1 Leaking of tender information

The staff, responsible for the contracting, drawing up the project or evaluating the
offers, revealed confidential information to the tenderer on the preferred solutions. This
allowed to the latter to formulate a technical proposal for which he received a higher
score.

CASE EXAMPLE

Red flags

Tenders received are disparate due to selective leaks of information;

Unreasonably low prices are proposed for certain line items;

Changes made shortly after the tender award in order to remove or change certain line
items;

Lineitemsin the tenders are different in the final contract;

Tenderer is close to the procurement staff or was involved in drafting the
specifications.
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AN

AN

2.1.2

There are known relations between the organisers of the procurement and some of the
bidders. e.g. contracting authority officials often socialise with some of the bidders
that could raise the question on their impartiality.

A contracting authority official isinvolved in the tender procedure, no matter at which
stage. At the same time, the officia has a relative or a business partner who is a
stakeholder in one or more bidding companies. This official does not necessarily need
to be concerned by that particular tender; a simple access to information is enough to
be ared flag

Advantage to a bidder: e.g. contracting authority officials provide inside information
only to specific bidder(s);

Insufficient checks during the procedure, for example, failure to meet deadlines;
Winning tender just below the next lowest bid;

Some tenders opened early;

L ate submissions accepted;

The last tender received is selected;

All tenders are rejected and the procedure reopened;

Winning tenderer communicated privately with the relevant staff at the contracting
body by email or other channels during the submission period for tenders.

Solutions

Verification of the award procedure.
Verification of the price differences between the offers.

Verification of the dates when the offers were opened and the presence of all the
tenderers who submitted an offer to the opening event;

Verification if there were offers accepted after the deadline.

Verification of the connections between the shareholder structure of the tenderer
declared successful and the staff charged with contracting.

Manipulation of tender specifications

The request for offers or proposals may contain specifications adapted in order to

correspond to the qualifications or competences of a certain tenderer. Often this is the
situation in case of contracts concluded in the IT domain and in other technical fields.
Restrictive specifications may be used in order to exclude other qualified tenderers or to
justify procurements from a single source and to avoid any other competition.

®* & & o o

Red flags

Complaints from tenderers;

Lack of checks and unsuitable tender procedures;

Indications that changes were made to tenders after they were submitted;
Tenders declared null and void dueto errors;

Suitably qualified tenderer disqualified on questionable grounds.
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2.1.3
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2.1.4

Solutions

Verification of the tenderers which answered to the offer requests;

Verification of the similarities between the specifications and products or services of
the successful contractor;

Verification of the aspects claimed by the other tenderers,

Verification of the connections between the staff responsible with the contracting and
the tenderers.

Lack of competition

Red flags

Insufficient publicity;

Creation of barriersto SME participation;

Including subjective criteria: e.g. architectural design or environmental standards;
Setting unrealistic deadlines based on unjustified urgency;

Problems in obtaining documents: this can create an advantage for some operators
when preparing tenders,

Selective leaks of information,

In restricted procedures, limited choice from alist of economic operators;

Collusion in a number of situations, such as group agreements between operators that
are regularly invited to submit tenders, sharing of contracts, external selection of the
winning tender and compensation for operators not selected, which inflate cost for the
contracting authority;

A candidate economic operator withdraws its tender without any reason: it may
indicate that it has deliberately lost the competition;

One or more economic operators submit repeatedly incomplete bids which are
rejected.

Collusion

One of the main challenges of the overall procurement process — especially in the pre-

tendering and tendering phases — is to prevent, detect and eliminate collusion in public
procurement.

Collusive tendering (also referred to as bid rigging) occurs when different companies

secretly agree to manipulate the bidding process in order to limit or eliminate competition
among them, generally with the purpose of artificially raising prices or lowering the quality of
goods or services for contracting authorities who wish to acquire products or services through
a competitive process.

Thisleads to extraordinary profits for the conspirators which will be distributed among

them according to different compensation schemes. On the other hand, contracting authorities
are deprived from the benefits of competitive bidding: paying higher prices unnecessarily for
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a goods or services imply losing public funds which would have otherwise been used
elsewhere.

Collusion agreements among bidders (or potential bidders™) have two main objectives

which usually appear together:

1)

2)

To agree on the price of the contract to be awarded (price fixing) in order to pre-
determine a price or a price range that is higher than the price that would derive from a
competitive bidding process.

In this way, competitors agree on the discounts to be offered, or on a minimum price
that al the bidders will observe (i.e. al the bids will be higher than this fixed
minimum), furthermore they could also agree on the same formulato be applied by all
biddersin order to calculate the price to be included in the different bids, etc.

Bidders could also agree on other elements different from the price, such as the
technical features of the product, the quality of goods and services, the periods of
implementation of the contract, etc.

To agree in advance on the competitor who will win the corresponding tender on a
contract to be awarded through a competitive bidding process.

The other competitors involved in the collusive agreement, which have agreed to
intentionally lose the contract, will receive some compensation by the designated
winning bidder. In this way, the additional profit obtained as a result of the collusive
agreement will be shared by al colluding bidders..

Such compensation may take several forms, for instance the following:

v' The designated winner gives a subcontract or a supply contract to the other
colluding bidders; or

v" The designated winner gives a direct payoff to the other colluding bidders in the
form of goods or cash, normally disguised as legal payments through false
invoices for non-existing services.

However, long-standing bid-rigging arrangements may employ much more
sophisticated methods for distributing bid-rigging profits over a period of months or
years.

Collusion or bid rigging can take up different forms or schemes, however the

following ones are the most common types, which may even appear together:

a) Cover bidding

A cover bid (also referred to as complementary, shadow, symbolic, courtesy or token
bid) isabid which is submitted with the only purpose of giving the formal appearance
of competitive bidding but with no intention to win the contract, in other words, with

1t should be taken into account that the collusive agreement may be between a bidder and a potential bidder
that does not actually submit a bid, and also that it is not necessary that all bidders participate in the conspiracy,
although it will be more effectiveif they do.
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the deliberate purpose of losing the contract. Such bids are intended not to secure the
contracting authority's acceptance.

After competitors have agreed which of them will win the contract, they submit bids at
deliberately higher prices than that of the designated winner or which contain terms
and conditions that are known to be unacceptable to the contracting authority, for
example the bid is higher than the acceptable maximum price laid down in the tender
documents or it is clearly incomplete. Such practice ensures that the bid of the
designated winner is selected by the purchaser while giving the impression of real
competition.

Cover bids may aso be submitted by shell companies or affiliated firms.

Cover bidding is the most frequent form of bid-rigging and alows the designated
winner to determine a price which is higher than the price that would have resulted
from areal competitive bidding.

b) Bid suppression

In this type of collusive scheme, one or more companies - who would otherwise be
expected to bid, or who have previously bid - agree not to bid or to withdraw a
previously submitted bid in order to allow the designated winning bidder to win the
contract.

In return, the non-bidders may receive a subcontract, supply contract or direct payoff
from the designated winning bidder in order to share the benefits from the collusive
agreement.

This scheme occurs typically when a new or uncooperative bidder wants to enter a
competition in which a previous collusive agreement has been arranged by the
conspirators.

If the new or uncooperative bidder succeeds to submit a competitive bid, the price
inflation which results from the collusion will become apparent, hence, in order to
prevent this to happen, conspirators decide to pay-off the new company not to bid or to
withdraw a previously submitted bid.

Congpirators, in order to protect the collusive agreement, can also use other means to
discourage non-cooperating companies from submitting a bid, for instance by
persuading suppliers and subcontractors not to enter into contract with such
companies.

c¢) Bid rotation

Unlike bid suppression, bid rotation occurs when colluding companies continue to
submit bids but they agree to take turns in being the winners (i.e. offering the lowest
bid) with the aim of ultimately allocating the same monetary value of contracts to each
participant, or monetary values that correspond to the size or market share of each
colluding company.
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Bid-rotation schemes are usually used in conjunction with complementary bids
submitted by the designated losing bidders in each tender.

Rotation usually has a pre-set time schedule: each colluding bidder is designated to
win a contract following a certain chronological order which have been previousy
agreed among the conspirators (e.g. A, B, C, A, B, C, etc.). This occurs especialy
when the contracts affected by the bid-rotation agreement are similar to each other.

However, rotation may also be based on other elements, such as the value of the
contracts, the type of good or service, the deadline of the tender, the period of
implementation of the contract, etc.

Asin bid-rotation schemes every bidder wins a certain number of contracts, it may not
be necessary to establish a further compensation scheme among them.

d) Market allocation

Market allocation or market division is an agreement among bidders not to compete in
designated geographic regions or for specific contracting authorities, dividing markets
among themselves.

With this purpose, colluding companies allocate each contracting authority or
geographic region to a different bidder, so that companies will not bid (or will submit
only a cover bid) on contracts tendered by a contracting authority or in a geographic
region which is not assigned to them.

In order to reduce costs and maximize the profits of the cartel members, market
division is usually made on the basis of proximity, so that each geographic region or
contracting authority is allocated to the colluding company whose factories are closer
to the corresponding region or contracting authority. To that end, tenders in their
respective "home markets" should be awarded to the "home producers".

For the allocation of geographic regions and contracting authorities, colluding
companies usually consider the historical market shares in order to preserve the status
guo and to avoid a "price war", or they pay attention to each other's individual
preferences.
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CASE EXAMPLE
Collusion in the public procurement

In 2012, a cartel among the most important producers of paper envelopes in Spain
was uncovered. Those companies secretly agreed to divide up the market of paper
envelopes used in the elections for the Spanish National and Regional Parliaments and
also for the European Parliament.

The colluding companies held regular meetings to decide on the winner of each
contract or lot and the price of the winning bid. The other colluding companies
committed themselves to submit cover bids.

Subsequently, the designated winner secretly subcontracted a part of the contract to
the rest of the members of the cartel with a pre-determined price, so that each of the
involved companies benefit of the profit, which was more or less constant along time
and corresponded to the relative size of the company. In addition, the colluding
companies agreed on the "fines" (25% of the contract amount) to be imposed on those
members of the cartel who would not comply with the agreement.

This cartel was in place since the first democratic elections in Spain (1977) until the
investigation started (2010). It could be uncovered due to the information submitted
by one of the members of the cartel under the new leniency program laid down in the
Spanish Competition Law.

In the elections for the European Parliament in 1994, a company which was not a
member of the cartel won one of the lots by submitting a bid which was 20% lower
than the designated winning bid, however this did not lead to the opening of an
investigation.

29



TENDERING PHASE

Here is an example of the first five lots of the contract tendered for the
elections for the National Parliament in 1982:

Bid price (pesetas)
LOT Bidders Congress Senate

A 929 849

1 F 960 870
G 965 973

B 929 849

2 F 960 870
G 965 873

C 929 849

3 G 960 870
A 929 849

D 929 849

4 F 960 870
G 965 873

B 929 849

5 F 960 870
G 965 873

Winning bid price (pesetas)
LOT Winning Bidder Congress Senate
1 A 929 849
2 B 929 849
3 C 929 849
4 D 929 849
5 B 929 849
Some red flags:

- Each bidder (from A to E) wins one lot.

- Winning bidders only bid for one lot and win.

- The price of the winning bid is always the same.
- Fand G always submit bids but never win.

This type of fraud relates to situations, where there are relatively few bidders for a
given projects and all know each other. It can be beneficial for them to work together, for
example the winning bidder may subcontract the loser to do a part of the works. It can also
happen that a company makes one bid directly and the other through a subsidiary registered in
another country. There could also be cases, where there is just one true bidder (that is the
preferred company), as the other bidders are unlikely to be able to carry out the works at a
competitive price (especialy in case of construction works) and have submitted their bids
merely to comply with the thee-bid requirement. A variant of this situation arises when there
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are special clauses in the bids of the other bidders that the contracting authority cannot accept
and thus prevents them from being selected for the contract.

CASE EXAMPLE

A local government administration organised a tender to build a new road in a relatively
remote region and awarded the contract to one of the construction companies. Later, it
turned out that the winner had subcontracted about half of the works to another local
company who has also participated in the tender and made the second-best bid. As a
consequence, there was a reason to suspect that the two bidders had agreed not to
compete against each other but were working together in the bidding process.

Red flags

Bid-rigging or collusion in public procurement can be very difficult to detect as
collusive agreements are usually concluded and kept in secret, with only the participants
knowing about the collusive scheme. However, collusive strategies usually result in unusual
bidding or pricing patterns that constitute indicators or red flags that procurement officials can
detect by reviewing the procurement documents and by analysing the past contract awards.

It is recommended, however to carry out the analysis of these indicators systematically
comparing different tenders of the same or different contracting authorities by over a longer
period of time. In this way the chance is higher to reveal the existence of collusion. Therefore,
it is beneficial to maintain a central database containing previous tenders and tenders of every
contracting authority, asit helps detecting such indicators and red flags more easily.

These unusual patterns do not constitute evidence of collusion; rather they suggest that
further investigation is needed (by the competent authorities, e.g. the corresponding
competition authority) in order to determine whether collusion exists.

Red flags with regard to the bid submission and process

¢ The number of biddersis significantly lower than the average in other similar tenders;

¢ Regular suppliers do not bid on a tender they would normally be expected to bid for,
but have continued to bid for other similar tenders;

¢ The winning bidder is often the same company, although it seems to be a competitive
market;

¢ Some companies unexpectedly withdraw from bidding in a certain tender;

¢ Some companies persistently reject to submit a bid in tenders of certain contracting
authorities or in certain geographic areas,

¢ Thewinning bidder does not accept the contract without existing reasonable grounds;

¢ There are companies that never win a contract although they usually submit bids for
the tenders of a certain contracting authority;

¢ A certain company rarely bids but always wins when it does so;
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¢ Certain bidders repeatedly win contracts of one contracting authority, but not
elsewhere for similar goods or services;

¢ Certain companies submit bids which are incomplete or which include data which
make those bids unlikely or impossible to be the winning bid (for instance, they do not
include any information with regard to one or more awarding criteria);

¢ The winning bidder repeatedly subcontracts work to unsuccessful bidders or to
companies which would normally bid for the tender but did not in the given caseg;

¢ There seems to be a pattern to determine the winning bidder so that each of the
companies that usually submit bids wins part of the contracts: for instance, there is a
turn among them or each company aways wins contracts of the same type of product
or of the same value range);

¢ A company submits a bid including information that is significantly different from the
one usually included by that company in its bids for other tenders: for instance, prices
for the same or similar products, duration of the contracts, quality offered for similar
products, etc.);

¢ A number of companies submit bids in every geographic area but each of them only
wins tenders in certain different geographic areas. There seems to be a geographic
distribution of tenders among the bidders,

¢ Companiesthat could submit separate bids decide to join and submit together only one
bid;

¢ Whenever a certain company submits a bid, other certain companies do not submit a
bid without existing reasonable grounds that may explain such behaviour;

¢ Certain bidders always bid against each other or never bid against each other;

¢ There are significant links between two or more bidders, such as common or related

administrators, cross-ownership, same legal addresses, same employees, same phone
numbers, family ties, etc.;

¢ Losing bidders are totally unknown or seem not to be real companies: e.g. they do not
appear on the Internet, cannot be located in databases or business directories, do not
have a track commercial record, cannot be contacted on the phone or the address
included in the bid documents, etc.;

¢ Relations between the participants: in some cases, they have common names in their
management or shareholder composition.

¢ It may also happen that after the contract award, the contractor is cooperating with
those who withdrew their tenders or who had been rejected,;

¢ Lack of involvement of well-known companiesin the area:
Red flags with regard to bid documents

¢ Different companies submit bid documents which contain the same mistakes, such as
miscal culations or orthographic errors (e.g. the same words are misspelled in the same
way in different bids);

¢ Different companies submit bid documents which contain similar or identical
handwriting, wording or typeface, particularly if these are unusual;
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¢ Bids from different companies have been submitted from the same email or posta
address;

¢ Different companies submit their bids at the same time or with the same post mark;
Bid documents contain round numbers in complex tenders;

Bids from different companies contain a significant number of identical estimates of
the cost of certain items;

¢ Bid documents of certain companies seem to have been modified prior to its
submission to the contracting authority, e.g. some parts of a document have been
rubbed out or physically altered. There is an indication of last minute amendments of
such bids;

¢ There are significant inconsistencies in the data included in the documents submitted
by a certain bidder: for instance, information contained in one part of a bid document
is not consistent with that included in other parts of the same document);

¢ Bid documents submitted by different companies contain less detail than it would be
necessary or expected, or give other indications of not being genuine;

¢ A company submits incomplete bids too frequently, or two or more companies
submitted incompl ete bids in one tender;

¢ The document properties of two or more electronic proposals show that the proposals
were created or edited by one of the bidders or by the same person;

¢ The bids show unusual similarities: tenders have small differences in prices between
them, indicating that probably the participants knew each other’ s bid;

¢ Tenders have similar misprints or similarities in font and / or postal address
information, phone etc.;

¢ Theoffered prices differ by fixed rounded percentages, e.g. by 2%, 3%, 7% etc.;

4 Switching same economic operators among themselves in the position of the tender
contractor;

¢ Multiple candidate companies pretend to act competitively, but have the same address
or the same mobile phones of their representatives. The headquarters of the economic
operator is a private residence, uninhabited or abandoned building, or newly built
building;

¢ A bidder is not found on the internet, neither in telephone registers etc.;
Red flags with regard to pricing

¢ The price offered by the winning bidder is significantly lower than the price offered by
the rest of the bidders;

¢ Thewinning bid issignificantly high compared to cost estimates,

¢ Prices offered by non-winning bidders are identical to the maximum price laid down
in tender documents, or dlightly below that maximum;

¢ Prices offered by all of the bidders are above the maximum price laid down in tender
documents: this could mean that companies are trying to force the contracting
authority to increase such maximum price;
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Prices offered by al bidders are constantly high or above the average prices in the
corresponding market/industry or those included in published price lists;

All bids are very close in price for items where some variation is expected: this
indicates that competitors may be communicating and sharing bidding information;

Sudden and identical increases in price or price ranges by bidders that cannot be
explained by cost increases;

When a new company submits a bid in a certain tender, usual bidders offer
significantly lower prices than those offered in past tenders;

Thereis afixed difference in the prices offered by different bidders, which might even
appear for item costs. for example prices offered by one bidder are always an exact
5% or 10% higher than those offered by the other bidders;

Different companies include identical unit prices in their bid documents, especially if
these prices have been the same for along time or they were different for along period
of time and suddenly started to be the same;

Only one of the bidders contacts wholesalers for pricing information prior to a bid
submission;

Certain companies submit a bid which is much higher than other bids submitted by the
same companies in other similar tenders of the same contracting authority or a
different one (public or private) with no objective justification (e.g. a change in input
costs);

Anticipated discounts disappear unexpectedly;

Companies significantly reduce or give up offering certain discounts which were
traditionally offered;

Prices submitted by bidders increase in regular and similar increments without existing
an objective justification;

Companies which are located in a certain geographic area offer higher prices for
contracting authorities located in such area than for contracting authorities located far
away;

Similar transportation costs are specified by local and non-local companies;

The offered prices are unusually high: the auction prices are higher compared to the
average market prices,

Bid prices are significantly higher than those on the market price list of the same
company;

Persistently high or increasing offer prices for the same economic operators,

Bidders have submitted prices for line items under past procurements that were
significantly above or below current price quotes with no apparent reason;

The winning bid is much higher than cost estimates or industry averages,
Bid prices drop when a new or infrequent bidder enters the bidding process,
A company submits unusually high bid prices;

Bid prices of all companies are very close;
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Almost identical unit pricesin al bids;

Bid prices differ by an equal amount or factor.

Red flags with regard to bidders' statements or behaviour

There have been spoken or written references to an agreement among bidders;

A bidder has knowledge of matters that the contracting authority has only
communicated to another bidder;

Bidders formally justify their prices by looking at "industry suggested prices’,
"standard market prices' or "industry price schedules’;

There have been statements indicating that certain firms do not sell in a certain
geographic area or to certain contracting authorities;

Bidders have advanced knowledge of competitors pricing or bid details before such
information is made publicly available;

A bidder does not take much interest in one of its bids or even indicates that it was a
symbolic bid,;

Different bidders use the same explanation and terminology to justify certain issues,
such as price increases;

One of the bidders asks for the tender documents on behalf of other bidder(s);
One of the bidders submits its bid and other company's bid for the same tender;
Bidders have held private meetings before submitting their respective bids,

Winning tender is too high compared to estimated costs, published price lists, similar
work or services, average industry prices or fair market prices;

Consistently high prices across al tenders;

Drop in prices when a new operator enters the competition;

Rotation of winning tenderers;

Subcontracting to economic operators not selected during the tender procedure;

Unusual patterns in tenders. precise percentage difference between tenders, winning
tender very close to the acceptable price threshold, tender submitted at the exact price
budgeted, very high or very low price, highly divergent prices, round numbers,
incompl ete tender, etc.;

Obvious connections between competitors, for example, addresses, staff and telephone
numbers, or shared contacts;

Tender includes subcontracting to operators that are competing for the main contract
at the same time;

Suitably qualified operators do not submit tenders and become subcontractors;
Some operators always compete with each other, and others never do;

Unsuccessful tenderers cannot be found on the internet or in business directories or do
not have a physical address,

Evidence that economic operators exchange price information, divide up areas or enter
into informal agreements;
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Key sectors that have been identified are, for example, road surfacing, building
construction, dredging, electrical equipment, roofing and waste disposal;

In case of two or more bidders might be related if there is some kind of geographical
distribution of winning bids: e.g. some companies tend to win in one region, the other
in another;

Some companies that would be logically expected to participate in a tender will not
submit a bid, although they continue to participate in other ssimilar cases;

Two or more companies submit ajoint bid, although they should be able to participate
individually;

Some bidders regularly participate in the tenders, but will (almost) never win;

There seems to be an alternating sequence of winners among the same bidders;

The winner of the competition will not sign a contract, but will be subcontracted later;

Solutions

Learn about the market before designing the tender process. Gather information about
the products, suppliers and conditions in the corresponding market, especialy
potential suppliers’ prices and costs: find out how many suppliers could compete for
the award, which suppliers are best positioned for the award etc.

Include information about prices in other geographic areas or for similar products.

Collect information about past tenders and seek information from other public
procurers and if possible private ones too, who have recently purchased similar goods
or servicesto improve the understanding of the market.

Consider whether the market has the characteristics that make collusion more likely.
Collusion can occur in almost any industry or market; however some are more prone
to carry the risk of collusion due to particular features present in certain markets,
industries or products.

An indicator / red flag of collusion can be more alerting when the market or industry
conditions are already favourable to collusion. Consequently, employees involved in
the procurement procedure should be more vigilant to red flags when they are detected
in riskier markets or industries. More precisely:

0 Callusion is more likely to occur if there are few sellers in the corresponding
market compared to the number of contracts to be awarded. The fewer the
number of sellers, the easier it is for them to get together and agree on prices,
bids, customers or territories. Collusion may also occur when the number of
companies is enough large, but there is a small group of maor sellers
dominating the market.

0 The probability of collusion increases if the product to which the tender refers
cannot easily be substituted for other similar products or if there are restrictive
specifications for the product being procured. The more simple and
standardized a product is, the easier it is for bidders to reach an agreement on a
common price structure and to make that agreement longstanding. It is much
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harder to agree on other factors subject to competition, such as design,
features, quality or service.

o Collusionismorelikely to occur if there are significant entry barriers, e.g. high
entry costs, restrictive legisation etc.

0 Collusionisaso more likely to occur if the market is relatively stable, i.e. it is
unlikely that significant technological innovations in the product or important
changes in the demand / consumer patterns would happen.

0 Callusion is more likely to occur if competitors know each other well through
social connections, business or trade associations, legitimate business contacts,
if they shift human resources from one company to another, or if there are
other contractual or structural relationships between them.

The existence of trade associations or other forums - be it professional or social
— provides opportunity for competitors to get together and discuss matters in
person.

v Define tender specifications in terms what performance is expected from the product
rather than describing the product itself. This can make bid-rigging agreements more
difficult to implement as it leaves room for alternative or innovative sources of supply
/ substitute products to enter the tender.

v' Try to avoid predictable procurement patterns which facilitate bid-rigging schemes:
repetitive purchases and unchanging quantities may increase chances for collusion, as
competitors may become familiar with other bidders and with tender features over
time. Consequently, it is important to hinder the predictability of procurement by
varying both the scope and size of the contracts, (for example, aggregating or
disaggregating them, or by purchasing jointly with other government procuring
entities), aswell as the tender calendars.

On the other hand, in genera, there is more incentive to compete when the contract is
large and tenders are not very frequent.

v As the probability of bid rigging increases if there are only a few potential bidders, it
is advised to ensure the participation of large number of potential bidders. In order to
do so:

0 Keep tender requirements clear and easy to follow, thereby encouraging more
companies to participate.

0 Consider existing yet unnecessary restrictions on bidders that may eliminate
companies otherwise qualified for the implementation of the contract, and try
to avoid them.

0 Keep bidding costs as low as possible by allowing adequate time for bid
preparation, use electronic bidding system if possible, avoid requiring
unnecessary information, restrict the possibility to amend the application forms
/ processes to the minimum, aggregate tenders in order to spread the fixed
costs of the bidding.
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Avoid discriminatory or preferential treatment of certain type of suppliers /
companies that have contracts up for renewal, as it can discourage other
suppliers from bidding.

With regard to large contracts, consider allowing bids on certain lots or parts of
the contract and not only bids for the whole contract, thereby encouraging
small and medium-sized companies to participate.

v" Adopt any measures that hinder speculation among the bidders regarding the number
and identity of their possible competitors. Keep the identity of bidders undisclosed as
far as possible to make it more difficult for cartel membersto contact all bidders.

v' Consider the possibility of adding contracts from different contracting authorities into
one single tender in order to avoid market segmentation by the companies, especialy
if the contracts have the same object, similar characteristics, relatively small estimated
value and are frequently tendered.

However, combining contracts might discourage the participation of small and
medium-sized companies in the procurement. by increasing the size of the tender, this
combination must be considered without prejudice to the possibility of allowing bids
for certain lots within the contract.

If the contracting authority decides to divide up a contract into severa lots:

(0]

(0]

The number of lots should not be the same as the estimated number of bidders.

The size of lots should not reflect the suppliers market structure: symmetric
companies find it more difficult to reach a collusive agreement when lots do
not have the same size (i.e. lots are asymmetric). Tough if there is one large
company and one small company in the corresponding market, one big lot and
one small lot may favour collusion.

The size of lots should not be too big, as this can make it difficult for small
businesses to compete, and hence it reduces the number of potential bidders.

The size and design of the lots should change from time to time in order to
make it more difficult for the bidders to allocate the lots among themsel ves.

v' Makeit harder for bidders to communicate with each other. In particular:

(0]

(0]

Avoid unnecessarily presenting the bidders with opportunities to communicate
with each other (e.g. at pre-bid face-to-face meetings or at site inspections).

Use electronic bidding procedures, as they prevent competitors from meeting
each other.

Require biddersto disclose all communications with competitors.

Require bidders, where possible, to sign a certificate or warranty that their bids
have been independently elaborated and that there has been no communication
with competitors about, and no contract, arrangement or understanding has
been entered into with competitors about price, bid submission or terms of the
bid, including quality and quantity of goods or services.
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2.2.1

0 In those cases where law stipulates the possibility of holding meetings with
companies before the tender procedure, such meetings should be held
individually with each company and never with all of them collectively.

o If meetings are necessary before the tender procedure, mitigate the risk of
collusion by reminding attendees the prohibition of bid-rigging schemes and
the existing sanctions for such conducts. This reminder should also be included
in the tender documents.

0 Manage the risks that may be associated with the use of industry consultants to
conduct the tender process, as they may have established working relationships
with bidders. Ensure any external consultants have signed confidentiality
agreements and are subject to a reporting requirement with regard to any
inappropriate competitor behaviour.

0 In order to safeguard the secrecy of the bids, they should not be submitted in
person and the contracting authority should manage them internally by using
codes.

o If bids or prices do not make sense, this should be discussed individually with
each bidder, not with all bidders collectively.

When publishing the results of a tender, carefully consider which information is
published: avoid disclosing competitively sensitive information as this can facilitate
the formation of bid-rigging schemes.

Improve employees knowledge and understanding of bid rigging schemes through
specific training programmes.

Make it easy for companies and their employees to inform the contracting authority
about any collusive practice they encounter. If there is a whistle-blower mechanism to
report bid-rigging, include it in the tender documents.

Lay down clear internal procedures requiring contracting authority's employees to
report any suspicion of collusive practice.

Verification of the connections between the tenderers;
Verification of the value of the offers submitted, compared to the estimates of costs;

Review previous procedures where the same bidders took part, for instance to know
whether the successful tenderer in the past subcontracted in favour of another tenderer
that withdrew its bid or if it was a supplier;

Finding the real reasons for withdrawing of the offers.

Evaluation

Directed selection process

Red flags

Fake draw for the selection of the competition committee members;
The committee is manipulated by a member;
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¢ Theevaluation criteriadiffer in from those described in the notice;
¢ The contractor is not included in the pre-selection list of prerequisite qualifications;
¢ Thelowest bid isrejected almost inexplicably.

2.2.2 Fictitious offers

Although this type of fraud is not very common in the field of public procurement, it
has already occurred. On the other hand, it is quite common in case of ESIF projects, where
the recipient of EU funding is a private company. In the EU funded projects, the recipient
must usually self-finance a part of the project costs. This gives the recipient an incentive to
overstate the reported project costs so that the EU funding would cover 100% of the actual
costs, if not more. Although following public procurement regulations is often not mandatory
for these companies in such cases, they still have to take at least three bids from different
suppliersin order to be eligible for EU funding for the goods/services they receive. However,
the submitted offers are not "real”. The prices indicated in the bidding documents are inflated
and/or the quantity of goods delivered or works performed are overstated. In some cases, it is
even possible to prove that the three bidders are somehow related to each other and/or to the
contracting authority.

A similar type of fraud occurs, when there is just one "real" bidder and the other bids
have been falsified: they are either submitted on behalf of existing companies without their
knowledge or the other bidders do not exist at all.

CASE EXAMPLE

A beneficiary applied for EU funding to purchase certain production equipment and
submitted three bids received from the suppliers of the equipment as a part of its
application. However, by analysing the bidding documents the experts discovered
hidden signs indicating that the bid No. 2 and bid No. 3 had been composed by the same
person. Moreover, by looking at the homepages of the bidders No. 1 and No.2, it turned
out that the same person (with the same phone number) represented both of them. The
third bidder was registered in another EU country and little information was available
about it, however it was possible to reveal that bidders No. 3 and No. 1 shared the same
board member. As a result, it was suspected that at least one person had links with all
three bidders and consequently the bids were not independent.
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CASE EXAMPLE

During the procurement, it was discovered that some of the submitted bids were
falsified: they were submitted on behalf of existing companies without their knowledge.
The fraud was discovered because of striking grammatical errors in the documents. A
variation of this type of fraud occurred when the bids were real, but outdated. The
beneficiary of the EU funding altered the dates of the bids to make them eligible.

CASE EXAMPLE

In yet another case the bids were real, but the beneficiary of EU funding altered the
amounts in some of them in order to award the contract to a favoured bidder. It was
discovered because of unusually high prices in the offers.

CASE EXAMPLE

Finally there were cases where the same three bidders had been asked to submit their
offers in a majority of projects in the same application round, although the service they
offered was not unique. Although it could not be proven that there was fraud in that
case, the doubts still remained.

Red flags
¢ Most of the bid prices of a relative common (standardised) good or service are
unusually high when compared to some similar contracts with some other partners;

¢ The same person, e-mail address or phone number has been given as a contact point
for several bidders;

¢ The related documents composed by the contracting authority and some of the bids
were printed with the same printer;

¢ The same person appears to have composed the bidding documents for several, if not
all seemingly unrelated bidders. If this has not been explicitly stated, it can sometimes
be read from the metadata of the bidding files;

¢ Several bidders have sent their bidding documents from the same e-mail address;

¢ Some or al bidders have the same person in key roles, e.g. current or past board
member, owner, or are related in some other way;

¢ The same three bidders that are not big companies submit bids to many projects;
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A person with a key role in one of the bidders has also key roles in one or more
beneficiaries;

The same person submits project implementation reports about several projects with
having seemingly no official rolein them,

Some or al bidders have never been active before in the field they are now bidding
for;

No logo of the bidding company on the accompanying |etter;

Some bidders withdraw their bids during the procurement process with no logical
reason or as soon as they have to answer more detailed questions,

The lowest bidder is the same in many cases,

Some of the bidders have very few or no employees other than the board member;

All or severa bidders share the same office, especidly if the same person represents
al of them;

Discrepant offers

In this fraud pattern, the employees responsible for the contracting procedure provide

confidential information to a favoured tenderer, which is not available to the other tenderers.,
for instance, one or several activities foreseen in arequest for offers will not be accomplished
in the contract. Such information allows the favoured company to submit an offer with a price
much more reduced than the one of the other participants, offering a very low price for the
activity which would not be included in the final contract. In case of the framework
agreements, this aspect must be analysed in connection with the subsequent contracts.

<

224

Solutions

Identification of the offers for certain activities which seem unjustifiably low;

Verification of the modifications or eliminations of requirements after the award of the
contract;

Verification of the connections between the tenderer and the staff responsible with the
procurements or who participated to drawing up the specifications.

Manipulation of the offers

CASE EXAMPLE

In a procedure of request for offers, the staff in charge manipulates the offers after

submitting them with a view to select the favoured contractor, e.g. the offer is modified.

Red flags

"Tweaked deals: Missing data/ pages by certain tenders;

Some offer contains pages with different font;

Not all foreseen pages are signed by the members of the Competition Commission;
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The minutes are not originally signed by the attending members.
Solutions

Verification of the aspects claimed by the other tenderers,

| dentification of the modifications from the offer;

Verification of the reasons which lay on the basis of disqualifying other tenderers or
cancelling the tender.

lllicit influence

Undue outside influence constitutes a ground for exclusion from participation in the

procedure under Article 57(d), (e), (f) and (i) of Directive 2014/24/EU, and are applicable to
special sectors, with specific features, by virtue of the reference made in Article 80 of
Directive 2014/25/EU. lllicit influence can take several forms:

1)

Prior involvement of the economic operator in the preparation of the procurement
procedure;

Efforts by the economic operator to illicitly influence the decision-making process:
e.g. to obtain confidential information that may give it illicit advantage, or to provide
incorrect information that may have a significant influence on the decisions
concerning exclusion, selection or award;

Conflict of interest that cannot be effectively avoided by other less intrusive measures,
Agreements with other economic operators in order to distort competition;
Failure to publish the call for competition;

Insufficient justification for the failure to publish the call for contracts covered by
Directive 2009/81/EC;

Failure to publish the extension of deadlines for submitting tenders or requests to
participate;

Artificial division into lots of contracts for works/services/supplies;

Influence peddling;

Bribery.

Influence peddling

Influence peddling in the field of public procurement contracts happens often when a

bidder is favoured without having a chance for winning, or when the contracting authority
concludes unjustified contracts with a single source, usually at excessively inflated prices.
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CASE EXAMPLE

A senior public official requests the head of the contracting authority to conclude a
contract of public works, or a supply/service contract. It appears from the contracting
authority's internal documents that the reason for concluding a supply contract was to
ensure the effective performance management of the institution. However, the
contracting authority had no real need to conclude such contracts. The only purpose of

the procurement was to serve the benefit of companies in close connection with the
senior official.

Solutions

v’ Identification of the shareholding structure of the winning bidder;
v" Request for documentsin order to verify the real needs of the beneficiary;

v Verification of the contractor's accountsin order to establish the real beneficiary of the
amounts received for the works/supply of goods/performance of services.

2) Bribe and illegal fees

The bribe and illegal commissions mean the give or receipt of valuable objects with a
view to influencing an official document or a decision of commercia nature. The valuable
objects in the case of offering the bribe should not be necessarily money, but may also include
gifts, loans, reimbursed or not, the use of credit cards, the payment in excess of procurements,
preferential rents, holding secret participations within the contracting company etc.

CASE EXAMPLE

A tenderer offered bribe to the servants involved in the process of evaluation of bids in

order to ensure a bigger score and, implicitly, to declare a certain tender as successful
winner.
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CASE EXAMPLE

A public employee accepts a bribe in order to finance certain organisations by planning
and carrying out direct award procedures. For example, an association acquired
exclusive rights to organise an event though such publicity services do not belong to the
association's activity. Since the planning of the procurement, the contracting authority
has chosen to use the negotiated procedure without the prior publication of the tender,
and has granted the given association exclusive right to provide publicity services at the
event. Then, the respective association subcontracted a commercial company to provide
publicity services at events organised by the association. After the company received
payment for the services provided, a part of that money was transferred to the
association's accounts for the performance of fictitious services. The public employee
was rewarded by trips to exotic countries for the successful financial engineering
through the association.

Red flags
Attempts to illicit influence

Close relationship between managers and staff in relevant posts at the contracting
body and the economic operator;

Unexplained or sudden income for managers and staff in relevant posts at the
contracting body and the economic operator;

Economic operator with areputation in the market for paying kickbacks,
Fregquent changes to the contracts to increase the value of the contract;

Managers or staff at the contracting body turn down promotions to posts outside the
area of procurement;

No declaration of conflict of interest.

Solutions

v Verification of the shareholding structure of the organisation;

<S

AN NN

Verification of the object of activity of the organisation;

Verification of the connections between the contracting authority and the respective
organisation;

Verification of the documents which certify the existence of an exclusivity;

Following the transfer of the money received by the respective organisation.
Verification of the manner in which the evaluation took place;

Identification of the criteriawhere there was awarded an unjustified score;

Verification of the statements of assets of the members of the evaluation commission;
Verification of the accounts of members of the evaluation commission.
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3) Failure to declare conflict of interests

CASE EXAMPLE

Member of the evaluation commission is employed by one of the tenderers, which he
omitted to declare during the carrying out of the contract awarding procedure.

Solutions

<

Verification of the kinship relations of the members of the evaluation commission;

v Verification of the work places where the members of the evaluation committee were
employed,

v Verification of the connections between the shareholding of the tenderers and the
members of the evaluation committee;

v’ Identification of the interest manifested by the member of the evaluation committee,
such as friendship or other relations to a certain tenderer, material advantages received
etc.

4) Conflict of Interests

Despite the establishment of preventive measures, there are certain critical aspects,
which have to be borne in mind. One important aspect is the issue of conflict of interests,
which isalmost an inevitable feature of the awarding processes in the public sector.

Before the award, a typical case of conflict of interests occurs when, an official
working for the contracting authority receives some sort of a "present” from a bidder or is
connected with a particular bidder in some other way. For example, the official may have an
open or hidden economic interest in one of the bidding companies, or has smply good
relationship with some key personnel of the bidding company. In any case, this official is
interested in creating favourable conditions for one of the bidders. This could take several
forms, for example:

- The established technical criteria for the procured items could be adjusted to favour
certain bidders: in some cases one bidder may actually be involved in writing them,

- The required delivery times could be too short for bidders located in another country
of region;

- The required qualifications from the bidders could unnecessarily exclude certain
bidders on basis of some formal criteria e.g. required years of experience, size of previously
carried out contracts, number of employees, size of the balance sheet or sales revenue from
the previous year etc.;

- There could aso be information leaks from the contracting authority to certain
bidders so that they have more time to prepare their bid;

- After selecting the winner, the initial requirements could be reduced as compared to
initial tender specifications,
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- Thereis intentional lack of supervision, i.e. the actual quality could be lower and/or
guantity of goods or services can be reduced compared to the contract specifications.

There are also cases where the beneficiaries of EU funding are private companies who
must submit three bids for the goods or services they are supposed to get. Although the
winner is not formally related to the beneficiary, he later subcontracts the provision of goods
or services to it, which in fact means that the beneficiary is also the factual provider of goods
of services.

CASE EXAMPLE

An official working for the Environmental Inspectorate was the owner of a company that
imported certain types of boats. At the same time, he was involved in preparing the
tender for procuring some boats. Clearly, he had an incentive to create the conditions in
the procurement process that favour his own company. As he had to hide his interest in
the outcome of the bidding process, he did not submit the bid himself but in the name of
his friend’s company. Later the money was transferred from his friend’s company to his
company by using false invoices.

As this official was involved in writing the technical specifications for the tender, he
could write them in a way that his company could win. He was so sure about winning
that he had actually already ordered the boats before the tender was announced.
Therefore, he put very short delivery times to the technical specifications that no one
else could meet. He even added some brand-specific characteristics to the technical
specifications. In fact, his company was the only one in that country having import
licences for that particular brand of boats.

CASE EXAMPLE

Officials working for the contracting authority were interested in awarding the
construction contract to a particular bidder. In order to achieve this, they dedicated a
relatively high importance to the quick completion of the works in the bid evaluation
criteria, although there was no real urgency to complete the works so quickly. The
reason behind was that there were natural reserves nearby and all contractors would
need a special environmental certificate to do construction works in that area. It took
time to get that certificate. However, one local bidder already had that certificate and
could therefore complete the works more quickly. As a result, the contract was awarded
to the bidder who made the highest bid.
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CASE EXAMPLE

There was a competition to purchase some equipment in a local government
administration. The auditors discovered that documents in the call for bids and those
which were submitted by the winner shared some peculiar marks e.g. both used the
same font etc. Experts concluded that both sets of documents were printed by the same
device.

CASE EXAMPLE

A company conducted a procurement to purchase certain types of equipment with the
technical specifications that favoured a certain bidder. The matter also caught the
attention of the police that conducted an on-the-spot check at the beneficiary’s
premises. In the car of the board member of the beneficiary they found several versions
of the bid sheets of one bidder for the same tender. All the sheets were exactly the same
except for the price that barely differed. Obviously, the goal of the board member was
to award the contract to that bidder at the price just slightly below the next best bid. He
just waited for the opening of the other bids so that he could learn about the next best
bid and insert the 'right' bidding sheet to the bidding documents.

CASE EXAMPLE

A board member of a private company founded a non-profit organisation to maintain a
natural reserve in a relatively remote region and submitted an application for EU
funding to purchase a number of cows. The tender documents required that all those
cows must come (as a whole herd) from the same supplier. As a result, there were only
two offers, since no other suppliers nearby could offer 200 cows simultaneously. The
winning bidder was the same private company. It could offer the cows at a very
competitive price as they were already there and the additional costs for them were
zero. In fact, the cows did not even change place but remained on the same pasture.

Red flags
¢ Choice of aclosed procedure, athough an open procedure would have been possible;

¢ Eligibility or awarding criteria are determined in a way that favours or even
exclusively qualifies a specific bidder;
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¢
¢

2.3
2.3.1

Family ties between employees in the public authority launching the tender and a
bidding company or organisation

Managers and staff in relevant posts at the contracting body and the economic operator
engaged in an undisclosed outside business activity;

One or more operators who are already in the list do not meet the requirements e.g.
information from other candidates comments, rumours, etc.;

Candidates qualified fail to pass the stage of the evaluation of the technica
requirements.

Unexplained or unusual favouritism towards a specific economic operator;

Unusual behaviour of employees. inquiring others about a tender although the
employee is not in charge of / not concerned by that tender procedure;

The person in charge of drafting the tender documents (or just a senior official) insists
on hiring an outside firm to help drafting of the tender documents for no obvious
reason;

Two or more preparatory studies are requested on the same subject from external firms
and someone puts pressure on staff to use one of these studies in drafting the tender
documents;

Specifications are customised to a product or service of the award-winning bidder and
might even be too specific to allow other bidders to submit their offer;

Amount of deliverablesis reduced without a reduction in the amount payable;
Number of working hoursisincreased, but material costs remain the same;

Alteration of specifications with regard to quality or quantity in the contract, leading
to non-compliance with the previous set specificationsin the cal;

Continued acceptance of high-cost but low-quality work;
No declaration of conflict of interest;

Award

Conflict of Interests
Conflict of interest situation could occur after the winner has been selected. This could

involve intentionally poor supervision so that incomplete works - if they have been carried out
at al - or substandard goods are accepted. For this type of fraud to happen, there must be an
illicit link between the winner and an official of the contracting authority responsible for
supervision of the contract implementation. This official will then receive areward for his/her
intervention in the procurement procedure. It is also possible that the requirements of the
contract will be reduced after selecting the winner. As one bidder knows this, he can make the
lowest bid knowing that he will not be required to carry out all the work at that price.
Favouring certain suppliers constitutes another violation.

49



TENDERING PHASE

CASE EXAMPLE

In a construction project, the contracting authority asked bidders to submit a list of
previously completed projects in a specified time period as part of the required
qualifications. Later, it turned out that although the winning bidder had submitted the
list, none of the projects were successfully completed during the specified time period
and therefore, the bidder should have been disqualified from the tender. Moreover, the
signed contract differed significantly from the contract advertised during the tender in
terms of volume, deadlines and objects. Finally, the investigation revealed that the
contracting authority had accepted the use of some inferior materials that significantly
shortened the life-cycle of the project. The price of the materials used was ten times
lower than the material specified in the contract, although the contracting authority still
paid the full price to the contractor.

Solutions

v' Awarding of contract must be based on objective criteria. There are tendencies to
prefer e.g. local products or current supplier. It is necessary to stay clear from such
tendencies while drawing award criteria or choosing the type of procedure.

v" During the procedure it is important to stick to the award criteria and demand
declarations of absence of conflicts of interests form decision makers. Identification of
tenderer’ s beneficial owners can be used for revealing a conflict of interests.

v' To prevent such misconduct a contracting authority should focus on high level of
integrity of its employees. Special training should be required.

v In order to prevent attempts to overcome poor planning, additional information can be
requested by the economic operators. Such an attempt can indicate that procurement
document is not sufficiently clear. Contracting authorities tend to ignore such signs
and continue in the procedure given the tight schedules.

v After the expiry of the time limit for the submission of tenders, the procurement
documents cannot be changed. Dealing with discrepancies is pushed to the phase after
awarding a contract (modification of contract).

v' Contracts shall be awarded on the basis of criterialaid down.
v The contracting authority should verify that:

0 tenderer does not meet grounds for exclusion;

0 tenderer meets the selection criterig;

o tender complies with the requirements, conditions and criteria set out in the
contract notice and in the procurement documents;

o0 tender complies with applicable obligations in the fields of environmental,
social and labour law;
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0 evaluation was performed correctly;
0 priceisnot abnormally low.

Carrying out such verifications can become a demanding task. If the presented
information or documentation appears to be incomplete, erroneous or if missing, contracting
authorities should request clarification or completion. Nonetheless, all these steps are
substantial for complying with procurement law, as well as successful performance of
contract. Corruption, fraud, conflict of interest, bid rigging or illicit influence issues constitute
grounds for exclusion. Despite the existence of a ground for exclusion, an economic operator
may still provide evidence that it has taken sufficient measures to demonstrate its reliability. If
such evidence is considered as sufficient, the economic operator concerned shall not be
excluded from the procurement procedure. Yet, national laws may determine that some
grounds for exclusion are facultative (Article 57 directive 2014/24/EU). *°

BEST PRACTICE EXAMPLE

The Register of Contracts can be used to check lists of references carried out in the past,
such as selection criteria related to technical and professional requirements. Buyer,
scope, price and period are typical facts presented in the lists of references and can be
found in the texts of contracts as well. The Register of Contracts enhances transparency
with regard to references among suppliers.

2.3.2 False documents

CASE EXAMPLE

A certain company enclosed a fiscal certificate to its bid within a procurement
procedure, in which it falsely stated that it did not have debts to the state budget. The
certificate was entirely false; it was drawn up by the company's accountant.

% An example form Czech law: The contracting authority may exclude a participant from the procurement
procedure on grounds of unsuitability provided that it demonstrates that the participant has made an unjustified
attempt to influence the decision made by the contracting authority within the procurement procedure or has
made an unjustified attempt to obtain non-public information that could provide it with undue advantages during
the procurement procedure (Section 48 of Act no. 134/2016 Call., on Public Procurement).
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CASE EXAMPLE

An economic operator presented false statements according to which it fell in the
category of small and medium-sized enterprises with the purpose of establishing a
smaller financial guarantee for the participation to the tender. However, in reality, the
economic operator belonged to a company with large turnovers, which it failed to
declare. If this were known by the contracting authority, the economic operator would
have been considered a large taxpayer and subsequently its offer would have been
rejected. This type of fraud can occur especially in open and restricted tenders.
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Solutions

Verifications of the documents directly at the issuer;

Verification of the shareholding structure of the tenderer;

Verification of the number of employees and of the turnover;
Verification of the connections of the shareholders with other companies,

Verification of the existence of groups of shareholders which could be related/partners
with tenderer;

Establishing the turnover and of the employees of all the enterprises related/partners
with the tenderer, according to the methodol ogy foreseen by the law.

Red flags
General read flags regarding the tendering phase

The bids are composed not by the provider of goods or services, but by an outside
consultant;

The tender is not properly advertised (e.g. published in a local newspaper instead of
national one; in the wrong category, in an unexpected section of the homepage etc.);

Identical errors in two or more bids (e.g. typos, errors in name or address of the
beneficiary, wrong brands, calculation errors);

The bid prices among the bidders seem to vary by afixed amount or factor;

There is wide and inexplicable disparity in bid prices considering the type of works,
goods or services being procured;

One bid is detailed, all other bids are general;

Some bidders are making bids outside their expected competence or business profile;
More than one bid is composed by the same person;

Bidder’ s phone numbers of contact persons are not in their country of establishment;

No or ailmost no additional information about the bidder is available elsewhere (e.g. in
the internet or phone book);

Contact persons are not given in the bidding documents;
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Only mobile phone numbers and/or anonymous e-mail addresses (like Hotmail, google
etc.) are given for the contact persons of the bidders;

Some bidders have no physical address, only P.O. boxes; address is unusua for the
type of company (e.g. non-business location);

Two or mor