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1. Interreg Belgium - Netherlands

• Context:

- 10 million inhabitants 

- 23.746 km²



1. Interreg Belgium – Netherlands 
A current snapshot

• Budget and projects Interreg VI
o 205 million EUR ERDF

o 56 projects approved so far

o 50 projects in ‘stage two’



1. Interreg Belgium - Netherlands
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2. Evolution in program 2021 – 2027

Idea Interreg VI: Focus on technical simplification

• The program for the upcoming 7 years includes some significant changes compared to the 
previous program period 2014-2020

E.g.: 

• However, our approach regarding RBMV remains roughly the same as applied in previous 
period Interreg V (<-> unlike other programs) 

Technical Simplifications

Option for advance 

financing (receipt of 

funds before it’s

declaration)

Relaxations regarding

participation requirements

(partners without EFRO 

and/or legal personality

can participate)

Continuation and

increase use of SCO’s

New improved monitoring 

system (portal) 



2. Approach: continuation use two stages burden of proof 

Main idea already in Interreg V: Not all evidence for costs have to be 

provided on desk:  

→ Certain documents are not uploaded (and thus not verified on desk). 

They are kept on site, and only verified by FLC when partner is selected 

for on-the-spot check

→ On desk: the most vital documents for attaining an acceptable level of 

certainty regarding the submitted costs e.g. no proof of payment on desk, 

no timesheets, no quotation, etc ->  only on site 



3. Criteria 1 - Risk profile due to a risk analysis

The on – the – spot checks were already risk based in Interreg V! 
→ This means that for each participating partner in Interreg V, the program created           
a risk profile

How?  

1. Each partner received a total score through scoring a set of questions about various risks (experience, financing,..)

2. This total score formed the basis for sampling and selection of candidates for an on-site audit 

3. Additionally, specific risky costs were also considered for selection (e.g., a certain public procurement file with associated risks, 
rather than a generic higher risk due the obligation to tender) 

4. Once a candidate is selected, all declared cost lines were included in scope, including paid (but not yet certified) ones

5. From this, a selection was made by the first-line controller aiming for as wide a spread as possible of cost types, employees, 
and suppliers. Of course, the most risky costs were included in the audit anyway. 

6. If there were a large number of cost lines in scope, a statistical selection was made for the remaining quantity. 



3.A Tools for risk analysis – database Arachne  

- Arachne is a risk scoring tool developed by the European Commission 

- Aimed at supporting managing authorities and intermediate bodies in their 

administrative controls and management checks on 

- Information in Arachne used for answering questions in the risk profile for the 

partner 

- Based on a set of risk indicators and alerts

- Using some key (internal) data of projects, contracts and expenses, enriched with 

publicly available information (external data) 

- E.g. default risk, enterprise in difficulty, risk of fraud

- Pitfalls: 

o Information frequently not up to date -> input depends from users so only 

updated at certain time intervals 

o A lot of information simply not available



3.B Tools for risk analysis – database Graydon (

- Information in Graydon used for answering questions in the risk profile for the 
partner

- Credit reports and company data 
- Sector analysis 
- E.g. structure of company (holdings? Parent company?) 
- Pitfalls: 

o Paying for access, but also additional charges for extensive/ premium data
→Which means certain data cannot be retrieved
o Accuracy of information: 

• Outdated 
• Incomplete (especially for Dutch companies, as there is no requirement on 

national level for publication of e.g. financial statements) 
• Incorrect



3.C Tools for risk analysis – last lender of resort: the partner!

As both risk analysis tools have their own (and common) limitations we often still end up 
asking our questions to the partner. (or we ask to confirm/validate)
3 habits that you should learn while using databases: 
→ Be critical! 
→ Be logical! 
→ When in doubt, always double check! 
➔ E.g. wrong date of establishment, or legal entity can have a lot of consequences! 

Not only because by using databases certain data is inaccurate, but also…  
By relying entirely on an external online database for business information, a company 
may become dependent on this source for critical data. If the database goes offline or is 
unavailable, it could disrupt business operations.



4. Criteria 2 - Scale and type of costs

The on – the – spot checks were already risk based in Interreg V! Not only by using a 
risk profile, but also by taking into account the scale & type of costs! 

- The Managing Authority believes that the size of budgets and costs is an 
additional risk factor: 
➔ A correction of a larger cost in the second line has significant implications for 

the error margin. 
➔ Therefore, it seems appropriate to perform extra checks on the highest costs

➔ Different sample for budgets with external costs <-> flat rates 

- At the same time, it can be clearly observed that external costs are riskier than 
personnel costs. Therefore, the Managing Authority will base its risk-driven 
approach also on the type of costs 



4. Special case of type of costs: Simplified Cost Options 
(SCO’s)

Goal: 
The aim of this is to allow simplification in a cost plan, by moving away from actual 
costs and covering them with flat rates, fixed amounts (lump sum), or standard scales 
of costs (SUT/VUT). SUT/VUT = method of calculating hourly rate

Types: 
- Flat rates  (e.g. 40% on Personnel costs)
- Lump sums (e.g. fixed amount for costs made in preparation of project (37k))
- Standard Scale of Unit Costs (e.g. fixed hourly rate (VUT))  
= Simplified Cost Options 

Benefits: 
→ Reduce the administrative burden for beneficiaries (as not all evidence should 

be provided) as well as for MA’s (less controls) 
→ Improve the effectiveness of management and control systems by allowing to 

focus management verifications on problematic areas (! External costs)



4. Special case of type of costs:  Simplified Cost Options 
(SCO’s)

- Real costs covered by such a flat rate or lump sum are no longer subject to 

control, neither by the first line nor by the second line 

- E.g. expenses for catering, external staff, etc.. 

- For standard scale of unit costs, only control will be conducted on the correct 

application of the simplified cost option and the evidence still to be provided 

- E.g. Documents proving access to the SUT and timesheets 



4. Special case of type of costs:  Simplified Cost 
Options (SCO’s)

- Depending on the chosen type of budget plan, the level of control pressure will 

range from low to moderate to high: 

• The more costs are covered by SCO's, the less cost control is needed.

• When considering the risks associated with cost categories, we can say 

that generally, a budget plan with PK + 40% will be much less risky than 

a cost plan with external costs, due to the nature of the envisaged costs.

• Explanation for Interreg Belgium – Netherlands: repeated audits revealed 

few issues regarding personnel costs. So we learnt by using standard 

scale of unit costs errors are kept to a minimum and so risk of this type of 

costs is lower → control pressure is lower 



5. Main lessons learned  
• The effectiveness of this approach was confirmed year after year by the good results in the 

second-line control and the continuously decreasing error rate there: 

• Moreover, this also helped to significantly reduce the administrative burden for beneficiaries
without increasing the risk of rejections in the second line.

• As proven to be successful -> continuation of that approach in Interreg VI

2022 – 2023 

0,21%



5. Main lessons learned

Our approach summarized: The on-desk control is 100%, but applied to a part of the total burden of 

proof. The additional burden of proof that may be kept within the organization itself is checked 

randomly

- The Managing Authority will base its risk-driven approach at least on:

• Risk profile of a beneficiary (through a risk analysis using different tools*)

• Type & scale of costs

* Risk scoring tools primarily serve as a risk assessment support tool 

Results: 

- In the majority of cases, it was simply confirmed that these documents were in order on site

- If corrections were nonetheless necessary, the EU budget was not typically impacted, as the 

program conduced its on-site audits before certifying the costs

- & last but not least: ofcourse this methodology was validated at the start of the program in 

coordination with the Audit Authority (AA) 



Questions?


