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European Structural and Investment Funds 

4. THE EUROPEAN STRUCTURAL AND INVESTMENT FUNDS (ESIF) 

Over half of EU funding is channelled through the 5 European structural and 

investment funds (ESIF). They are jointly managed by the European Commission and 

the EU countries. 

The purpose of all these funds is to invest in job creation and a sustainable and 

healthy European economy and environment. 

The ESIF mainly focus on 5 areas: 

ï research and innovation 

ï digital technologies 

ï supporting the low-carbon economy 

ï sustainable management of natural resources 

ï small businesses. 

The European structural and investment funds are: 

ï European regional development fund (ERDF) ï promotes balanced 

development in the different regions of the EU. 

ï European social fund (ESF) - supports employment-related projects 

throughout Europe and invests in Europeôs human capital ï its workers, its 

young people and all those seeking a job. 

ï Cohesion fund (CF) ï funds transport and environment projects in countries 

where the gross national income (GNI) per inhabitant is less than 90% of the 

EU average. In 2014-20, these are Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, the Czech 

Republic, Estonia, Greece, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Portugal, 

Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia. 

ï European agricultural fund for rural development  (EAFRD) 
1
 ï focuses on 

resolving the particular challenges facing EU's rural areas. 

ï European maritime and fisheries fund (EMFF) ï helps fishermen to adopt 

sustainable fishing practices and coastal communities to diversify their 

economies, improving quality of life along European coasts. 

Due to the rules of functioning of the EMFF and EFF, which are very similar to those 

of the other structural funds, irregularities reported by Member States in relation to 

fisheries policies are treated in this chapter jointly with the funds for cohesion and 

economic convergence. 

All these funds are managed by the EU countries themselves, by means of partnership 

agreements. 

Each country prepares an agreement, in collaboration with the European 

Commission, setting out how the funds will be used during the current funding period 

2014-20. 

                                                            
1  See chapter 3 of this document. 
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Partnership agreements lead to a series of investment programmes channelling the 

funding to the different regions and projects in policy areas concerned. 

For 2014-2020, EUR 454 billion in ESIF funding has been allocated to promote job 

creation and growth. National co-financing is expected to amount to at least EUR 183 

billion, with total investment reaching EUR 637 billion. 

These resources will contribute to: 

¶ Strengthening Research and Innovation 

¶ Supporting the digital single market 

¶ Supporting the growth of Europeôs small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) 

¶ Supporting the energy union and the low-carbon economy 

¶ Investing in environmental protection and resource efficiency 

¶ Climate change and risk prevention 

¶ Supporting sustainable transport 

¶ Promoting sustainable and quality employment 

¶ Promoting social inclusion 

¶ Investing in education and training 

¶ Support youth employment 

¶ Strengthening institutional capacity and efficient public administration 

However, the following paragraphs will be mainly dealing with previous 

programming periods
2
, as only a very limited part of irregularities detected and 

reported refer to the period 2014-2020. 

4.1. Trend analysis 

In comparison with the other budget sectors, the analysis of Cohesion policy poses a 

higher level of complexity, given the fact that the information received is related to 

different programming periods, which are regulated by different rules. 

Table CP1 offers an overview of the irregularities (both fraudulent and non-

fraudulent) reported from 2012 to 2016, by programming period. The table also 

details, for each programming period, the funds to which irregularities were related. 

The chart does not suggest any major diversion from known trends and patterns in 

detection and reporting of irregularities, with the exception of the year 2015 (see next 

page). 

                                                            
2  For a description of the objectives of the programming period 2007-13, see the Commission Staff 

Working Document óStatistical evaluation of irregularities reported for 2014 Own Resources, Natural 

Resources, Cohesion Policy, Pre-accession and Direct expenditureô, chapter 5, pages 48-49. 
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Table CP1: Trend of the number of irregularities reported between 2012 and 2016 by 

programming period ï Cohesion and Fisheries Policies 

 

 

There is a sudden increase from 2014 to 2015 in the number of reported irregularities, 

which have doubled, but then it decreases in the following year. Two elements can be 

pointed out in this respect: 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

N N N N N N

Programming Period 2014-20 0 0 0 2 115 117

Cohesion Fund 2 2

ERDF 1 15 16

ESF 1 97 98

EMFF 1 1

Programming Period 2007-13 3 301 4 532 4 817 10 229 8 328 31 207

Cohesion Fund 242 238 281 469 453 1 683

ERDF 2 146 2 895 3 073 8 091 6 300 22 505

ESF 837 1 255 1 373 1 475 1 307 6 247

EFF 76 144 90 194 268 772

Programming Period 2000-06 930 518 330 595 53 2 426

Cohesion Fund 79 95 33 5 1 213

ERDF 678 334 196 567 45 1 820

ESF 58 43 60 15 1 177

EAGGF - Guidance 105 44 41 7 6 203

FIFG 10 2 1 13

Programming Period 1994-1999 7 1 3 1 1 13

Cohesion Fund 4 1 5

ERDF 2 1 1 1 5

ESF 1 1

EAGGF - Guidance 2 2

TOTAL 4 238 5 051 5 150 10 827 8 497 33 763

REPORTING YEAR

FUND / PROGRAMMING PERIOD

TOTAL 

PERIOD



 

46 

 

1) The increase is mainly related to the programming period 2007-13.  

a. This increase is for the greatest part linked to the reporting of 

irregularities from one Member State (Spain), which covers almost 

half of the total number of irregularities reported in 2015.  

b. As already clarified in the PIF Report 2015, the Spanish anomalous 

increase is due to belated reporting of irregularities detected 

throughout the programming period. If they are excluded, the number 

of reported irregularities would still be higher than in 2014. However, 

this increase would follow the natural behaviour of the programming 

cycle of the funds.  

2) A minor, yet still striking increase of reporting is observed in relation to the 

irregularities related to the programming period 2000-06, whose numbers 

have also almost doubled between 2014 and 2015. In this respect, the 

explanation is again linked to a belated reporting by a single Member State 

(Ireland). 

Table CP2 highlights the trends in terms of financial value of the irregularities 

detected and reported to the Commission over the last five years. 

The only significant aspect to be highlighted in this respect is that, despite the minor 

decrease between 2015 and 2016 (-5%), the average financial amount per irregularity 

is significantly higher for the year 2016 (i.e. EUR 229 725 against EUR 195 496 of 

2015, 17.5% more). This is mainly due to the high value of the irregularities affecting 

the Cohesion Fund, which finances infrastructure projects of very high value and in 

relation to which, sometimes, individual cases of irregularities involving very high 

amounts can be detected. 

Table CP2: Trend of the financial amounts related to irregularities reported between 

2012 and 2016 by programming period ï Cohesion and Fisheries Policies 

 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

N N N N N N

Programming Period 2014-20 0 0 0 166 544 7 022 475 7 189 019

Cohesion Fund 671 052 671 052

ERDF 15 872 5 167 516 5 183 388

ESF 150 672 1 053 200 1 203 872

EMFF 130 707

Programming Period 2007-13 1 342 093 026 983 926 279 1 406 672 589 2 047 459 280 2 047 386 385 7 827 537 559

Cohesion Fund 429 708 201 147 333 643 230 693 104 276 717 990 480 493 016 1 564 945 954

ERDF 794 704 518 716 205 334 1 049 686 064 1 611 900 112 1 398 886 846 5 571 382 874

ESF 110 513 176 98 969 297 117 502 466 132 153 248 139 984 510 599 122 697

EFF 7 167 131 21 418 005 8 790 955 26 687 930 28 022 013

Programming Period 2000-06 1 242 238 511 194 039 623 127 811 699 136 178 670 8 745 331 1 709 013 834

Cohesion Fund 334 489 374 45 987 569 18 009 026 1 325 818 568 968 400 380 755

ERDF 889 816 481 130 849 635 96 650 017 84 925 687 4 473 713 1 206 715 533

ESF 5 456 732 13 736 583 7 870 657 48 400 540 17 414 75 481 926

EAGGF - Guidance 11 149 988 3 112 155 5 281 999 669 253 3 685 236 23 898 631

FIFG 1 325 936 353 681 857 372 2 536 989

Programming Period 1994-1999 1 577 854 2 095 397 229 661 474 024 6 430 4 383 366

Cohesion Fund 1 388 806 2 095 397 3 484 203

ERDF 164 626 12 110 474 024 6 430 657 190

ESF 24 422 24 422

EAGGF - Guidance 217 551 217 551

TOTAL 2 585 909 391 1 180 061 299 1 534 713 949 2 184 278 518 2 063 160 621 9 548 123 778

FUND / PROGRAMMING PERIOD

REPORTING YEAR
TOTAL 

PERIOD
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4.1.1. Irregularities reported as fraudulent 

4.1.1.1. Trend by programming period 

Table CP3 analyses the trend linked to the communication of the irregularities 

reported as fraudulent in the last five years (2012-2016), making a distinction by 

Fund involved and the relevant programming period. 

In the last five years, while the fraudulent irregularities linked to the PP2000-06 have 

been decreasing, those linked to the PP2007-13 follow an increasing trend, albeit 

inconsistent, as they have been decreasing between 2013 ï 2014, and 2015 - 2016. 

These trends are linked to the current implementation of the latter period and the 

closure of the previous.  

Irregularities reported as fraudulent have increased by 62% since 2012 and they have 

decreased by 10% in comparison with 2015. This decrease is due to the 

reclassification of cases initially reported as non-fraudulent in 2015
3
. 

                                                            
3  The PIF Report uses the data originally reported from Member States for enhanced comparability. 

Therefore, Table 1 in the report shows an increase in comparison to 2015. See also Table CP4 on page 

49 of SWD(2016) 235 final, Part 2/2: http://ec.europa.eu/anti-

fraud/sites/antifraud/files/statistical_evaluation_2015_2_en.pdf for actual data reported in 2015. The 

reclassified irregularities mainly concern Spain. Thus, the same remarks indicated in section 4.1 on page 

46 apply. 

http://ec.europa.eu/anti-fraud/sites/antifraud/files/statistical_evaluation_2015_2_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/anti-fraud/sites/antifraud/files/statistical_evaluation_2015_2_en.pdf
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Table CP3: trend of the number of irregularities reported as fraudulent between 2012 

and 2016 by programming period ï Cohesion and Fisheries Policies 

 

 

Table CP3 and its associated chart do not include irregularities reported as fraudulent 

related to programming periods previous to 2000-06
4
. 

Table CP4 provides in the same form of Table CP3 information about the trends 

linked to the amounts involved in cases reported as fraudulent. As already indicated 

on several occasions, the trend of the financial amounts is far less consistent, 

resulting from fluctuations which can be significant as individual cases involving 

                                                            
4  One case related to the European Agriculture Guidance and Guarantee Fund ï Section Guidance and the 

programming period 1994-99 has been reported in 2014. 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

N N N N N N

Programming Period 2014-20 1 3 4

Cohesion Fund 0

ERDF 0

ESF 1 3 4

EMFF

Programming Period 2007-13 177 261 241 450 400 1 529

Cohesion Fund 9 9 7 12 11 48

ERDF 92 158 141 299 288 978

ESF 72 73 83 121 91 440

EFF 4 21 10 18 10 63

Programming Period 2000-06 72 69 43 10 4 198

Cohesion Fund 1 1

ERDF 40 28 7 2 2 79

ESF 18 27 29 7 81

EAGGF - Guidance 13 13 7 1 2 36

FIFG 1 1

TOTAL 249 330 284 461 407 1 731

FUND / PROGRAMMING PERIOD

REPORTING YEAR TOTAL 

PERIOD
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high amounts can distort the overall picture. Between 2012 and 2016 the financial 

amounts involved in irregularities reported as fraudulent have been decreasing by 

20% and by 54% in comparison to 2015. However, in 2012 the financial amounts 

linked to irregularities reported as fraudulent were significantly high due to cases 

detected in relation to projects co-financed by the Cohesion Fund, which affect, in 

general, high financial amounts, as already mentioned. 

Table CP4: Trend of financial amounts linked to the irregularities reported as 

fraudulent between 2012 and 2016 by programming period ï Cohesion and Fisheries 

Policies 

 

 

4.1.1.2. Trend by Fund 

The analysis of the same data presented in Table CP4 but focussed on the distribution 

of the irregularities reported as fraudulent by Fund (Table CP5), highlights the 

following situations: 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

N N N N N N

Programming Period 2014-20 150 672 914 365 1 065 037

Cohesion Fund 0

ERDF 0

ESF 150 672 914 365 1 065 037

EMFF 0

Programming Period 2007-13 255 304 646 116 524 845 135 752 389 468 754 324 235 237 847 1 211 574 051

Cohesion Fund 133 678 103 18 674 590 46 142 624 9 717 679 10 941 115 219 154 111

ERDF 106 122 710 73 526 014 74 378 652 418 134 208 202 439 909 874 601 493

ESF 14 797 561 15 471 933 12 768 290 36 310 920 20 911 429 100 260 133

EFF 706 272 8 852 308 2 462 823 4 591 517 945 394 17 558 314

Programming Period 2000-06 41 007 989 31 313 590 23 579 871 48 102 445 752 576 144 756 471

Cohesion Fund 5 063 005 5 063 005

ERDF 35 142 387 13 191 652 18 409 407 61 297 224 147 67 028 890

ESF 2 829 664 11 011 548 4 714 960 47 822 953 66 379 125

EAGGF - Guidance 2 892 853 2 047 385 455 504 218 195 528 429 6 142 366

FIFG 143 085 143 085

TOTAL 296 312 635 147 838 435 159 332 260 517 007 441 236 904 788 1 357 395 559

REPORTING YEAR

FUND / PROGRAMMING PERIOD

TOTAL 

PERIOD
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(1) The highest number of cases relates to the ERDF. The trend increases overall , 

despite two years when it slowed down: 2014 and 2016; 

(2) Cases related to the ESF have been constantly increasing until 2015 and their 

share on the total is significant; 

(3) Potential frauds affecting the Cohesion fund are now reported regularly (since 

2010), and they are quite stable from one year to another. Fluctuations of the 

amounts, however, can be particularly significant in respect of these cases. 

Table CP5: Trend of the number of irregularities reported as fraudulent between 2012 

and 2016 by Fund ï Cohesion and Fisheries Policies 

 

 

 

Table CP6 analyses the trends related to the financial amounts linked to the 

irregularities reported as fraudulent in the reference period. 

The year 2015 appears as a special year, considering the high financial volume of 

irregularities linked to the most represented funds: ERDF and ESF. Considering that 

the number of the irregularities reported as fraudulent is only slightly lower in 2016 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

N N N N N N

Cohesion Fund 9 10 7 12 11 49

ERDF 132 186 148 301 290 1 057

ESF 90 100 112 129 94 525

EAGGF - Guidance 13 13 7 1 2 36

FIFG - EFF - EMFF 5 21 10 18 10 64

TOTAL 249 330 284 461 407 1 731

REPORTING YEAR TOTAL 

PERIOD
FUND
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than in 2015, the average financial value of the detected fraudulent irregularities is 

indeed significantly higher in 2015
5
. 

Table CP6: Trend of financial amounts linked to the irregularities reported as 

fraudulent between 2012 and 2016 by fund ï Cohesion and Fisheries Policies 

 

 

 

4.1.2. Irregularities not reported as fraudulent 

Table CP7 analyses the trend linked to the communication of the irregularities not 

reported as fraudulent in the last five years (2012-2016), making a distinction by 

Fund involved and the relevant programming period. 

The reasons behind the increases related to both periods 2000-06 and 2007-13 

between 2014 and 2015 have already been explained under paragraph 4.1.  

                                                            
5  For more details see footnote 3. 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

EUR EUR EUR EUR EUR EUR

Cohesion Fund 133 678 103 23 737 594 46 142 624 9 717 679 10 941 115 224 217 115

ERDF 141 265 097 86 717 665 92 788 058 418 195 504 202 664 055 941 630 379

ESF 17 627 225 26 483 481 17 483 250 84 284 545 21 825 794 167 704 295

EAGGF - Guidance 2 892 853 2 047 385 455 504 218 195 528 429 6 142 366

FIFG - EFF - EMFF 849 357 8 852 308 2 462 823 4 591 517 945 394 17 701 399

TOTAL 296 312 635 147 838 433 159 332 259 517 007 440 236 904 787 1 357 395 554

REPORTING YEAR TOTAL 

PERIOD
FUND
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Table CP7: Trend of the number of irregularities not reported as fraudulent between 

2012 and 2016 by programming period ï Cohesion and Fisheries Policies 

 

 

The sum between the totals of Tables CP7 and CP5 differ by one unit in comparison 

with the total showed in Table CP1
6
. 

Table CP8 shows the trend related to the financial amounts linked to the irregularities 

not reported as fraudulent. Once more, as already mentioned several times in relation 

                                                            
6  The reason for this difference is explained by the fact that the Total in Table CP5 does not include one 

case reported for the programming period 1994-1999 as explained in footnote 4. 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

N N N N N N

Programming Period 2014-20 0 0 0 1 112 113

Cohesion Fund 2 2

ERDF 1 15 16

ESF 94 94

EMFF 1 1

Programming Period 2007-13 3 124 4 271 4 576 9 779 7 928 29 678

Cohesion Fund 233 229 274 457 442 1 635

ERDF 2 054 2 737 2 932 7 792 6 012 21 527

ESF 765 1 182 1 290 1 354 1 216 5 807

EFF 72 123 80 176 258 709

Programming Period 2000-06 858 449 287 585 49 2 228

Cohesion Fund 79 94 33 5 1 212

ERDF 638 306 189 565 43 1 741

ESF 40 16 31 8 1 96

EAGGF - Guidance 92 31 34 6 4 167

FIFG 9 2 1 12

Programming Period 1994-1999 7 1 2 1 1 12

Cohesion Fund 4 1 5

ERDF 2 1 1 1 5

ESF 1 1

EAGGF - Guidance 1 1

TOTAL 3 989 4 721 4 865 10 366 8 090 32 031

FUND / PROGRAMMING PERIOD

REPORTING YEAR
TOTAL PERIOD
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to the trends of the financial amounts, fluctuations can happen more often, as they are 

linked to individual irregularities or groups of irregularities of significant value, 

which produce distortive effects from one year to the next.  

In 2016, for instance, financial amounts linked to irregularities not reported as 

fraudulent is higher than in 2015, despite the significant decrease in the number of 

notified cases. For the Cohesion Fund, programming period 2007-13, the related 

financial amounts have almost doubled in comparison with the previous years. They 

have significantly increased also for the ESF, while, in relation to the ERDF, they 

have remained stable despite the decrease of reported irregularities. Considering the 

fact that irregularities reported as fraudulent usually imply higher financial amounts, 

one may wonder whether some of the cases notified as non-fraudulent will be 

reclassified later as potentially fraudulent. 

Table CP8: Trend of financial amounts linked to the irregularities not reported as 

fraudulent between 2012 and 2016 by programming period
7
 ï Cohesion Policy 

 

 

                                                            
7  See footnote 6. 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

N N N N N N

Programming Period 2014-20 0 0 0 15 872 6 108 111 6 123 983

Cohesion Fund 671 052 671 052

ERDF 15 872 5 167 516 5 183 388

ESF 138 836 138 836

EMFF 130 707 130 707

Programming Period 2007-13 1 086 788 379 867 401 435 1 270 920 202 1 578 704 957 1 812 148 538 6 615 963 511

Cohesion Fund 296 030 097 128 659 053 184 550 480 267 000 310 469 551 901 1 345 791 841

ERDF 688 581 808 642 679 321 975 307 413 1 193 765 905 1 196 446 937 4 696 781 384

ESF 95 715 615 83 497 364 104 734 177 95 842 329 119 073 082 498 862 567

EFF 6 460 859 12 565 697 6 328 132 22 096 413 27 076 618 74 527 719

Programming Period 2000-06 1 201 230 522 162 726 032 104 231 829 88 076 225 7 992 756 1 564 257 364

Cohesion Fund 334 489 374 40 924 564 18 009 026 1 325 818 568 968 395 317 750

ERDF 854 674 094 117 657 983 78 240 611 84 864 391 4 249 567 1 139 686 646

ESF 2 627 068 2 725 034 3 155 697 577 587 17 414 9 102 800

EAGGF - Guidance 8 257 135 1 064 770 4 826 495 451 057 3 156 807 17 756 264

FIFG 1 182 851 353 681 857 372 2 393 904

Programming Period 1994-1999 1 577 854 2 095 397 83 806 474 024 6 430 4 237 511

Cohesion Fund 1 388 806 2 095 397 3 484 203

ERDF 164 626 12 110 474 024 6 430 657 190

ESF 24 422 24 422

EAGGF - Guidance 71 696 71 696

TOTAL 2 289 596 755 1 032 222 864 1 375 235 837 1 667 271 078 1 826 255 835 8 190 582 369

REPORTING YEAR
TOTAL PERIOD

FUND / PROGRAMMING PERIOD
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4.2. Specific Analysis ï Irregularities reported in relation to the Programming 

Period 2007-13 

This section of the analysis focuses on the irregularities reported in relation to the 

programming period 2007-13 exclusively. The closure for the programming period 

started in March 2017
8
; it therefore offers an ideal opportunity to present a complete 

overview of what has happened. Consequently, the analysis will cover a greater time 

span than the previous paragraph (2012 to 2016), to examine all information 

available, which dates back to 2008. 

It will cover the following aspects: 

¶ Objective; 

¶ Priorities and themes affected; 

¶ Types of irregularity 

4.2.1. Objectives concerned by the reported irregularities 

The trend by objective of the reported irregularities follows a foreseeable pattern as 

showed in Table CP9. The majority of the irregularities were notified over the last 

three years of the reference period and mainly concern the Convergence objective 

(70% of the total), in line with the fact that this is the objective to which the greatest 

financial resources are allocated and in relation to which higher risks are associated. 

The anomaly concerning the year 2015 has already been explained. 

Table CP9: Trend of the number of irregularities reported in relation to the 

programming period 2007-13 by objective ï Cohesion Policy 

 

 

                                                            
8  The deadline for the presentation of the documents for closure was 31 March 2017. The closure process 

will go on for some time. 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

N N N N N N N N N N

Convergence 8 128 721 1 511 2 170 2 729 2 958 5 298 4 996 20 519

Regional comp. and Empl. 9 352 416 498 799 907 3 193 1 635 7 809

Territorial cooperation 14 39 46 79 119 100 135 532

Multiobjective 1 30 157 235 511 781 725 1 344 1 253 5 037

Fisheries 6 30 76 144 83 182 267 788

N/A 1 25 112 42 180

TOTAL 9 167 1 250 2 232 3 301 4 532 4 817 10 229 8 328 34 865

Reporting Year
TOTAL

Objective
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180 irregularities do not correctly indicate the objective. 

Table CP10 analyses the trend followed by the financial amounts linked to the 

reported irregularities, which broadly follows the same line as that showed in Table 

CP9, with the exception of the amounts linked to the Convergence objective reported 

in 2012, which exceed those related to the following two years, and those related to 

2016, which are higher than those reported in 2015. 

In 2016, irregular amounts reported in relation to the Cohesion Fund are significantly 

high, as already showed in Table CP8 and highlighted in section 4.1. 

Table CP10: Trend of the financial amounts linked to irregularities reported in 

relation to the programming period 2007-13 by objective ï Cohesion and Fisheries 

Policies 

 

 

 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

EUR EUR EUR EUR EUR EUR EUR EUR EUR EUR

Convergence 101 394 153 440 727 118 761 624 532 264 942 1 187 817 179 790 330 312 957 341 764 1 505 271 609 1 614 923 637 6 860 253 188

Regional comp. and Empl. 556 264 35 054 147 38 874 474 31 043 896 67 910 816 105 867 961 247 361 649 175 966 615 702 635 822

Territorial cooperation 1 142 832 1 930 949 2 487 433 5 155 265 5 250 520 5 311 978 10 148 874 31 427 851

Multiobjective 193 333 2 371 472 11 206 577 39 503 845 113 577 387 99 111 883 328 463 790 255 069 076 206 984 772 1 056 482 135

Fisheries 233 816 577 343 7 167 131 21 418 005 8 487 058 26 308 312 28 021 643 92 213 308

N/A 32 544 1 261 498 8 136 656 11 340 844 20 771 542

TOTAL 294 727 156 368 463 166 398 996 613 184 097 1 342 093 026 983 926 281 1 406 672 591 2 047 459 280 2 047 386 385 8 763 783 846

Reporting Year
TOTAL

Objective
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4.2.1.1. Irregularities reported as fraudulent by Objective 

Table CP11 and CP12 show the trends presented in the previous paragraph taking 

into consideration only the irregularities reported as fraudulent during the 

programming period 2007-13. The trends are similar, although in relation to the 

financial amounts reported it is more evident the distorting impact that high profile 

cases can have. 

The higher share represented by the Convergence objective in comparison with that 

presented in the previous paragraph is also significant. 

Table CP11: Trend of the number of irregularities reported as fraudulent in relation 

to the programming period 2007-13 by objective ï Cohesion and Fisheries Policies 

 

 

 

Irregularities reported as fraudulent represent about 5% of the total number of irregularities 

reported for the programming period 2007-13. The highest share (Fraud Frequency Level ï 

FFL) is related to the Fisheries (8.1%), the European Territorial Cooperation (7.5%) and to 

the Convergence (5.7%) objectives. Regional competitiveness and Employment has the 

lowest FFL (2.9%). 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

N N N N N N N N N N

Convergence 43 42 75 133 185 172 210 303 1 163

Regional comp. and Empl. 4 2 12 11 34 36 120 7 226

Territorial cooperation 3 13 4 4 3 5 8 40

Multiobjective 7 18 25 17 18 86 68 239

Fisheries 1 1 4 21 10 17 10 64

N/A 2 12 4 18

TOTAL 0 47 55 119 177 261 241 450 400 1 750

TOTAL

Objective

Reporting Year
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Table CP12: Trend of the financial amounts linked to the irregularities reported as 

fraudulent in relation to the programming period 2007-13 by objective ï Cohesion 

and Fisheries Policies 

 

 

 

Financial amounts linked to irregularities reported as fraudulent represent about 17% 

of the total reported for the programming period 2007-13. The highest share (Fraud 

Amount Level ï FAL) is related to the Fisheries (19.3%), the Convergence (18.5%) 

and the European Territorial Cooperation (17.8%) objectives. Regional 

competitiveness and Employment has the lowest FFL (6.1%).  

The difference between FFL and FAL, almost three times higher, indicates the higher 

financial impact of fraudulent irregularities compared to the non-fraudulent 

infringements. As a matter of fact, the average financial value linked to the 

irregularities reported as fraudulent is almost four times higher than that related to the 

non-fraudulent types. 

Case study: Criminal investigation in Latvia about possible misuse of structural funds 

Criminal case No. XX was started in 2014 by ECED, classified under Article 177 clause 3 of the Criminal Law (for 
fraud, if committed on a large scale, or in an organised group), by examining the submission of the Latvian Rural 
Support Service (RSS) regarding possible fraudulent activities of the Latvian company (Ltd.) responsible officials 
during project implementation, in order to embezzle EU structural funds on a large scale. 

Lƴ нлмс ǘƘŜ ŎǊƛƳƛƴŀƭ ǇǊƻŎŜŜŘƛƴƎǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ wƛƎŀ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ /ƻǳǊǘ tǊƻǎŜŎǳǘƻǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ ŎǊƛƳƛƴŀƭ 
prosecution according to the Article 15 clause 4 (for an attempted crime), Article 177 clause 3 and Article 275 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

EUR EUR EUR EUR EUR EUR EUR EUR EUR EUR

Convergence 126 411 965 27 930 979 113 479 367 249 101 647 94 736 957 115 366 308 373 598 157 169 268 106 1 269 893 486

Regional comp. and Empl. 470 306 161 114 714 482 1 353 761 10 381 439 10 355 750 14 935 333 4 321 659 42 693 844

Territorial cooperation 490 534 166 072 1 204 484 299 272 120 064 702 926 2 606 946 5 590 298

Multiobjective 3 103 580 736 449 2 938 482 2 254 869 7 344 586 72 646 633 55 593 475 144 618 074

Fisheries 193 916 22 580 706 272 8 852 308 2 462 823 4 571 604 945 394 17 754 897

N/A 102 857 2 299 670 2 502 267 4 904 794

TOTAL 0 126 882 271 31 880 123 115 118 950 255 304 646 116 524 845 135 752 388 468 754 323 235 237 847 1 485 455 393

TOTAL

Objective

Reporting Year
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clause 2 (falsification of documents for the purpose of acquiring property by an organized group) of the Criminal 
Law against two suspect. Loss was prevented (EUR 140 000 was to be paid in funding). 

Conditions of the case: 

In 2012 Ltd. X officials submitted a project for the purchase of metal processing equipment to the RSS to receive 
financial support amounting to EUR 140 000. When evaluating the submitted project documentation RSS 
employees doubted that the documents submitted were genuine. 

RSS sent the obtained documentation for further inspection to ECED. 

tƻƭƛŎŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƘƻǿŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ [ǘŘΦ · ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭǎ ƘŀŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŦŀƭǎŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ 
financial condition ς forged bank documentation was submitted for the project (including from a bank which is 
ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ wǳǎǎƛŀύ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ŀŎǉǳƛǊŜ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ŜǉǳƛǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜ Ŏƻ-
financing from EU structural funds. 

 

4.2.1.2. Fraud and Irregularity Detection Rates by Objective 

Table CP13 shows the FDR and the IDR per objective. Further details about this 

calculation can be found in paragraph 4.4.2. 

Looking at the overall detection rate (FDR + IDR), Regional competitiveness and 

employment programmes show a low level of detections. European Territorial 

Cooperation programmes, however, show an anomalously low level of detections 

(four times lower than the previous objective), especially if one considers that the 

previous two indicators (FFL and FAL) were high. The situation is different for 

Convergence, Multiobjective and Fisheries programmes. Interestingly, the "Total 

detection rate" is almost equal to that of rural development and market measures in 

the agricultural policy. (see chapter 3.3.2). 

Table CP13: FDR and IDR by Objective 

 

4.2.2. Priorities concerned by the reported irregularities  

4.2.2.1. Irregularities reported as fraudulent (fisheries not included) 

The operational programmes financed by the Cohesion Policy are implemented in 

relation to the already mentioned objectives, but also along identified Priorities and 

Themes.  

The information provided by Member States allows for an analysis of the priority 

areas in relation to which Member States have identified projects affected by 

potentially fraudulent practices.  

Table CP14 shows the number of reported fraudulent irregularities by priority area 

since the beginning of the programming period 2007-13, their related financial 

amounts, the average amount per irregularity, FFL and FAL. 

FDR IDR Total

Convergence 0.5% 2.3% 2.8%

Regional comp. and Empl. 0.1% 1.5% 1.6%

Territorial cooperation 0.1% 0.3% 0.4%

Multiobjective 0.3% 2.0% 2.4%

Fisheries 0.5% 2.1% 2.5%

Total 0.4% 2.1% 2.5%

Objective

Irregularities detected and reported 

programming period 2007-13 / payments 
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In terms of numbers, the 'Priorities' most concerned were 'Research and 

Technological Development (RTD)', 'Improving access to employment and 

sustainability' and 'Increasing the adaptability of workers and firms, enterprises and 

entrepreneurs'.  

Fraudulent irregularities linked to these three priorities represent about 37% of the 

total. 

FFL is highest for 'Strengthening institutional capacity' and 'Tourism' (10%), while 

the top three priorities in the table are all between 9.1 and 9.7%. 

From the financial amounts point of view, the most significant results concern 

óR&TDô, 'Transport' and 'Investment in Social Infrastructure'. óTransportô retains also 

the highest average value, almost eight times higher than that related to R&TD and 

22 times higher than the overall average. 

Financial amounts linked to the irregularities reported as fraudulent in relation to 

these three priorities represent 58% of the total. 

FAL is highest
9
 for 'Investment in social infrastructure' (41.3%), 'Tourism' (25%) and 

'R&TD' (21.6%). 

The FDR is highest for the same priorities and in exactly the same order: 'Investment 

in social infrastructure' (0.84%), 'Tourism' (0.74%) and 'R&TD' (0.55%) 

Table CP14: PP2007-13 - Irregularities reported as fraudulent by Priority 

 

                                                            
9  As a matter of fact, 'Technical Assistance ï fishery' would be second with 29.3%. As these priority 

seems linked to another fund (EFF) than those taken into consideration here, it may result from errors in 

reporting. 
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Irregularities linked to the EFF have not been included. Reference to 'Technical 

assistance Fisheries' and 'Measures of common interest ï fisheries' in the Table may 

depend on errors in encoding by Member States. 

Less than one third of the irregularities used for this analysis did not provide 

information about the priority area concerned, decreasing in comparison with 

previous years.  

4.2.2.2. Irregularities not reported as fraudulent (fisheries not included) 

The same analysis showed in the previous paragraph for the irregularities reported as 

fraudulent is presented here for the irregularities not reported as fraudulent in relation 

to the programming period 2007-13. 

Table CP15 shows the number of reported fraudulent irregularities by priority area 

since the beginning of the programming period 2007-13, their related financial 

amounts and average amount per irregularity. 

Again, óResearch and Technological Development (R&TD)ô is the priority with the 

highest number of occurrences, followed by óEnvironmental protection and risk 

preventionô and óTransportô. In terms of financial amounts involved, 'Transport' 

comes first, followed by the other two priorities. 

Therefore, irregularities linked to these three priorities together represent 21.6% of 

the total number and 45.4% of the total amounts. 
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Table CP15: PP2007-13 - Irregularities not reported as fraudulent by Priority 

 

Irregularities linked to the EFF have not been included. Reference to priorities 

specific referred to this policy area, therefore, may depend on errors in encoding by 

national authorities. 

Also in relation to the irregularities not reported as fraudulent the constant 

improvement in the completeness of data is confirmed, although to a lesser extent 

than for the fraudulent irregularities. 

4.2.2.3. Irregularities related to the priority 'R&TD' 

As showed in the previous two sub-paragraphs of this section, 'R&TD' is the priority 

for which the highest number of irregularities, fraudulent and non-fraudulent, have 

been detected and reported: in total, 3 995 cases, involving over EUR 1.7 billion. 
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Figure CP1 below, details the specific priority themes which were affected by these 

irregularities. Please note that the larger the square, the higher the number of 

irregularities; the darker the colour, the higher the financial amounts involved. 

Two "residual" themes are those showing the highest number of reported 

irregularities: 'Other investment in firms' and 'Other measures to stimulate research 

and innovation and entrepreneurship in SMEs'. Together they represent 46% of the 

reported irregularities, but only 21% of the related financial amounts. Conversely, the 

themes 'Investment in firms directly linked to research and innovation (innovative 

technologies, establishment of new firms by universities, existing R&TD centres and 

firms, etc.)' and 'R&TD activities in research centres' represent only 23.5% of the 

total number of reported irregularities, but account for almost 51% of the total 

financial amounts involved. 

Figure CP1: PP2007-13 - Irregularities (fraudulent and non-fraudulent) reported in 

relation to the 'R&TD' Priority by theme 

 

Figure CP2 shows the same level of detail for the irregularities reported as fraudulent. 

Similarly to the overall picture, the two "residual" themes present the highest number 

of occurrences. However, again, the theme 'Investment in firms directly linked to 

research and innovation (innovative technologies, establishment of new firms by 

universities, existing R&TD centres and firms, etc.)' has the highest financial 

amounts, followed by the theme 'R&TD infrastructure (including physical plant, 

instrumentation and high-speed computer networks linking research centres) and 

centres of competence in a specific technology'. These two themes together represent 

only 24% of the number of irregularities reported as fraudulent in relation to the 

'R&TD' priority, but more than 52% of the total financial volume of these cases. 
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Figure CP2: PP2007-13 - Irregularities reported as fraudulent in relation to the 

'R&TD' Priority by theme 

 

4.2.2.4. Types of irregularities / modus operandi detected related to the priority 'R&TD' 

The analysis of categories of irregularities detected and reported in connection with 

the priority 'R&TD' shows a fragmented situation. Detected fraudulent attempts 

mainly happen during the implementation of a project and are made through falsified 

documents or declarations (in about 35% of the cases as the main violation or in 

conjunction with other types of infringement), or by infringing the commitments 

entered into through the signature of the financing contract (occurring in 38% of the 

cases, alone or with other), which implies that the project is not implemented 

according to what was initially agreed. 

Violation of public procurement rules in connection with irregularities reported as 

fraudulent have been detected in 8% of the cases but impact on 14% of the total 

amounts involved. 

Irregularities concerning ethics and integrity (including possible cases of corruption 

and conflict of interest) concern 3% of the cases and 6% of the total amounts affected 

by irregularities are reported as fraudulent. The related amounts for this category are 

particularly significant despite the low number of cases, as showed by the fact that, 

associated to this category, there is the highest average irregular amount. 
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Table CP16: Programming Period 2007-13 - Types of irregularity/Modus operandi 

detected in relation to priority "R&TD" 

 

 

N EUR EUR/avg N EUR EUR/avg

Infringement of contract 

provisions / rules 142 139 505 570 982 434 485 389 801 023 803 713

Incorrect, missing, false or 

falsified supporting documents 129 82 490 695 639 463 783 198 649 358 253 703

Eligibility / Legitimacy of 

expenditure/measure 69 82 688 433 1 198 383 738 339 522 108 460 057

Violations / breaches concerning 

the request 30 9 193 805 306 460 83 51 046 452 615 017

Infringement of public 

procurement rules 28 51 459 942 1 837 855 600 356 232 003 593 720

Incorrect, absent, falsified 

accounts 23 6 413 021 278 827 181 42 315 608 233 788

Violations / breaches by the 

operator 23 10 848 667 471 681 139 42 513 317 305 851

Other 11 8 444 452 767 677 562 289 643 036 515 379

(blank) 11 947 830 86 166 102 38 381 835 376 293

Ethics and integrity 10 22 905 360 2 290 536 22 24 924 570 1 132 935

Multiple financing 7 1 379 078 197 011 42 85 783 119 2 042 455

Typologies of irregularities
Irregularities reported as fraudulent All reported Irregularities
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The data population used in this paragraph consists of all irregularities reported in 

relation to the priority "R&TD" and the programming period 2007-13 until the end of 

2016. 

The row for totals has been omitted due to the fact that the same irregularity reported 

may be associated with several typologies of infringements and therefore the total 

sum of values in Table CP16 would result in multiple counting of the same 

irregularity notification. 

The category ñInfringement of contract provision / rulesò includes all irregularities 

related to implementation of the contract, i.e. irregularities such as óaction not 

implementedô, óaction not completedô, óaction not carried out in accordance with 

rulesô, óFailure to respect other contract provisions/rulesô. 

The category ñEligibility / Legitimacy of expenditure / measureò refers to all 

irregularities concerning the eligibility of the project or of the expenditure claimed, 

such as óNot-eligible expenditureô, óExpenditure not-legitimateô, óExpenditure outside 

of eligibility periodô,  

The category ñInfringements concerning the requestò refers to all types of 

irregularities associated with the request of aid/financing, such as óIncorrect request 

for aidô, óRequest for aid false or falsifiedô. 

The category ñEthics and Integrityò refers to violations such as óConflict of interestô, 

óBribery ï activeô, óBribery ï passiveô, óCorruptionô, óOther irregularities concerning 

integrity and ethicsô. 

The ñother irregularitiesò category is a residual category to be used when all others do 

not provide an adequate description of the detected irregularity. 

4.2.2.5. Geographical distribution of irregularities (fraudulent and non-fraudulent) 

detected in relation to the 'R&TD' priority  

Map CP1 shows the geographical distribution of the irregularities (fraudulent and 

non-fraudulent) detected and reported in relation to the theme 'R&TD'. 
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