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Audit team
The ECA’s special reports set out the results of its audits of EU policies and programmes or
management topics related to specific budgetary areas. The ECA selects and designs these audit tasks
to be of maximum impact by considering the risks to performance or compliance, the level of income
or spending involved, forthcoming developments and political and public interest.
This performance audit was produced by Audit Chamber II – headed by ECA Member Iliana Ivanova which specialises in investment for cohesion, growth and inclusion spending areas. The audit was led
by ECA Member Oskar Herics, supported by Margit Spindelegger, head of private office; Emmanuel
Rauch, principal manager and Rafal Gorajski, head of task. The audit team consisted of Michaela
Binder, Thierry Lavigne, Mircea-Cristian Martinescu and Maciej Szymura. Legal advice was provided by
Eleonore von Bardeleben. Linguistic support was given by Richard Moore.
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GLOSSARY
Action Completion Note (ACN): A standardised document drawn up by JASPERS
summarising the work it had done on a project and providing, if necessary,
recommendations to national authorities.
Action plan: Action plans are prepared for each Member State in cooperation with the
beneficiary state concerned and the European Commission to specify what work JASPERS
plans to do. Since 1 January 2014, every new action plan has become a rolling plan, starting
with the signature of this document one single time for the 2014-2020 programme period.
They will remain valid throughout the entire 2014-2020 period, and periodic modifications
(addition and removal of projects) will take place with agreement between the parties by an
exchange of letters.
Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBA): A technique for comparing the predicted costs and expected
benefits associated with a proposal, helping decision-makers arrive at an informed decision
about whether or not to implement it.
Cohesion Fund (CF): The Cohesion Fund aims to improve economic and social cohesion
within the European Union by financing environment and transport projects in Member
States whose per capita GNP is less than 90 % of the EU average.
Cohesion policy: Cohesion policy is one of the biggest policy areas on which the EU budget is
spent. It aims to reduce development disparities between different regions, restructure
declining industrial areas and diversify rural areas and to encourage cross-border,
transnational and interregional cooperation. It is funded from the European Regional
Development Fund, the European Social Fund and the Cohesion Fund.
Efficiency: the principle of efficiency concerns the best relationship between resources
employed and outputs achieved.
European Regional Development Fund (ERDF): The European Regional Development Fund
aims to reinforce economic and social cohesion within the European Union by redressing the
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main regional imbalances through financial support for the creation of infrastructure and
productive job-creating investment, mainly for businesses.
European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF): The European Structural and Investment
Funds cover five separate funds that aim to reduce regional imbalances across the European
Union, with policy frameworks set for the seven-year multiannual financial framework (MFF)
budgetary period. The funds include: European Regional Development Fund (ERDF);
European Social Fund (ESF); Cohesion Fund (CF); European Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development (EAFRD); and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF).
Impact: Longer term socio-economic consequences that can be observed after a certain
period after the completion of an intervention, which may affect direct beneficiaries of the
intervention or other indirect beneficiaries (e.g. decrease in unemployment levels,
improvements in water quality, etc.).
Indicator: An indicator is a measurable proxy e.g. for an objective that will give useful
information to assess the degree to which an objective is met.
Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA): The Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance
is the means by which the EU supports reforms in the 'enlargement countries' with financial
and technical help. The IPA funds build up the capacities of the countries throughout the
accession process, resulting in progressive, positive developments in the region.
Independent Quality Review (IQR): An evaluation carried out by an independent body of a
major project application before it is submitted by a Member State to the Commission for
approval. JASPERS acts as an independent quality reviewer for all countries which ask it for
assistance. The Commission can only refuse approval of financial support where it
establishes significant weaknesses in the IQR report.
Major projects: Major projects are large-scale infrastructure projects in transport,
environment and other sectors such as culture, education, energy or ICT, often representing
strategic importance for the EU and therefore subject to a specific approval procedure by
the Commission. They comprise an economically indivisible series of works, activities or
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services fulfilling a precise technical function and having clearly identified aims. The CPR
establishes that major projects are those projects whose total eligible cost (total cost for the
2007-2013 programme period) assessed when determining the contribution of the funds
exceeds 50 million euro. For the 2014-2020 programme period, in case of projects
promoting sustainable transport and removing bottlenecks in key network infrastructures,
the threshold was raised to 75 million euro.
Managing authority: A managing authority is a national, regional or local public authority (or
any other public or private body), which has been designated by a Member State to manage
an operational programme. Its tasks include selecting projects to be funded, monitoring how
projects are implemented and reporting to the Commission on financial aspects and results
achieved.
Operational Programme (OP): An operational programme sets out a Member State’s
priorities and specific objectives and how the funding (EU and national public and private cofinancing) will be used during a given period (generally seven years) to finance projects.
These projects must contribute to achieve a certain number of objectives specified within
the OP. An OP is prepared by the Member State and has to be approved by the Commission
before any payments from the EU budget can be made. They can only be modified during
the period covered if both parties agree.
Output: Something that is produced or accomplished with the resources allocated to an
intervention (e.g. training courses delivered to unemployed young people, number of
sewage plants or km of roads built, etc.).
Phased projects: Incomplete major projects from the previous programme period whose
outstanding part, which needs to be identifiable both financially and physically, had been
shifted into the 2014-2020 programme period.
Post-Submission Appraisal (PSA): An appraisal carried out by JASPERS, on the request of the
Commission, of a major project application submitted by a Member State which has not
been subjected to an independent quality review by JASPERS.
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Result: A result is a measurable consequence deriving – directly or indirectly – from a cause
and effect relationship.
Supreme Audit Institution (SAI): An independent body responsible for examining
government revenue and expenditure. There is one SAI in each of the EU Member States,
the European Court of Auditors is the SAI of the EU.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
About JASPERS
I.

In 2005, the European Commission decided to engage in a new initiative together with

the European Investment Bank (EIB), known as ‘Joint Assistance to Support Projects in
European Regions’ (JASPERS), to provide the Member States that joined the EU in 2004 or
later with independent free-of-charge advice to help them to prepare high-quality proposals
for large investment projects for funding through the EU’s Cohesion and European Regional
Development Funds.
How we conducted our audit
II.

We assessed whether JASPERS had made a positive contribution to the development

and overall quality of the EU co-financed projects in those Member States it supported, as
well as improved their administrative capacity.
III. We audited in four Member States: Croatia, Malta, Poland and Romania. The audit
covered the period from when JASPERS began operations in 2006 until the end of 2016. For
Croatia and Poland, we performed our audit in cooperation with their supreme audit
institutions (SAIs), which were carrying out their audits of the impact of JASPERS at national
level at the same time as our audit 1.
What we found
IV. There were shortcomings in the definition of JASPERS’s main objectives and roles and
responsibilities. As a result, JASPERS did not target its assistance sufficiently. While JASPERS

1

Report of the Supreme Audit Office of Poland on ‘The functioning of the JASPERS initiative in
Poland’ of October 2016 and Report of the State Audit Office of Croatia on ‘Impact of JASPERS
programme initiative on the submitted project proposals of the Republic of Croatia for cofinancing from EU funds’ of May 2017.
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was conceived as an initiative for the 2007-2013 programme period, it became a longer-term
initiative, as it was extended to the 2014-2020 programme period. It has no clear
measurable objectives to signal that its purpose has been achieved. At the start of the 20142020 programme period, JASPERS also began to support phased projects and further
encouraged Member States to increase their use of its free-of-charge assistance during the
project implementation stage. Neither of these was a priority.
V.

There were significant weaknesses in the setting-up of the new Independent Quality

Review (IQR) function for the 2014-2020 programme period. The functional independence of
JASPERS’s IQR service was detracted because the same person was responsible for signing
off the work of both IQR and advisory divisions. Moreover, by October 2017, no procedures
defining the IQR processes in JASPERS had been adopted. We noted a high risk of a lack of
impartiality in relation to JASPERS’s advisory function. Furthermore, although IQRs were a
crucial part of the Commission’s approval process for major projects, the Commission had no
direct input into how IQRs were conducted in practice, opening itself to the risk that they
would not be delivered as intended.
VI. JASPERS contributed to quicker project approval and had an impact on the quality of
projects. Moreover, JASPERS had a positive impact on the quality of the underlying project
documentation. We also found that assistance provided by JASPERS was relatively
comprehensive. In the 2007-2013 programme period, the Commission overall needed less
time to approve major projects if they had been assisted by JASPERS. However, we observed
that JASPERS could generally not impact on the absorption of EU funds. For the 2014-2020
programme period, we noted that the overall time needed to approve major projects could
be significantly reduced. Lastly, we observed that major projects assisted by JASPERS had
been less frequently affected by legality and regularity errors during our 2014 and 2015
compliance audit exercises.
VII. JASPERS’s impact on administrative capacity did not yet result in higher degrees of
independence from JASPERS’s assistance. In general, national authorities and project
beneficiaries both stated that JASPERS had a positive impact on their administrative
capacity, although some of them stated that they remained strongly reliant on JASPERS
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assistance. We found no evidence to confirm whether this improvement in administrative
capacity had actually materialised. We noted that, over time, JASPERS had increased its
focus on building Member States’ administrative capacity.
VIII. This, in combination with significant shortcomings in the monitoring of JASPERS
activities, puts at risk the successful operation of the initiative, particularly in terms of its
efficiency and effectiveness. The EIB was unwilling to provide information on JASPERS’s real
costs, and the Commission was only partially able to demonstrate the plausibility of the
standard costs of JASPERS used up to 2014 for staff members provided by the EIB.
What we recommend
IX. The Commission should:
(a) take more control over the strategic planning of JASPERS, including all types of JASPERS
activities, keeping in mind that JASPERS was originally conceived as a temporary
initiative, and therefore allowing it to be phased out if its main objectives have been
met;
(b) take immediate actions to mitigate the high risk of a lack of impartiality when JASPERS
carries out IQRs to appraise projects which have received JASPERS advisory support;
(c) obtain full access to the relevant documentation to verify the quality of JASPERS’s IQR
procedures;
(d) target JASPERS assistance according to the project’s stage of development and maintain
its focus on providing advisory services to major projects;
(e) integrate JASPERS activities into its own technical assistance strategy, with the aim of
improving coordination with JASPERS on carrying out ongoing (as opposed to ad hoc)
activities for developing Member States’ administrative capacity; adjust the role, nature
and intensity of JASPERS’s capacity-building activities in Member States over time, to
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provide incentives for them to reach a sufficient and sustainable level of administrative
capacity;
(f) introduce a comprehensive system for monitoring the extent to which JASPERS’s longand short-term objectives have been met; ensure that future evaluations of JASPERS are
sufficiently comprehensive, and draw conclusions on the achievement of its main
objectives; take action to optimise JASPERS’s efficiency and effectiveness; and ensure
that JASPERS’s costs are reasonable, and that they reflect the actual costs incurred.
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INTRODUCTION
What is JASPERS?
1. The Member States that joined the EU in 2004 or later could benefit from large amounts
of funding through the Cohesion Fund and the European Regional Development Fund 2.
Romania, Bulgaria and Croatia also received EU financial support through the Instrument for
Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA) until their accession to the EU.
At the same time, the administrations of these countries had only limited capacity of
managing EU funds and preparing and implementing projects according to the EU’s
requirements.
2. In order to address this weakness, the European Commission decided to engage in a
new initiative together with the EIB to provide these Member States with technical advice. In
2006, a memorandum of understanding (MoU) was agreed between the Commission, the
European Investment Bank (EIB) and the European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development (EBRD) and later KfW to establish the initiative. The aim of the initiative,
known as ‘Joint Assistance to Support Projects in European Regions’ (JASPERS), was to
provide independent advice to help the Member States, free-of-charge, to prepare highquality ‘major projects’ involving large investments to receive EU co-financing. This advice
related, for example, to feasibility study, cost-benefit analysis (CBA) and environmental
issues (see paragraph 57).
3. It was originally envisaged that JASPERS would operate only during the 2007-2013
programme period and be open only to the Member States which acceded to the EU in 2004
and afterwards3. However, under a framework partnership agreement (FPA) signed

2

For the 2014-2020 programme period, the European Structural and Investment Funds were
created which include, among others, the Cohesion Fund and the European Regional
Development Fund (ERDF).

3

Greece was assisted by JASPERS since 2013 as an exception.
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in 2014 4, its operations were extended to cover the 2014-2020 programme period as well
(including a new mandate for the Connecting Europe Facility CEF) 5. It was also opened to all
Member States and candidate countries, as long as the required resources were available.
4. The JASPERS technical assistance initiative is managed by a dedicated department, the
JASPERS department, within the EIB. JASPERS employs around 124 members of staff 6. Its
headquarters are in Luxembourg at the EIB’s premises; it also has three regional offices in
Warsaw, Vienna and Bucharest, and a branch office in Brussels. It is jointly financed by the
EIB, the Commission through the EU budget, and the EBRD 7. The three partners vote
unanimously to take strategic decisions on the direction and supervision of the initiative in
the JASPERS Steering Committee, chaired by the Commission.
5. The actual cost of JASPERS, between its commencing operations in 2006 and the end
of 2016, was 284.2 million euro. Around 79 % of the total cost of JASPERS (around
223.5 million euro) was funded from the EU budget. See Table 1 for more details. The
remaining contribution was provided by the other partners in the form of members of staff
assigned to JASPERS.

4

Framework Partnership Agreement for the management of the JASPERS technical assistance
facility 2014-2020, agreed between the European Commission and the EIB in November 2014.

5

There was also a mandate for IPA II.

6

Figure valid at 31.12.2016.

7

The Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau (KfW) was originally a fourth founding member, but did not
extend its participation for the 2014-2020 programme period. The EBRD has decided to
withdraw from the initiative with effect from July 2017.
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Table 1 - The actual cost (largely based on unit costs) and headcount (year end) of JASPERS
until 2016
Year

JASPERS
actual cost1
A

2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
total

Commission Commission
contribution1 financing rate
B

0.0
17.8
21.2
23.5
30.2
32.0
30.4
31.6
28.9
32.4
36.0
284.2

Headcount
[FTE]

B/A

3.9
13.2
16.0
17.1
23.4
26.5
24.2
23.1
21.8
25.7
28.8
223.5

74%
75%
72%
77%
83%
80%
73%
75%
79%
80%
79%

15
56
61
77
88
89
91
87
96
116
124
-

1

In million euro.
Note: According to the annual reports of JASPERS, no actual costs were incurred in 2006. The
Commission, however, made payments to JASPERS during 2006. The figures do not include the
JASPERS’s mandates for IPA and CEF.
Source: ECA analysis of the annual reports of JASPERS and replies from the Commission.

What does JASPERS do?
6. Each individual JASPERS task is known as an “assignment”. Assignments come in the
following main forms:
•

individual support to major projects and non-major projects (see paragraph 7),
including temporary support to phased major projects (see paragraph 40),

•

horizontal support (see paragraph 8),

•

capacity-building measures (see paragraph 9),

•

reviewing functions (see paragraph 10):
-

independent quality reviews (IQRs),

-

post-submission appraisals (PSAs).
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7. Providing individual support as early as possible in the project development – helping
beneficiary Member States to prepare projects for grant financing under the European
Regional Development Fund and Cohesion Fund – is the main strategic objective of
JASPERS 8. In practice, JASPERS can provide support at any stage of a project’s life, from
conception through to approval and, exceptionally, beyond this in the implementation
phase. Most of these assignments are related to major projects: projects whose costs exceed
a defined threshold 9, requiring Commission approval. JASPERS can also support non-major
projects, especially if they have a specific strategic value, which are approved by Member
States.
8. Horizontal support can take the form of advice given to groups of different but related
projects in one or more Member States, or the form of strategic advice given to Member
State authorities.
9. In 2011, JASPERS established a networking platform dedicated to capacity-building
measures. It organises training courses and networking events with the aim of improving
Member State authorities’ ability to draw up projects in line with EU regulations, and
disseminating good practices.
10. In 2015, JASPERS also started to carry out reviews of major project applications as part of
the Commission’s major project approval procedure. These reviews can take the form of
IQRs (see paragraphs 44 to 52). IQRs are carried out at the request of Member States, as set

8

Memorandum of Understanding 2006 (MoU).

9

For the 2007-2013 programme period, according to Article 39 of Council Regulation (EC)
No 1083/2006 of 11 July 2006 laying down general provisions on the European Regional
Development Fund, the European Social Fund and the Cohesion Fund (OJ L 210, 31.7.2006,
p. 25), when the total project cost exceeds 50 million euro.
For the 2014-2020 programme period, according to Article 100 of Common Provisions
Regulation No 1303/2013, when the total eligible cost exceeds 50 million euro and 75 million
euro in the case of operations contributing for promoting sustainable transport and removing
bottlenecks in key network infrastructures.
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out in the Common Provisions Regulation 10, by a division based in Brussels. At the request of
the Commission, not of a Member State, JASPERS can also provide reviews in the form of
PSAs since 2015. The scope of PSAs is narrower than that of IQRs. IQRs and PSAs can also be
done for major projects which have already received JASPERS advice before the major
project applications are submitted.
11. Between commencing operations in 2006 and the end of 2016, JASPERS completed
1 147 assignments. Around two thirds of these concerned major projects. Figure 1 provides
details of the number of completed assignments, broken down by type.
Figure 1 - Completed JASPERS assignments by type (2006-2016)

Source: ECA analysis based on data provided by JASPERS (as of 31 December 2016).

10

Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17 December
2013 laying down common provisions on the European Regional Development Fund, the
European Social Fund, the Cohesion Fund, the European Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund and laying down general
provisions on the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the
Cohesion Fund and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund and repealing Council Regulation
(EC) No 1083/2006 (OJ L 347, 20.12.2013, p. 320).
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12. Nearly 50 % of all completed JASPERS assignments concerned activities in Poland (307)
and Romania (246). Figure 2 shows the number of JASPERS assignments in each Member
State.
Figure 2 - Completed JASPERS assignments by Member State
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Czech Republic
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Source: ECA analysis based on data provided from JASPERS (as of 31 December 2016).

13. Between 2006 and December 2016, the Commission approved 963 major projects from
the 2007-2013 programme period 11. Of these, 511 (around 53 %) were supported by

11

According to the Commission, as of 2017, it adopted positive decisions in respect of 970 major
projects in the 2007-2013 programme period.
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JASPERS. The total amount invested in these projects was around 77.6 billion euro; the total
EU contribution was 46.2 billion euro.
14. The number of all JASPERS’s assignments during the 2007-2013 and 2014-2020
programme periods, broken down per assignment status and type is presented in Annex I.
Our audit scope and approach
15. The aim of this audit was to assess whether JASPERS had made a positive contribution to
EU co-financed projects in the Member States.
To do this, we focused on three different areas. First, we examined the institutional set-up of
JASPERS, how it was administered, and the scope of its activities. In this respect, we did not
audit the EIB’s own lending activities related to projects assisted by JASPERS 12. Second, we
checked the actual impact of JASPERS activities on the sampled projects and on Member
States’ administrative capacity. Finally, we examined the systems in place at various levels
for monitoring and evaluating the work and the efficiency and effectiveness of JASPERS.
16. The audit covered the period from when JASPERS began operations in 2006 until the end
of 2016: it therefore includes assignments from both the 2007-2013 and the 2014-2020
programme periods. When relevant, we also took into account information concerning the
period up to August 2017 provided by the Commission and the EIB.
17. We carried out our audit work at the Commission, at the EIB’s JASPERS department and
the JASPERS Steering Committee, and in four selected Member States: Croatia, Malta,
Poland and Romania. We selected these Member States on the basis of how much JASPERS
assistance they had received, their geographical distribution, and their level of experience
with using EU funds.
18. Our audit was based, in particular, on the following evidence:

12

According to Article 287(3) TFEU, our audit rights in respect of the EIB’s activities only relate to
its management of expenditure and revenue from EU budget.
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-

interviews with officials and beneficiaries at EU and national level;

-

an analysis of documentation and data made available by national bodies, the EIB’s
JASPERS department and the Commission;

-

an examination of a sample of 28 individual project assignments (comprising 25 related
to major projects and 3 to non-major projects) and 9 horizontal JASPERS assignments
(Annex II); the selection of the sample focused on completed assignments 13;

-

a screening of 343 action completion notes (ACNs) related to assignments in the four
visited Member States;

-

an analysis of the results of our own compliance audit exercise carried out in 2014 and
2015 related to major projects.

19. Furthermore, we referred to the final audit report on major projects in DG REGIO, which
was issued in October 2017 by the Internal Audit Service of the Commission. The scope of
that audit included a review of the processes and controls put in place by DG REGIO to
approve and monitor major projects in the 2014-20 programming period and covered,
among others, the use of JASPERS IQR function.
20. In conducting the parts of this audit which concerned Croatia and Poland, we cooperated
with the Croatian and Polish supreme audit institutions (SAIs), which were carrying out their
audits of the impact of JASPERS at national level at the same time as our audit 14. This
cooperation included exchanges of views on our audit approach and methodology, and
discussions of the main results of the audit work concerning each country.

13

From our sampled assignments, 29 assignments related to the 2007-2013 programme period
and 8 related to the 2014-2020 programme period (see Annex II and for the overall population
see Annex I).

14

Report of the Supreme Audit Office of Poland on ‘The functioning of the JASPERS initiative in
Poland’ of October 2016 and Report of the State Audit Office of Croatia on ‘Impact of JASPERS
programme initiative on the submitted project proposals of the Republic of Croatia for cofinancing from EU funds’ of May 2017.

20

OBSERVATIONS
Weaknesses in the definition of JASPERS’s main objectives resulted in shortcomings in its
operations
21. We consider that appropriately defined and unambiguous top-level strategic objectives
provide a solid basis for directing JASPERS resources towards the most important areas. They
are also important for the subsequent monitoring and evaluation of JASPERS operations, and
for identifying areas where additional support is needed. We also consider that clearly
defined roles and responsibilities are crucial for guaranteeing transparency and
accountability, for avoiding overlaps, and for guaranteeing impartiality where this is
important. To this end, we assessed the institutional set-up of JASPERS when it was created
in 2006 and when it was extended in 2014.
The main objectives for JASPERS were insufficiently clear and partly conflicting
22. JASPERS was originally conceived as an initiative for the 2007-2013 programme period.
The idea behind JASPERS was first described in a concept paper issued in 2005 15. It stated
that major projects in the Member States which had acceded to the European Union in and
after 2004, as well as Greece, Spain and Portugal 16, would be given priority for receiving
JASPERS support.
23. The concept paper also stated that the Commission and the EIB would review the
operation of JASPERS after its first two years of operation to decide on its future strategic
direction, since it was not possible to precisely forecast future demand when JASPERS
operations began. Although the general focus envisaged in the concept paper was carried

15

Final version of 6 September 2005.

16

Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Slovak Republic and
Slovenia and the accession countries of Bulgaria, Croatia and Romania. Greece, Spain and
Portugal were mentioned in the 2005 concept paper, but not included in the 2006 MoU. The
assistance for Greece started in 2013 (without any amendment to the 2006 MoU).
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over to the 2006 MoU (see paragraphs 2 and 3), certain aspects were practically postponed.
One of these was the focus on building Member States’ administrative capacity. Another was
the commitment to perform a review after two years of operation.
24. The overall strategic objective of JASPERS as described in the 2006 MoU was to help
beneficiary Member States to prepare and submit high-quality projects for grant financing
under the Structural and Cohesion Funds. It aimed to accelerate the absorption of the
available EU funds. Both objectives - improvement in quality and absorption - remained valid
for the 2014-2020 programme period.
While the concept paper included a rough estimation of expected major project submissions
per year, no needs assessment as such was carried out before launching the JASPERS
initiative for the 2007-2013 programme period. In contrast, for the 2014-2020 programme
period, the Commission worked together with JASPERS to carry out a formalised needs
assessment before extending the mandate of JASPERS and opening it up to all Member
States (see paragraph 3).However, we found this needs assessment to be overoptimistic
(see paragraph 52, and paragraphs 87 to 90).
25. The ultimate aim of JASPERS – helping Member States to make the most of the aid
available under the Structural and Cohesion Funds – is clear. The two main objectives set for
JASPERS were not clear or specific enough in either of the two programme periods. The
objective of improving project quality, which the initiative was meant to bring about, was
not specifically defined and the objective of improving the absorption of EU funds17 was
vague. Moreover, these two main objectives were at least in partial conflict with each other;
for example, improving a project may induce further delays, thus prejudicing absorption (see
also paragraph 96). This provided an unsatisfactory basis for evaluating the effectiveness of
the initiative.
26. The Commission did not specify on what basis it would judge whether the main
objectives of JASPERS had been achieved and by what means. For example, increasing

17

Better absorption means, in general, that EU funds are spent earlier and faster.
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administrative capacity – which should contribute to improving project quality as well as
absorption - was set as an objective in the concept paper, but it was not carried over into the
MoU for the 2007-2013 programme period. It was only incorporated into the FPA covering
the 2014-2020 programme period, without any reference to specific objectives. As a result,
no specific objectives were associated with it in either period; an increase in administrative
capacity was set as a long-term impact instead. This caused the following problems.
27. Increasing administrative capacity is, by its nature, an objective that needs to be revisited
over time: after a Member State’s administrative capacity has been increased, on a specific
topic, to the desired level, the need for further capacity-building measures diminishes. In
such a case, we would expect thematic objectives to have been set which, when achieved,
would clearly indicate that certain capacity-building measures were no longer necessary. In
this case, however, both the Commission and JASPERS did not establish any specific
objectives concerning capacity-building.
The roles and responsibilities of the main stakeholders were not sufficiently clear
28. The work of JASPERS is mostly paid for by the Commission and carried out by the EIB at
the request of the Member States. The roles and responsibilities of JASPERS and its main
stakeholders 18 were not clearly defined in either of the two programme periods, including in
formal agreements signed between the Commission and the EIB, such as the Annual
Contribution Agreements.
29. The only evidence of formalised working arrangements we saw was between JASPERS
and the Member States19. However, these arrangements were of a general nature and
limited to project assignments.
Besides agreements on individual assignment level (referred to as project fiches), where

18

The beneficiary Member States, the Commission, the EIB and the EBRD, the latter of which was
not in the scope of our audit work due to its relatively limited contribution.

19

Introduced: for Croatia in 2012; for Malta in 2006; for Poland in 2006 and for Romania in 2008.
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they existed, we saw no evidence of any formalised institutional arrangements for providing
horizontal or strategic advice, or capacity-building activities. We also saw no evidence of any
requirements for Member States to demonstrate whether good use had been made of
JASPERS’s advice (including assistance to non-major projects).
30. Furthermore, the working arrangements for projects were not sufficiently
comprehensive, and this led to practices being developed which were not always in line with
JASPERS objectives. In Poland, for example, the national authorities had systematically
decided to involve JASPERS only after major projects had already been approved at national
level. This went against the priorities of JASPERS, which is intended to be involved as early in
the project planning procedure as possible.
31. JASPERS also had no clearly formalised working arrangements with the Commission. In
particular, no provisions for reporting on the results of JASPERS assignments were
introduced until 2008, two years after the initiative began. These took the form of the
JASPERS ACN, a standardised summary of the work JASPERS had done on a project, together
with recommendations to national authorities if necessary. From 2008 onwards, whenever
an assignment was completed, JASPERS drew up an ACN; Member States were obliged to
attach it when they submitted a major project application form to the Commission so that
the Commission could use it for its own appraisal work.
32. Unclear expectations and uncoordinated communications associated with the lack of
clarity in how to work with JASPERS had provoked criticism from national authorities in two
of the four visited Member States20. We consider the Commission to be in practice a client
benefitting from JASPERS. JASPERS and the Commission regard the Member States as the
only clients of JASPERS, since – except for PSA, which was introduced in 2015
(see paragraph 35) – JASPERS carries out work purely according to their demands.

20

Poland and Croatia.

24

33. Also the EIB can be considered to be an indirect client of JASPERS. In 2006, the EIB
defined its own additional institutional objectives for JASPERS. These included an increase in
lending opportunities, and closer relationships with national authorities21. For the 20142020 programme period, the EIB again expected to benefit from the increased lending
opportunities resulting from JASPERS by lending 10 billion euro to JASPERS-supported
projects, the same amount as in the 2007-2013 programme period. 22 Because of missing
audit rights (see paragraph 15), we did not assess whether lending-related benefits made
the EIB’s contribution to JASPERS worthwhile. Nor did we verify whether the risk of
insufficient impartiality between JASPERS advisory work and EIB’s lending activities was
appropriately mitigated.
34. JASPERS generally adhered to its own designated role, which does not include drawing
up project documentation, such as CBA and tendering documents. But in a limited number
of cases (3 out of 20 audited major projects), we found that Member States had asked
JASPERS to do so anyway, and JASPERS had complied. In effect, by doing so, JASPERS
provided Member States with free-of-charge consultancy work by hiring and paying external
consultants.
35. In 2015, when the Commission introduced the PSA (see also paragraph 53) it stopped
requiring ACNs to be submitted together with major project applications. However, JASPERS
had not incorporated this change into its working arrangements with the Member States,
and continued to require them to submit an ACN with each major project application. In our
opinion, continuing to require the ACN is a good practice on the part of JASPERS: the ACN
has a broader scope than the PSA. During our audit, the Commission restarted using ACNs.
36. JASPERS should have brought further benefits to the Commission by reducing the need
for external consultants to carry out work in support of its appraisal procedures. However,

21

EIB Corporate Operational Plan 2006-2008 of January 2006, approved by the EIB Board of
Directors.

22

According to an internal JASPERS memo to the EIB Board of Directors on 22.4.2014.
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we found that the Commission had sometimes failed to take advantage of this opportunity.
We found that in around 7 % of approved major projects for the 2007-2013 programme
period which had been assisted by JASPERS, the Commission had used external consulting
companies to carry out work which to some extent overlapped with work which had already
been done by JASPERS.
In many cases, JASPERS did not target its assistance sufficiently
37. Priorities for JASPERS assistance were based on Member States’ wishes, which should be
in line with the EU cohesion policy. JASPERS itself did not set any particular priority areas for
its assistance to Member States. Both the 2005 concept paper and the JASPERS internal
quality manual, introduced only in 2010, stated that the Commission must be consulted
about the selection of all individual or horizontal assignments before the Steering
Committee could approve the national JASPERS action plans. These action plans were of
strategic importance: they defined the scope, and the limits, of the activities JASPERS was
able to carry out in Member States. However, in the 2007-13 programme period,
consultation with the Commission did not always occur for non-major projects or for
horizontal assignments.
38. The introduction of multiannual rolling action plans for JASPERS for the 2014-2020
programme period resulted in less accurate planning and even less frequent consultations
with the Commission, therefore reducing their strategic value. In reality, JASPERS accepted
almost all (98 %) of the individual and horizontal assignment requests submitted by Member
States across both programme periods. For details see Table 2.
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Table 2 - Overview of assignments rejected by JASPERS in the 2007-13 and 2014-20
programme periods
Assignment type
Major projects
Non-major projects
Horizontal support

2007-2013
All rejected
916
31
231
4
221
1
1368
36

%

All
3%
2%
0%
3%

367
71
144
582

2014-2020
rejected
0
0
1
1

%
0%
0%
1%
0%

Overall
All
rejected
1283
31
302
4
365
2
1950
37

%
2%
1%
1%
2%

Note: As a matter of principle, capacity building, PSA and IQR assignments are not subject to
rejection.
Rejected – an official assignment request refused by JASPERS.
Source: ECA analysis based on an extract from the JASPERS database (as of December 2016).

39. Between 2006 and the end of 2015 23, around 22 % of all individual (major and non-major
projects) and horizontal assignments created were discontinued. Of these, 85 % were
cancelled and the remaining 15 % suspended 24. For details see Figure 3. Work done on these
discontinued assignments accounted for around 8 % of the total time worked by JASPERS
staff during this period 25. The reasons for cancellation can be numerous, including cases
where projects are downsized to non-major projects or even abandoned. However, in our
opinion, this high rate of discontinued assignments indicates poor targeting.

23

JASPERS did not make the information on total time worked by JASPERS staff for 2016 available.

24

Cancellations or suspensions often happened because EU co-financing was no longer being
requested for the associated projects. There were also several cases of projects being dropped
because they had been split into smaller projects.

25

Taking JASPERS actual cost 2006-2015 (see Table 1) as a basis, which consist mostly of staff
related cost, we estimated the value of work time related to discontinued assignments to be up
to 20 million euro.
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Figure 3 - Overview of cancelled and suspended assignments (major projects, non-major
projects and horizontal support) between 2006 and the end of 2015

Note: Discontinued assignments – suspended and cancelled assignments:
Suspended – an assignment put on hold by a Member State or JASPERS.
Cancelled – an assignment cancelled by a Member State.
Source: ECA analysis based on an extract from the JASPERS database (as of December 2016).

40. We found that the Commission ultimately did not approve 14 % of all major projects
submitted by the Member States in the 2007-13 programme period for EU co-financing. We
noted positively that, based on the information contained in the Commission’s database,
most of the non-approved major projects (around 95 %) had not been assisted by JASPERS.
The reasons were manifold: projects were downsized or split, or, due to delays, put on hold
to allow implementation within the next eligibility period. Less frequently the Commission
rejected them or Member States cancelled them.
41. Moreover, we found that JASPERS began to provide support for delayed major projects
which needed to be carried over from the previous programme period (phased projects). It
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had opened 59 assignments of this kind by the end of 2015 26. This went counter to
JASPERS’s main priority of developing new major projects by providing conventional advisory
assistance.
42. We also observed that JASPERS further encouraged Member States to extend the use of
its assistance for horizontal assignments and projects during their implementation stage.
43. JASPERS mid-term evaluation, carried out on behalf of the Commission in December
2012, among others, recommended to JASPERS to improve its strategic approach and the
formalisation of its working arrangements with the Commission. We noted that the
underlying issues were still causing problems in the 2014-2020 programme period.
There were significant weaknesses in the setting-up of the new IQR function for the 20142020 programme period
44. In November 2013, the Commission nominated JASPERS as an independent expert within
the framework of its technical assistance strategy for the 2014-2020 programme period 27. It
did so without any prior formal evaluation process. To exercise this role, JASPERS began
carrying out IQRs in 2014 in agreement with the EIB (completing its first IQR report in
2016).The Commission and JASPERS recommend especially that IQRs be used for major
projects which have already received JASPERS advisory assistance, although they can also be
used for major projects which have not previously received such assistance.
45. IQR is a very important new function of JASPERS, which the Commission wanted the
Member States to use for the appraisal of major projects. We would therefore have
expected that internal quality procedures had been formally adopted. However, by October
2017, no procedures defining the IQR processes in JASPERS had been adopted. The only

26

By the end of 2016, 58 of these assignments were completed.

27

Technical assistance strategy for the 2014-2020 programming period adopted by DG REGIO on
11 November 2013.
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available document was a draft IQR procedures manual. Until October 2017, eight IQR
reports had been issued by JASPERS, leading to tacit approval of the underlying major
projects by the Commission
46. To ensure that IQRs are impartial, the Commission requires them to be conducted with
full functional independence from JASPERS advisory services. It was intended that this would
be achieved by the physical separation of the advisory and IQR subunits. The draft IQR
procedures manual was the main document presented to us regarding the IQR procedures.
It contained a number of provisions which had the potential to compromise the functional
independence of IQR.
47. The Internal Audit Service of the Commission reports that DG REGIO's quality checks
have not adequately addressed questions concerning potential conflicts of interest between
JASPERS advisory and IQR divisions. The IAS recommends DG REGIO to analyse actual and
perceived conflicts of interest between JASPERS advisory and JASPERS IQR and develop
mitigating measures where necessary.
48. We also noted that the same director was responsible for signing off the work of both
the IQR and advisory divisions; this further detracted from the IQR division’s independence.
49. IQRs are a crucial part of the Commission’s approval process for major projects.
Requirements about what an IQR should contain are set out in secondary legislation.
However, the Commission had no direct input into the procedures manual which governs
how IQRs are conducted. JASPERS had also not signed any working agreements on IQRs with
the Commission.
50. The IQR procedure differs from the advisory procedure in that it puts the onus on the
Commission to demonstrate a significant weakness in an IQR report which it disagrees with.
In our opinion, it is difficult for the Commission to do so, since it no longer has access to the
underlying documentation. Unless it does so, the IQR is accepted automatically after three
months. In such a scenario, the Commission’s decisions to approve major projects are in
practice made by JASPERS, who is in charge of the IQR.
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51. By the time of our audit, JASPERS had drawn up standardised working arrangements for
IQRs for all Member States, but not all Member States had signed them. By the end of 2016,
nine Member States had signed the arrangements, but they did not include Romania 28, the
Czech Republic or Italy, which were among the Member States which were expected to
submit the largest numbers of major projects.
52. As mentioned in paragraph 87 and 90, the number of major projects for the 2014-2020
programme period and their submission timeline were overly optimistic. Similarly, we found
that the use of IQR by the Member States had been overestimated. In December 2013, the
Commission expected that most of the main beneficiaries of cohesion policy would use IQR.
In July 2015, JASPERS estimated that approximately 50 % of all major projects would go
through the IQR procedure. Specifically, it estimated that 20 would do so in 2015, 70 in 2016
and 66 in 2017. In fact, by the end of 2016, JASPERS had only issued three IQR reports for
major projects, all of which had already received JASPERS advisory assistance (including the
issuing of an ACN).
53. The Commission intended from the outset that all major projects which did not use the
IQR procedure would be submitted directly to the Commission and then go through the PSA
procedure 29.
The Commission did not sign any agreements with JASPERS on working arrangements or
methods to be used for the PSA. JASPERS was able to commit to a maximum timing for the
PSA procedure, namely 20 working days. Up to the end of 2016, JASPERS had completed 28
PSA assignments (including 24 for Poland), compared to its own previous estimate of 90 PSA
assignments.

28

Working arrangements with Romania were signed on 27 April 2017.

29

Under the PSA procedure, JASPERS carries out a large part of major project appraisal work on
behalf of the Commission to allow the Commission to make its decision.
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JASPERS had an impact on project quality but could not impact absorption
54. We sought to identify whether JASPERS had met its overall aim of increasing the quality
of projects and speeding up their approval by the Commission or the national authorities.
Achieving these aims should lead to economic and social cohesion being enhanced and the
absorption of EU funds being increased.
JASPERS’s generally comprehensive assistance contributed to better project
documentation and quicker project approval
55. Generally, the earlier JASPERS becomes involved, the higher the impact it has. We
examined the ACNs that had been issued for all 343 completed major project assignments in
the four Member States we visited. For the purpose of this examination, different stages of
JASPERS’s first involvement were applied (see Box 1).
Box 1 - Different stages of JASPERS involvement
1. Concept stage: needs are identified and prioritised.
2. Pre-feasibility stage: possible solutions are proposed to the identified needs found in the previous
stage.
3. Feasibility study stage: a solution is selected to address the needs identified. The beneficiary
identifies a number of options for an investment to meet these needs, and ascertains the key
features and likely costs of each option. In our opinion, this is the last stage when JASPERS can
achieve a relatively high impact on the project by becoming involved.
4. Application stage: the details of the project are worked out based on the feasibility study. The
beneficiary prepares a complete project application and asks JASPERS to appraise or review it
before submitting it to the managing authority or the Commission.
5. Implementation stage: includes the physical implementation of the project. Usually occurs after
the project has been approved by the managing authority or the Commission.

56. We found that JASPERS had mainly become involved at the pre-feasibility (15 %) and
feasibility study (52 %) stages, of projects. During the audit, the national authorities and the
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beneficiaries of the audited JASPERS assignments – except the ones we examined in Malta –
stated that JASPERS had generally become involved sufficiently early during the project
development process.
57. In our analysis of JASPERS’s activities, we identified 13 areas where JASPERS offers
assistance 30. When we examined the ACNs for all 343 major project assignments completed
in the four Member States we visited, we found that JASPERS had most often provided
assistance in the following five areas (ranked by frequency in descending order): feasibility
study, project application form, cost-benefit analysis, environmental issues and funding and
financing issues. We noted that according to its own internal procedures manual JASPERS
can only offer limited advice in certain areas (such as procurement). We also found that
Member States placed restrictions on what JASPERS could do in the area of state aid: Malta,
for example, has a specific body dealing with state aid, so this area had practically never
been dealt with by JASPERS in Malta.
58. In the sample of 20 major projects we audited (see Annex II), the areas where JASPERS
most frequently provided support were reviews of application forms; vetting of overall
proposals and feasibility studies; CBAs; and environmental issues. We found that JASPERS
assistance was generally comprehensive, and contributed to the quality of project
documentation. This reflected JASPERS’s policy of providing assistance across several areas,
regardless of when it became involved. This observation was confirmed by the beneficiaries
of the assignments, and by both the Croatian and the Polish SAIs during the coordinated
audits. Moreover, we observed that most of the beneficiaries of the assignments we audited
had used the support of external consulting companies, including for areas where JASPERS
provided frequently advice.

30

Among the 13 assisted areas are: CBA, competition and state aid, procurement, project cost
estimation, risk and sensitivity analysis, project implementation and structures, feasibility study,
environmental issues, funding and financing issues, and project application form.
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59. In general, we found that JASPERS assignments in our audit sample of 20 major projects
(see Annex II) tended to last longer when JASPERS had become involved at an early project
stage. The roads sector was an exception: here, assignments where JASPERS had become
involved later, in the project application stage (on average, 1 688 days), lasted longer than
assignments where it had become involved earlier, in the feasibility study stage (834 days).
60. It is to be expected that assignments will last longer in cases where JASPERS becomes
involved early. However, this should lead to a reduction in the time needed for the project to
be approved by the Commission. We found that projects in our sample where JASPERS had
become involved at the application stage took 207 days to be approved by the Commission,
whereas the approval time for projects where JASPERS had become involved earlier, at the
feasibility study stage, was 205 days: practically no decrease in the approval time. Where
JASPERS had become involved in the pre-feasibility study stage, the approval time decreased
more substantially to 183 days.
61. Among the four Member States we visited, JASPERS-assisted major projects in Malta had
obtained the quickest Commission decisions (on average, 126 days). All of the major projects
we audited in Malta had been assisted by JASPERS, and unlike in the other three Member
States we visited, some of them had been informally reviewed by the Commission before
the applications were officially submitted. Of the assisted major projects in our sample, it
was those in Croatia which had taken the longest to obtain Commission decision (281 days).
62. Based on the information contained in the databases of the Commission and JASPERS for
all major projects approved during the 2007-13 programme period, we assessed whether
major projects which had received JASPERS assistance had received approval from the
Commission more quickly. We found that, on average, decisions about major projects which
had received JASPERS assistance had been issued 22 % faster than decisions about projects
which had not received such assistance 31. This observation was confirmed by the Polish and

31

Major projects assisted by JASPERS needed on average 198 days (with interruption time
deducted), while it took 255 days for the non-assisted major projects.
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Croatian SAIs during the coordinated audit. This effect was most visible in the energy and
solid waste sector (see Figure 4).
Figure 4 - Time needed by the Commission to adopt major project decisions during the
2007-2013 programme period (by sector)

350

Number of days (1)

300
250
Major projects not
assisted by
JASPERS

200

Major projects
assisted by
JASPERS

150
100
50
0

Roads

Rail, air and
Smart
Water and Energy and
maritime development wastewater solid waste

1

Elapsed days with interruption time deducted.
Source: ECA analysis of the Commission’s SFC database (as at 6 April 2017).

63. We would have expected JASPERS assistance to contribute to the quality of project
applications, thus reducing the need for the Commission to interrupt them during the
approval procedure. During the 2007-2013 programme period, this was indeed the case for
all sectors except roads, where the picture was so negative that it brought the average
number of interruptions for assisted and non-assisted projects across all sectors to a similar
level. Figure 5 contains details.
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Figure 5 - Average number of interruptions during the 2007-2013 programme period
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64. In the 2007-2013 programme period, although the approval procedure for assisted
projects was generally quicker than that for non-assisted projects, the Commission only
managed to approve around 15 % (76 out of 513) of assisted major projects and 7 % (31 out
of 463) of non-assisted major projects within the 90-day deadline following receipt of the
project application 32. For assisted major projects, the Commission overran its 90-day
deadline by an average of 198 days. Taking into account interruptions, the Commission
issued its decision, on average, almost one year (342 days) from the date on which a major
project was submitted.

32

For the 2007-2013 programme period: Article 41(2) of Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006.
For the 2014-2020 programme period: Article 102 (1) and (2) of the Regulation (EU)
No 1303/2013.
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65. A further envisaged benefit of ACNs was that they would help to streamline the major
project application process: if JASPERS did not raise any major issues in its ACN, the
Commission would be able to use the ACN as part of a quicker, ‘fast-track’ approval
procedure. Overall, it was only used for 29 % of major projects that had received JASPERS
assistance during the 2007-2013 programme period (see Box 2).
Box 2 - Streamlining effect of the fast-track procedure on the major project application process
We analysed what effect the fast-track procedure using ACNs had on the time taken by the
Commission to reach a decision on major projects assisted by JASPERS. We found that, on average,
decisions using the fast-tracked procedure were around 35 % faster than decisions where it had not
been used.

66. For the 2014-2020 programme period, by the end of 2016, the Commission had adopted
17 decisions on new major projects subject to the PSA procedure (see paragraph 53) with an
average of 111 days taken for approval 33. This is a significant improvement compared to the
situation in the 2007-2013 programme period.
In general, JASPERS had an impact on the quality of major projects we audited
67. We analysed the impact of JASPERS advisory services on the quality of major projects.
We did so by assessing the effect of advisory services on major projects’ planned scope or
outputs; their results or impact; their costs; and their completion deadlines. For more than
half of our audited projects JASPERS accepted the Member States’ requests to be first
involved in the application stage to review the project application documentation (see
paragraph 55). Table 3 contains quantified conclusions for all of the major projects that we
audited.

33

With interruptions deducted.
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Table 3 - Impact of JASPERS advisory services on certain parameters related to the quality
of audited major projects
Impact during planning
Aspect

no significant
no impact

1
2
3
4

Project scope/outputs
Project cost
Project results/impact
Project implementation timeline

58%
35%
63%
95%

moderate
impact
26%
45%
32%
5%

significant
impact
16%
20%
5%
-

sample of
projects1
19
20
19
19

1

The number of major projects (out of 20 in total) that by the time of our audit were sufficiently
advanced to allow us to draw a conclusion.
Note:
No impact – no evidence for any changes resulting from JASPERS’s impact on the analysed aspects.
Moderate impact – evidence for minor changes resulting from JASPERS’s impact on the analysed
aspects.
Significant impact – clear evidence for substantial (tangible) changes resulting from JASPERS’s impact
on the analysed aspects.
Source: ECA analysis, based on an examination of our audit sample of individual major project
assignments.

68. Overall, in most cases, JASPERS had an impact on at least one of the four parameters
related to the quality of the major projects we audited. Regarding the planned scope or
outputs of the major projects we audited, we found that JASPERS had little or no impact in
most cases. However, there were also examples where a significant impact was achieved.
We also found that JASPERS assistance had an impact on the planned cost of around two
thirds of the major projects we audited. Mostly, we found that JASPERS had little or no
effect on the planned results or impact of the major projects we audited. Some examples are
provided in Box 3.
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Box 3 - Examples of significant and moderate impact of JASPERS on the planned scope, outputs,
cost or results of two major projects in Malta and Poland
In a CF project in Malta for the construction of national storm management infrastructure, we found
that JASPERS assistance had resulted in a significant revision of the design and scope of the project,
involving a reduction in the re-use of storm water, the economic justification for which was weak.
Instead, JASPERS advised the project planners to focus on flood relief infrastructure in the riskiest
areas. This triggered an increase of around 11 % in the planned output target value for the project
(increasing flood water catchment capacity). Consequently, the project’s result target value, namely
the number of inhabitants protected against flooding, increased by around 226 %. The significant
revision of the design and scope of the project had resulted in a decrease in the planned project cost
to 62.5 million euro. The initial planned cost indicated by the Maltese authorities was up to
70 million euro.
In a CF project in Poland for the construction of a wastewater treatment plant, we found that
JASPERS assistance had a moderate impact, resulting in an extension of the planned project scope to
include modernisation work to improve quality of drinking water. This extension increased the
planned project outputs and results. Moreover, JASPERS had a moderate impact on the planned
project cost. JASPERS’s advice resulted in an increase of around 7.5 % in EU financing. JASPERS also
provided advice on how to optimise the supervision of the construction work in the project.

69. Mostly, we found that JASPERS had no impact on the planned implementation timeline
of the major projects we audited (see Table 3).
70. We also analysed to which extent the planned project quality parameters were actually
achieved. For the major projects which were sufficiently advanced for us to draw
conclusions, we noted that the target values for most output indicators had been fully or
partially achieved. Only 40 % of projects had fully achieved their results. More than half of
projects had experienced cost overruns. All of the major projects we audited had been
delayed, on average by 22 months compared to the original completion date specified in the
grant agreement. Details are provided in Table 4. We found no evidence that these delays or
cost overruns related to JASPERS input.
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Table 4 - Actual achievement of project indicator target values associated with quality
parameters

Aspect
1
2
3
4

Project scope/outputs
Project cost
Project results/impact
Project implementation timeline

Project indicator target values achieved?
sample of
no
partially
fully
projects1
20%
80%
10
54%
46%
11
20%
40%
40%
5
100%
19

1

The number of major projects (out of 20 in total) that by the time of our audit were sufficiently
advanced to allow us to draw a conclusion.
Source: ECA analysis, based on an examination of our audit sample of individual major project
assignments.

71. In addition to our sample of audited major projects, we audited in detail three individual
assignments related to three non-major projects. We did not observe that JASPERS had any
significant impact on the projects’ scope, outputs, results, impact, cost or completion
deadlines in any case except for one project in Croatia. In this case, JASPERS’s assistance
contributed to the efficient use of the new equipment (and thus the planned project
efficiency).
72. For all three assignments, the beneficiaries and the national authorities had generally
followed JASPERS’s advice. However, we noted that there were no appropriate
arrangements for beneficiaries, national authorities, JASPERS and the Commission to
properly exchange information on how best to use JASPERS’s advice for non-major projects.
In all three of the projects we analysed, the project application submitted to the relevant
national authority did not have an ACN attached although it was issued by JASPERS.
73. Finally, we assessed whether JASPERS-assisted major projects were less error-prone than
projects which had not received assistance. To do so, we returned to the results of our
compliance audit exercise which we carried out in 2014 and 2015. In this exercise, we had
carried out compliance audits of 68 major projects across all Member States, of which 34
had been assisted by JASPERS and 34 had not. Overall, JASPERS-assisted projects were less
frequently affected by errors than non-assisted projects: (44 % of assisted projects and 56 %
of non-assisted projects contained errors).
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74. By the time of the compliance audit exercises, 12 of these 20 major projects were
sufficiently advanced to allow us to analyse whether the target values for their output and
result indicators had actually been achieved. We found that 50 % of indicator target values in
JASPERS-assisted projects had been achieved, but only 25 % of indicator target values in nonassisted projects.
JASPERS could not impact the absorption of EU funds for the audited projects
75. We expected that particularly by speeding up the Commission’s decision, JASPERS would
have increased absorption. By the time of our audit, 19 of the 20 major projects we audited
were sufficiently advanced to allow us to analyse whether JASPERS had had a significant
effect on the absorption of EU funds. But in the cases we audited, we found no evidence that
JASPERS had any such effect.
76. This was mainly because delays occurred at project level (on average, there had been
22 months of delays to the major projects we audited). More than one third of the projects
had to be partially shifted into the subsequent programme period (see paragraph 41).
77. Another reason for the lack of any impact on absorption was the set-up of declaring
expenditure for major projects. Costs which are eligible for reimbursement from EU funds
are declared (“certified”) to the Commission, which then reimburses them to the Member
State. Between the start of the programme period 2007-13 to 2009, Member States could
declare expenditure for major projects only after project approval by the Commission. From
2009 34 however, the legislation allowed Member States to declare costs after a project had
been approved at national level, but before the Commission itself had issued a decision. In
such a scenario JASPERS’s input has no effect on absorption, since the money would be
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Council Regulation (EC) No 284/2009 of 7 April 2009 amending Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006
laying down general provisions on the European Regional Development Fund, the European
Social Fund and the Cohesion Fund concerning certain provisions relating to financial
management (OJ L 94, 8.4.2009, p. 10).
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spent regardless of JASPERS’s assistance on these projects unless the Commission rejects the
major project application.
78. Many of the major projects which we audited had benefited from this arrangement: for
53 % of the audited projects, eligible expenditure had been submitted to the Commission
before it issued its decision. In these cases, the average gap between the first cost
declaration and the Commission’s decision was 23 months.
The impact of JASPERS on administrative capacity of Member States had not yet resulted
in greater independence from JASPERS assistance
79. We sought to identify whether JASPERS had met another of its aims: that of increasing
Member States’ administrative capacity to prepare, approve and implement projects. If this
aim had been reached, it should have led to a situation in which Member States used the
experience gained for subsequent projects and programming exercises, thereby becoming
less dependent on the technical assistance provided by the Commission (including JASPERS).
Since 2012, JASPERS has increased its focus on building Member States’ administrative
capacity
80. The concept paper issued by the Commission in 2005 envisaged that JASPERS would be
reviewed after two years. It, thus, was seen by the Commission as a transitional tool which
would help to develop the administrative capacity of Member States to manage EU funds,
and to prepare and implement projects according to the EU’s requirements. The concept
paper also envisaged that JASPERS would in some cases recommend to the Member States
concerned ways of enhancing administrative capacity for example by setting up project
management implementation units. Until 2012, there were no other documents specifying
in greater detail what action JASPERS was expected to take with a view to building up
Member States’ administrative capacity.
81. It was not until after the Commission had issued its evaluation report in 2012 that
JASPERS created a Networking Platform to complement JASPERS’s project advisory
operations and increase support to Member States in improving their administrative
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capacity. It aimed to do this by implementing knowledge-sharing and targeted capacitybuilding activities, as well as fostering the dissemination of good practices and the exchange
of experiences among Member States.
82. For the 2014-2020 programme period, the Commission and the EIB decided to expand
and improve the JASPERS Networking Platform’s capacity-building activities. Consequently,
in 2014, JASPERS created the Network and Competence Centre, a division whose primary
objective was to further increase capacity-building activities aimed at national authorities
and project beneficiaries.
Member States remain keen on receiving JASPERS’s support for their administrative
capacity
83. For all individual project assignments we audited, both the national authorities and
beneficiaries stated that JASPERS had a positive impact on their administrative capacity,
although some of them stated that they remained strongly reliant on JASPERS assistance.
This was also observed by the Polish and Croatian SAIs during the coordinated audit.
Nevertheless, the national authorities and beneficiaries could not provide us with supporting
evidence demonstrating that this impact actually occurred.
84. We also audited nine horizontal assignments with strategic potential launched between
2008 and 2014. We were able to confirm that 33 % of them (3 out of 9 assignments) had
indeed a significant strategic impact, and that another 22 % had a more limited impact (2 out
of 9 assignments). For the remaining 45 % (4 out of 9 assignments), we identified no
strategic impact. However, we could not find evidence that JASPERS had an impact on
administrative capacity in six of these cases. In the remaining three cases, JASPERS had a
limited impact (mainly to the level of national authorities and beneficiaries) (see Box 4).
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Box 4 - Example of the limited impact of JASPERS on a Member State’s administrative capacity in
Malta due to staff turnover
One of the strategic horizontal assignments we audited in Malta aimed to enhance a Managing
Authority’s capacity to analyse and monitor certain aspects of revenue-generating projects (e.g.
CBA). We observed that JASPERS assistance had contributed to knowledge being transferred to the
Maltese authorities, beneficiaries and a private consultant. However, we also observed that the
capacity increase had not been sustained during the 2014-2020 programme period, because all the
Managing Authority staff responsible for CBA in the 2007-2013 programme period had moved to
other institutions. Consequently, at the end of 2016, JASPERS approved a request from the Maltese
authorities and launched a similar assignment for the new programme period called “Capacity
building and support for updating CBA guidance documents”.

85. JASPERS’s capacity-building measures should have fit into the framework of the capacitybuilding measures carried out by the Commission. But in the 2007-2013 programme period,
the Commission’s own capacity-building measures consisted mainly of reactive steps. In the
2014-2020 programme period, however, we noted that the Commission had taken a more
proactive and coordinated approach. It had drawn up a technical assistance strategy in
November 2013, and set up a dedicated capacity-building unit. However, in the technical
assistance strategy, we found no reference to any coordination between the dedicated
capacity-building activities provided directly by the Commission and those provided by
JASPERS.
Significant shortcomings in the planning, monitoring and evaluation of JASPERS activities
put the successful operation of the initiative at risk
86. We sought to identify whether the JASPERS initiative’s planning, monitoring and
evaluation system had been defined comprehensively and implemented accordingly. If the
system had been set up appropriately, sufficient information about JASPERS’s performance
should be available to the Steering Committee, and in particular to the Commission, to allow
it to make changes to JASPERS’s operations and set its future direction. The system should
make it possible to monitor whether JASPERS’s operational objectives have been achieved in
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a timely fashion, and to evaluate what its overall impact has been. It should also make it
possible to examine whether the initiative’s financial management has been sound.
We found significant shortcomings in the planning of JASPERS activities
87. Between 2007-2009 and 2014-2016, the average number of JASPERS staff members
increased by 73 % to cope with expected workload (see Table 1 for more details on JASPERS
staff). The overall number of all created (and not rejected, suspended or cancelled) JASPERS
assignments decreased by around 32 % between these two periods. In our view, this was
largely because the Commission’s estimations about the number and timeline of major
projects that would be submitted in the 2014-2020 programme period were overly
optimistic (see also paragraph 52 as regards IQR).
88. The Commission’s estimations are a key input for planning JASPERS’s workforce needs.
The Commission makes its estimations on the expected number of major projects on the
basis of information provided by Member States. This information includes both new and
delayed major projects which needs to be carried over from the previous programme period
(phased projects). Except for Poland, no Member State had submitted a number of
applications which was even close to the number they had previously predicted. See
breakdown by Member State from 2014 up to 2016 in Figure 6.
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Figure 6 - Overview of planned and actual major project submissions from 2014 until the
end of 2016 by Member State
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89. In January 2015, the Commission had estimated that 582 applications for major projects,
out of which 478 for new major projects, would be submitted during the whole 2014-2020
programme period. Of the 582 (478 new) major project applications, 349 (262 new) were
expected to be submitted by the end of 2016. 35 However, only 76 (45 new) had actually
been submitted by 19 April 2017. Of these 45 (new) submitted applications, only one third
had received advice from JASPERS (see Figure 7).

35

For comparison, the Commission had adopted positive decisions in respect of 972 major
projects in the 2007-2013 programme period.
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Figure 7 - Overoptimistic predictions of volume of new major project submissions

Source: ECA analysis based on information provided from the Commission.

90. While the Commission was aware from its own experience that Member States’
predictions had been rather optimistic, we noted that the Commission did not appropriately
adjust them for JASPERS own workforce planning. Between 2006 and 2013, the number of
total staff 36 was generally proportionate to the number of completed major projects
advisory assignments. From 2014 onwards, despite a further increase in staff numbers, the
number of all completed major project advisory assignments per year decreased
substantially (see Figure 8).
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Figure 8 - Evolution of completed major project JASPERS assignments and full-time
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We found significant shortcomings in the monitoring of JASPERS activities
91. The 2006 MoU referred to objectives for JASPERS, but did not set any associated
indicators and quantified targets. It was not until October 2008 that JASPERS Steering
Committee approved a substantive proposal concerning the nature and frequency of
performance indicators and reporting. It consisted of 10 performance indicators, and
10 thematic statistics 37; however, only 4 performance indicators (3 outputs and 1 results)
were actually reported to the Steering Committee.

37

The 10 performance indicators were split into 5 key performance indicators and 5 additional
performance indicators. The 5 key performance indicators were: ‘number of JASPERS actions
completed’, ‘number of JASPERS-supported project applications submitted to DG REGIO’,
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92. In the four Member States we visited, monitoring carried out by the national authorities
was limited to the progress of JASPERS action plans and assisted projects, but even so, we
found that several assignments were missing in the JASPERS action plans or were created in
such a way that monitoring was hampered (see Box 5). There was no assessment of
JASPERS’s impact on administrative capacity.
Box 5 - Use of non-specific assignments which hampered monitoring of JASPERS in Croatia
We found a number of cases where non-specific catch-all horizontal assignments were created by
JASPERS, without clear definition of scope and timeline, to accommodate miscellaneous ad hoc
activities whose scope had not been properly defined in advance. The Croatian SAI reported on the
negative effects of this practice on the monitoring of JASPERS activities on projects and results at
national level.

93. JASPERS focused the monitoring of its outputs on the number of completed assignments.
This was the case for all types of assignments except IQRs and PSAs; however, we observed
that target values, which had only been introduced in 2010 by the JASPERS Steering
Committee, had not been clearly defined, or were missing entirely. The main indicator
actually used by JASPERS to monitor results for reporting to the Steering Committee is the
time taken to approve major projects, which is done by the Commission. JASPERS used this
indicator for an annual benchmark exercise with non-assisted major projects, albeit without
further analysis at sector level. Furthermore, we noted that this indicator was not used for
non-major projects, which are approved by national authorities, even though this was
envisaged by the Steering Committee. Nor did we find any monitoring of results related to
individual JASPERS non-major projects or to horizontal/strategic advice assignments, IQRs or
PSAs.

‘progress of JASPERS actions through the project cycle’, ‘beneficiary feedback’ and ‘Regio Desk
feedback’. The 5 additional performance indicators were: time from assignment start to
completion, time to approve JASPERS and non-JASPERS supported projects, actions run per
expert, cost per action to completion and management authority feedback. The 10 thematic
statistics included statistics on JASPERS’ efficiency, such as resource cost absorbed per country
and sub-sector, number of JASPERS supported actions and time from completion of JASPERS
action to submission of grant application.
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94. In addition to the one result indicator reported to the Steering Committee, we found
three more results-oriented indicators relating to major projects. These three indicators had
been reported to the Steering Committee only once, in June 2016, covering the entire period
from 2008. These indicators were measured using “feedback forms” to be filled in by the
beneficiaries of JASPERS advice. The response rate was low, and the results across all types
of JASPERS assignments were overwhelmingly positive, so the exercise was discontinued.
95. We did not identify any performance indicators and statistics related to the monitoring
of JASPERS’s impact on the Member States’ administrative capacity. Moreover, this aspect
was not covered by any monitoring reports.
Evaluations of JASPERS suggest continuing but noted shortcomings to be addressed
96. In 2010, the EIB carried out an evaluation of its role in the JASPERS initiative. This report
was made available to the Steering Committee and to the Commission. In 2012, another
JASPERS evaluation was carried out on the Commission’s behalf; the Commission considered
this evaluation to be equivalent to the planned, but delayed, mid-term evaluation for the
2007-2013 programme period (see paragraph 23). Both evaluations covered JASPERS’s
outputs, results and overall impact. The EIB’s 2010 evaluation reported on contradictory
elements within JASPERS results. For example, it stated that most JASPERS assignments had
no influence on the physical form of a project, and therefore no influence on its underlying
quality. However, when project quality had indeed been improved, this had generally
induced further delays, which had had a negative effect on the absorption of EU funds.
Furthermore, shifting the initiative’s focus towards producing mature, ready-to-go projects,
a shift which was intended to promote absorption, had distanced the initiative from a
capacity-building orientation. The overall conclusion of the EIB evaluation is presented
in Box 6.
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Box 6 - The overall conclusion of the EIB evaluation
“…the priorities of the initiative should be revisited in the light of a formal needs assessment and that
the Bank should now take stock of its involvement based on the operational experience gained to
date in order to decide whether and in what form to continue its involvement in a manner which
safeguards its own reputation and makes best use of its scarce and valuable resources. What is clear
from the evidence gathered is that the initiative is fully justified and potentially still has much to do”.

97. Neither of the two evaluations covered JASPERS’s performance with regard to its
individual non-major project assignments. The most recent evaluation, which was carried
out by the Commission in 2012, contained information on JASPERS’s main objective related
to the impact on project quality. According to AECOM, “The JASPERS initiative has proved to
be of substantial value to Member States in the development of projects and applications for
funding”. It also recommended that “JASPERS continues to operate, as there continues to be
strong demand for its services among Member States” 38.The launch of the mid-term review
for the 2014-20 programme period scheduled for 2017 was postponed by the Commission to
the first quarter of 2018.
98. In general, we found no formal procedures in the four visited Member States relating to
the evaluation of outputs, results and the overall impact of JASPERS assistance. We only
found evidence of evaluations actually having been carried out in Poland: a survey had been
conducted by the coordinating body in 2007, and an evaluation had been carried out on
behalf of the Ministry of Development in 2010. The Polish SAI reported in the coordinated
audit a lack of systemic evaluations of the JASPERS initiative at the national level, although
plans to do so had existed since 2012.

38

JASPERS Evaluation, Final report 13th December 2012, AECOM.
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There had only been a limited follow-up of how JASPERS’s advice was actually used
99. We observed that JASPERS only followed up on the application of its conclusions and
recommendations (its outputs) during the major project approval process to a very limited
extent. The information required to carry out a follow-up of this kind comes from four main
sources.
100. Until JASPERS started its reviewing functions (IQR and PSA), its role in the major project
approval procedure ended when JASPERS issued an ACN. However, if the Commission
interrupted the approval process, JASPERS could obtain feedback to see what the problem
was (if the Member State agrees). Among the individual major project assignments we
audited, we found that JASPERS had only obtained this information in 47 % of cases.
101. Another source of information, for major projects only, is the feedback mechanism from
DG REGIO to JASPERS. However, according to JASPERS, the return rate for these forms was
low.
102. A third source of information is access to the Commission’s database. Although JASPERS
can access this database, we found that it was not possible to identify individual major
projects in around 24 % of cases, even though the assignments had been completed.
103. The fourth source of information, which was the only source which also covered nonmajor projects, was the annual feedback questionnaire sent by JASPERS to the national
managing authorities involved in approving the underlying projects. JASPERS only collected
this information in one of the visited Member States (Romania), and only for one operational
programme.
104. We did not find any evidence that JASPERS had systematically followed up how its
advice had been used in the implementation of assisted major or non-major projects. We
also noted that the monitoring system contained no information about the actual
implementation of assisted projects, including implementation delays, cost overruns and
procurement issues. We did not see any evidence that the Commission had provided
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feedback to JASPERS on the actual implementation of projects based on information
included in the Member States’ annual implementation reports to the Commission.
105. Our audit sample contained four assignments, with six underlying major projects, for
which JASPERS had issued an overall negative opinion. In all cases except one, the
beneficiaries and national authorities had followed JASPERS’s advice, and the projects were
not submitted to the Commission. In one case, the Member State had then decided to
change the scope of the project, reducing its scope and then continuing it as a non-major
project without addressing all of the issues raised by JASPERS.
106. We only found one source of information about the actual use of JASPERS’s
horizontal/strategic advice: a feedback form sent by JASPERS to be filled in by the national
authorities which benefited from this advice. The return rate for this exercise was also low
(around 32 % across all Member States).
We found shortcomings in the monitoring and evaluation of JASPERS’s efficiency and
effectiveness
107. To assess efficiency, we compared the outputs of the initiative with its inputs. The
information needed to do this is provided in the form of indicators. In 2008, the Steering
Committee approved three output indicators 39 (see also paragraph 91) and three input
indicators 40. However, we found that only the output indicators had been systematically
assessed, and even here, we found some shortcomings (see paragraphs 92 to 94).
108. Two of the input indicators had not been assessed at all. For the third, ‘Time from
assignment start to completion’, some data was available, but it had never been used to
inform any analysis of efficiency. The data was also incomplete: no information had been

39

‘Number of JASPERS actions completed’, ‘number of JASPERS-supported project applications
submitted to DG REGIO’, ‘progress of JASPERS actions through the project cycle’.

40

‘Time from assignment start to completion’, ‘Actions run per expert’, and ‘Cost per Action to
Completion’.
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recorded about assignments which had been suspended, rejected or cancelled. Such
assignments made up around 21 % of all assignments created up to January 2017, or 8 % of
JASPERS’s workload.
109. JASPERS had a system for recording the time spent on each assignment. It should have
been possible for JASPERS to use this as a basis for calculating one of the input indicators,
‘Cost per Action to Completion’. However, JASPERS told us that the data recorded in the
system was insufficiently reliable to allow it to be used for this analysis. As of late 2016,
JASPERS staff started recording in another system.
110. The EIB had carried out its own evaluation of JASPERS in 2010 and had concluded that
the initiative could therefore be said to be economically justified, but at a less than optimal
level. As a result, the evaluation rated the overall performance of the initiative for both
effectiveness and efficiency as partly unsatisfactory, for two reasons. First, JASPERS role and
its priorities were unclear: as a result, in the words of the EIB’s report, ”…considerable time
and resources [had been] expended in providing advice which turned out to be contrary to
the requirements of the Commission”. Second, the provision of services at no charge had led
to reduced efficiency in the handling of JASPERS assignments. 41
111. To measure effectiveness, we examined the available result indicators. We identified
four result indicators, though we observed certain shortcomings affecting them (see
paragraphs 92 to 94).
We found shortcomings in JASPERS’s efficiency
112. JASPER had no suitable input indicators to assess its efficiency. We investigated whether
increases in JASPERS’s budget and staff numbers for the 2014-2020 programme period, had
been accompanied by corresponding increases in JASPERS’s outputs in terms of the number

41

See Synthesis Report - Evaluation of the EIB Role in the JASPERS initiative, December 2010.
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of assignments completed. We observed that the number of completed assignments per
JASPERS staff member had decreased by at least 10 % between 2007-2009 and 2014-2016.
113. The 2006 MoU had set the Commission’s indicative contribution to JASPERS in the 20072013 programme period at 106.5 million euro. In reality, the Commission contributed
around 38 % more than this (147.3 million euro paid during the 2006-2013 period). In our
opinion, JASPERS’s overall budget was generous. The 2014 FPA had stated that the
Commission’s indicative contribution to JASPERS in the 2014-2020 programme period would
increase to 250 million euro 42. This amount had been arrived at based on JASPERS’s own
estimations of the number of planned assignments, estimations which were based on data
from Member States and which in our opinion were overly optimistic (see also paragraphs
24, 52 and 89). Also, in the 2012 evaluation report, contracted by the Commission, AECOM
had benchmarked JASPERS’s daily staff costs with those of four other institutions, and found
that JASPERS’s staff costs were significantly higher (up to 116 % more) than those of the
others 43.
114. In their annual budgeting, the Commission and the EIB had agreed to estimate staff
costs using standard unit costs. Up to 2014, the cost of a member of staff depended on
whether their post was financed by the Commission or the EIB. On average, the monthly unit
costs for EIB-financed staff were around 40 % higher than the costs applied for the members
of staff financed by the Commission. We examined the underlying documentation available
to us, but found no convincing reason for this.
115. From 2014, the Commission and the EIB agreed to use a different method to calculate
staff costs. Under the new method, the standard costs were harmonised and based on staff
experience: they no longer varied depending on whether the Commission or the EIB was
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260 million euro including the CEF.

43

The benchmarked institutions were the EIB, the European Maritime Safety Agency (EMSA), the
European Aviation Safety Authority (EASA) and Eurofound. JASPERS’s staff costs were 44 %
higher than those of the EIB, 79 % higher than those of the EMSA, 99 % higher than those of
Eurofound and 116 % higher than those of the EASA.
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financing the post. In 2015, the Commission signed the Specific Grant Agreement including
an estimated budget using the old method for the EIB staff and Financial and Administrative
Framework Agreement (FAFA) rates for the Commission staff. This was later superseded by
another one, the new FAFA rates, for both the Commission and the EIB staff. Under the
former ‘mixed’ method, the estimated total cost of the initiative for 2015 was 40.3 million
euro. Under the ‘FAFA only method’, it was 37.3 million euro – 7.4 % lower. Despite the
recalculated total cost of JASPERS for that year, the Commission’s contribution remained
unchanged.
116. We found no evidence that JASPERS’s standard staff costs corresponded to the real cost
of employing staff members. We asked JASPERS for information on its real (actually
incurred) costs, but JASPERS refused to provide it. We also asked the Commission to show us
how standard staff costs were demonstrated to be plausible, for the old method used up to
2014 for staff provided by the EIB. The reply received from the Commission only partly
addressed our questions.
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
117. Overall, we concluded that there were shortcomings in the definition of JASPERS’s main
objectives and roles and responsibilities. As a result, JASPERS’s assistance was not targeted
sufficiently at those activities which added the most value. Furthermore, we concluded on
significant weaknesses in the setting-up of the new JASPERS IQR function for the 2014-2020
programme period, which resulted in a high risk of a lack of impartiality in relation to
JASPERS’s advisory function. We found that JASPERS had had an impact on the quality of
major projects. The impact of JASPERS on administrative capacity of Member States did not
yet result in higher independence from JASPERS assistance. This, in combination with
shortcomings in the monitoring and evaluation of JASPERS activities, puts at risk the
successful operation of the initiative, particularly in terms of JASPERS’s efficiency and
effectiveness.
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Weaknesses in the definition of JASPERS’s main objectives had resulted in shortcomings in
its operations
118. We found that the main objectives for JASPERS were insufficiently clear and partly
conflicting. The agreements signed by the Commission and the main JASPERS stakeholders
did not specify how or when the Commission would judge whether the main objectives of
JASPERS had been achieved. JASPERS’s planned impact on project-quality improvement, on
the absorption of EU funds, and on administrative capacity had not been clearly defined.
While JASPERS was originally conceived as an initiative for the 2007-2013 programme
period, it became a longer-term initiative as it was extended to the 2014-2020 programme
period. It has no clear measurable objectives to show that its purpose has been achieved.
119. Furthermore, we observed that the roles and responsibilities of the main stakeholders
were not sufficiently clear; this put accountability at risk. JASPERS had only signed working
arrangements with Member States, but not with the Commission. These arrangements were
still not comprehensive enough, since they were limited to providing assistance to projects
and did not cover any other types of JASPERS activities. We considered the Commission and
the EIB to be (indirect) clients benefiting from JASPERS, however JASPERS and the
Commission regard the Member States as the only clients of JASPERS (except for the PSA).
JASPERS had also provided Member States with free consultancy work by hiring and paying
external consultants.
120. In many cases, we also found that JASPERS assistance had not been sufficiently
targeted. This contributed to a high number of cancelled or suspended assignments. JASPERS
itself had not set any particular priority areas for the Member States it assisted, acting
instead on the basis of the demand expressed by those Member States. In general, JASPERS
followed up almost all assignment requests made by Member States without always
consulting the Commission, which financed most of the cost of JASPERS.
121. At the start of the 2014-2020 programme period, JASPERS also began to support phased
projects and further encouraged Member States to increase their use of its free-of-charge
assistance during the project implementation stage .Neither of these was a priority.
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122. JASPERS mid-term evaluation, carried out on behalf of the Commission in 2012,
highlighted shortcomings, on JASPERS’s strategic approach and working arrangements and
recommended measures to address them. These shortcomings should have already been
addressed by the time JASPERS was extended for the 2014-2020 programme period, but at
the time of the audit, corrective action taken resulted in less accurate planning, therefore,
reducing their strategic value.
Recommendation 1
The Commission should take more control over the strategic planning of JASPERS, including
all types of JASPERS activities, keeping in mind that JASPERS was originally conceived as a
temporary initiative. In particular, it should take the following steps.
(a) Adjust its overall strategic planning of JASPERS operations based on the particular needs
of Member States and in line with EU cohesion policy. JASPERS operations should focus on
those activities which add the most value.
(b) Define clear milestones and criteria that will allow the JASPERS initiative to be phased
out when its main objectives have been met.
(c) Incorporate its overall strategy into the annual planning of JASPERS activities in the
Member States. This planning should set specific priorities for each Member State and sector
in accordance with EU legislation and policies.
(d) Further clarify the roles and responsibilities of the main stakeholders to strengthen
transparency and accountability.
(e) Ensure that JASPERS establishes comprehensive, practical and clear working
arrangements for all of its services with all relevant Commission DGs, the EIB, and Member
States.
Target implementation date: by end of 2018.
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123. We found significant weaknesses in the set-up of the new IQR function for the 20142020 programme period. We noted a high risk of a lack of impartiality in relation to
JASPERS’s advisory function. Furthermore, although IQRs were a crucial part of the
Commission’s approval process for major projects, the Commission had no direct input into
how IQRs were conducted in practice, opening itself to the risk that they would not be
delivered as intended. The Commission’s decisions to approve major projects are in practice
made by JASPERS, who is in charge of IQR.
124. The aim of IQRs was to streamline the Commission’s major project approval process.
However, by the end of 2016, JASPERS had not managed to sign working arrangements with
several Member States that were expected to submit the largest numbers of major projects.
In addition, the Commission decided to use another appraisal function provided by the same
JASPERS division, the PSA, for most major projects. The PSA procedure contributed to a
significant shortening of Commission’s approval time for major projects.
Recommendation 2
(a) The Commission should take immediate action to mitigate the high risk of a lack of
impartiality when JASPERS carries out IQRs to appraise projects which have received
JASPERS advisory support. For the post-2020 period, the Commission should stop using IQRs
provided by JASPERS for major projects which have previously been advised by JASPERS.
(b) The Commission should obtain full access to the relevant documentation to verify the
quality of JASPERS’s IQR procedures.
Target implementation date: immediately.
JASPERS had an impact on project quality but could not impact absorption
125. Overall, we found that JASPERS had a positive impact on the quality of project
documentation. We also found that assistance provided by JASPERS was relatively
comprehensive, regardless of the precise point at which JASPERS became involved. This was
confirmed by both the Polish and the Croatian SAIs during the coordinated audit. In the
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2007-2013 programme period, the Commission generally needed less time to approve major
projects if they had been assisted by JASPERS. We noted that the overall time needed to
approve major projects was reduced in the 2014-2020 programme period.
126. Overall, in most cases, JASPERS had an impact on at least one of the four parameters
related to the quality of the major projects we audited. However, only in a few cases did we
recognise significant improvements in the planned scope, outputs, results or impact of the
JASPERS-assisted major projects we visited (for example, reductions in economically
unjustified elements in project infrastructure).
127. We found that JASPERS had no impact on the implementation timeline of major
projects. Even though JASPERS had provided advice in this area, all of the projects we visited
were behind schedule. More than one third of them had needed to be partially shifted
(phased) into the 2014-2020 programme period.
128. We observed that major projects assisted by JASPERS had been less frequently affected
by legality and regularity errors during our 2014 and 2015 compliance audit exercises.
129. We did not observe that JASPERS had any effect on the planned scope, outputs, results,
impact, cost or implementation timeline of any of the non-major projects in our audit
sample except in one case. We also observed that there were no appropriate arrangements
in place to ensure the proper exchange of information between beneficiaries, national
authorities, JASPERS and the Commission on how best to make use of JASPERS’s advice for
non-major projects.
130. During the 2007-2013 programme period, we observed that JASPERS could generally
not impact on the absorption of EU funds. This was mainly due to changes in legislation in
2009 which allowed EU funds to be disbursed before the Commission had issued its formal
approval of a project. In more than 50 % of the projects we audited, expenditure claims had
indeed been submitted to the Commission before such a decision had been issued, thus
rendering the intended benefit of JASPERS’s advisory support less relevant. In the remaining
cases, implementation delays had resulted in the postponement of the first expenditure
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claims being submitted to the Commission, even though the Commission’s decision was
already available.
Recommendation 3
(a) The Commission should target JASPERS assistance according to a project’s stage of
development. In particular, JASPERS should concentrate on the substance of projects rather
than on project documentation. JASPERS should no longer begin to provide advice to
projects which have already been approved by national authorities.
(b) The Commission should maintain its focus on providing JASPERS advisory services to
major projects. JASPERS assistance should be available, in exceptional cases, for non-major
projects and project-related horizontal assignments of a strategic nature. In these cases, it
should be provided in consultation with the Commission.
Target implementation date: by mid-2018.
The impact of JASPERS on administrative capacity of Member States had not yet resulted
in greater independence from JASPERS assistance
131. In general, national authorities and project beneficiaries both stated that JASPERS had a
positive impact on their administrative capacity, although some of them stated that they
remained strongly reliant on JASPERS assistance. The Polish and the Croatian SAIs made
similar findings during the coordinated audit. We found no evidence to confirm whether this
improvement in administrative capacity had actually materialised. For around two thirds
(67 %) of the horizontal assignments we audited, we observed no such impact.
132. We noted that, over time, JASPERS had increased its focus on building Member States’
administrative capacity. We also observed that, in the 2014-2020 programme period, the
Commission had taken a more proactive and coordinated approach to measures aimed at
building the Member States’ administrative capacity. However, in the Commission’s
technical assistance strategy, we found no reference to any coordination between the
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dedicated capacity-building activities provided by the Commission and those provided by
JASPERS.
133. We found that the use of JASPERS assistance for assignments with a potential strategic
impact had increased. We found that JASPERS had a significant (33 %) or limited (22 %)
impact on more than half of the horizontal assignments with strategic potential that we
audited.
Recommendation 4
(a) The Commission should integrate JASPERS activities into its own technical assistance
strategy, with the aim of improving coordination with JASPERS on carrying out ongoing (as
opposed to ad hoc) activities for developing Member States’ administrative capacity.
JASPERS’s activities in this respect should complement those of the Commission, focusing on
sectors, areas and Member States where administrative capacity is insufficient.
(b) The Commission should adjust the role, nature and intensity of JASPERS’s capacitybuilding activities in Member States over time, to provide incentives for them to reach a
sufficient and sustainable level of administrative capacity.
Target implementation date: by the end of 2018.
Significant shortcomings in the planning, monitoring and evaluation of JASPERS activities
put the successful operation of the initiative at risk
134. We identified significant shortcomings in the planning and monitoring of JASPERS
activities. We found that JASPERS and the Commission had focused their monitoring on
outputs. Where target values had been set for this monitoring, they were either not clearly
defined or inconsistently applied. The results that had been regularly monitored and
reported on were only the results of JASPERS advisory to major projects in terms of the
speed with which the Commission adopted approval decisions. As we explained in paragraph
130, this was largely irrelevant as an indicator of absorption from 2009 onwards. We found
no evidence that JASPERS or the Commission had monitored the impact of JASPERS activities
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on Member States’ administrative capacity. Nor did we find evidence of any well-defined
procedures relating to the monitoring and evaluation of the results and overall impact of
JASPERS assistance in any of the four Member States we audited.
135. Two evaluations of JASPERS had been carried out, one of them by the EIB and another
on behalf of the Commission. These evaluations did not cover JASPERS’s performance with
regard to individual non-major project assignments. Furthermore, significant shortcomings
were reported on in these evaluations; as we concluded in paragraph 122, these had been
addressed only to some extent.
136. We noted that there had only been a limited follow-up of how JASPERS’s advice was
actually used. We observed that JASPERS had only rarely followed up on whether its
conclusions and recommendations had been applied during the major project approval
process. We also observed that JASPERS’s monitoring system contained no information
about the actual implementation of assisted projects, including implementation delays, cost
overruns and procurement issues. Nor did we find any evidence of feedback provided by the
Commission to JASPERS concerning project implementation.
137. We concluded that there were shortcomings in the monitoring of JASPERS’s efficiency
and effectiveness. The data about inputs recorded in JASPERS’s systems was insufficiently
reliable to allow it to be used for a meaningful input analysis. While output indicators were
systematically used, the results indicators were not. Furthermore, there were some
shortcomings for both output and result indicators. The two evaluations of JASPERS, carried
out in 2010 and 2012, suggested continuing the initiative and indicated shortcomings to be
addressed.
138. The Commission had begun to apply harmonised standard costs, which reduced total
cost of JASPERS. Despite the lower recalculated cost of JASPERS for the year 2015, the
Commission’s contribution remained unchanged. We found no evidence that JASPERS’s
standard costs for staff provided by the EIB before harmonisation reasonably corresponded
to the actually incurred staff cost. The EIB was unwilling to provide information on JASPERS’s
real (actually incurred) costs, and the Commission’s reply only partially addressed our
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questions on the plausibility of the standard costs used up to 2014 for staff members
provided by the EIB.
Recommendation 5
(a) The Commission should introduce a comprehensive system for monitoring the extent to
which JASPERS’s long- and short-term objectives have been met, for all the services JASPERS
provides.
(b) The Commission should ensure that future evaluations of JASPERS are sufficiently
comprehensive, and draw conclusions as to whether JASPERS has achieved its main
objectives.
(c) The Commission should take action to optimise JASPERS’s efficiency and effectiveness, in
particular by ensuring that the actual cost of JASPERS assistance for each assignment is
monitored reliably and compared against JASPERS’s outputs and results.
(d) The Commission should ensure that JASPERS’s costs are reasonable, and that they reflect
actual costs incurred.
Target implementation date: by mid-2018.
This Report was adopted by Chamber II, headed by Mrs Iliana IVANOVA, Member of the
Court of Auditors, in Luxembourg at its meeting of 29 November 2017.
For the Court of Auditors

Klaus-Heiner LEHNE
President
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ANNEX I

Number of all JASPERS’s assignments during the 2007-2013 and 2014-2020 programme periods, broken down per assignment status and type
Assignment type
Major projects
Non-major projects
Horizontal support
Capacity building
PSA
IQR
Grand Total

2007 - 2013
ACCEPTED

3
0
5
2
0
0
10

ON-GOING

33
5
17
1
0
0
56

COMPLETED SUSPENDED

652
168
143
9
0
0
972

25
7
1
0
0
0
33

2014 - 2020
CANCELLED

172
47
54
2
0
0
275

REJECTED

SUB-TOTAL

31
4
1
0
0
0
36

916
231
221
14
0
0
1382

ACCEPTED

23
4
9
8
0
0
44

ON-GOING

COMPLETED SUSPENDED

252
29
46
24
0
1
352

Accepted – an assignment which was officially accepted by JASPERS, but for which the advisory has not yet started.
On-going – an assignment with an ongoing JASPERS’s advisory.
Completed – an assignment which was finalised and for which an Action Completion Note was issued by JASPERS.
Suspended – an assignment put on hold by a Member State or JASPERS.
Cancelled – an assignment cancelled by a Member State.
Rejected – an official assignment request refused by JASPERS.
Source: ECA analysis based on data provided by JASPERS (as of 31 December 2016).

55
27
50
12
28
3
175

12
7
10
0
0
0
29

CANCELLED

25
4
28
1
0
0
58

REJECTED

SUB-TOTAL

0
0
1
0
0
0
1

367
71
144
45
28
4
659

Grand Total
1283
302
365
59
28
4
2041
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ANNEX II

Overview of assignments audited1

#

Assignment number

Assignment title

Programme
period

Member
State

Examined on
the spot

Major project individual assignments

1

1
2

2011 085 HR WAT WAT
2011 086 HR WAT WAT

Vukova r wa ter s uppl y a nd wa s tewa ter trea tment

2007-2013

Croa ti a

1

Os i jek wa ter s uppl y a nd wa s tewa ter trea tment 2014

2007-2013

Croa ti a

2

3
4

2013 083 HR ROD ROD
2015 071 HR ROD ROD

2014-2020
2014-2020

Croa ti a
Croa ti a

3

5

2012 095 HR AMT RAL

2007-2013

Croa ti a

4

6

2011 080 HR SWE SLW

2014-2020

Croa ti a

-

7

2006 086 MT ENV WAT

8

2008 188 MT WAT FLP

Roa d connecti on to South Da l ma ti a
Pel jes a c bri dge
Upgra de a nd cons tructi on of s econd tra ck on ra i l wa y l i ne
s ecti on Dugo Sel o - Kri ževci
Devel opment of Documenta ti on for Remedi a ti on of Si te Hi ghl y
Pol l uted by Wa s te (Hot Spot) Pi t “Sovja k”
Storm Wa ter Ma na gement
Ma l ta - Na ti ona l Fl ood Rel i eve Progra mme

2007-2013
2007-2013

Ma l ta
Ma l ta

5

9
10

2008 192 MT WAT WAT
2010 031 MT MIS R&D

2007-2013
2007-2013

Ma l ta
Ma l ta

6
7

11

2011 023 MT ROD ROD

2014-2020

Ma l ta

-

12

2006 089 MT TRA ROD

Ma l ta South Sewa ge Trea tment
Ma ter Dei Hos pi ta l Oncol ogy Centre
Prel i mi na ry a na l ys i s of key a s pects for the defi ni ti on of a roa d
tunnel l i nk opti on between Ma l ta a nd Gozo
Upgra de TEN-T roa d network

2007-2013

Ma l ta

8

13

2009 255 PL RAL RAL

Purcha s e of rol l i ng s tock for PKP Interci ty

2007-2013

Pol a nd

9

14

2009 272 PL KE R&D

2007-2013

Pol a nd

10

15

2009 273 PL KE R&D

2007-2013

Pol a nd

11

16

2009 168 PL WAT WAT

17

2010 059 PL WAT WAT

Centre for Adva nced Ma teri a l s a nd Technol ogi es (CEZAMAT)
CENT III - Centre for Bi ol ogi ca l a nd Chemi ca l Sci ences of the
Uni vers i ty of Wa rs a w
Żywi ec wa s te wa ter trea tment – pha s e II
Myś l eni ce wa ter a nd wa s tewa ter ma na gement

2007-2013
2007-2013

Pol a nd
Pol a nd

12
13

18

2008 027 PL TRA ROD

S-69 Bi el s ko-Bi a ła - Żywi ec, odc. Wi l kowi ce/Łodygowi ce-Żywi ec

2007-2013

Pol a nd

14

19

2006 001 PL ENV WAT

Wl ocl a wek da m Vi s tul a Ri ver

2007-2013

Pol a nd

-

20

2011 115 RO KEW R&D

Extreme Li ght Infra s tructure Nucl ea r Phys i cs

2007-2013

Roma ni a

15

21

2009 197 RO RAL RAL

22

2010 155 RO WAT WAT

23

2009 146 RO ROD ROD

Moderni s a ti on of Ra i l wa y Secti on Coşl a ri u - Si ghi şoa ra
Extens i on a nd moderni s a ti on of Bucha res t wa s tewa ter
i nfra s tructure
Motorwa y Cons tructi on on TEN-T 7 Cerna vodă -Cons ta nţa
s ecti on
Reha bi l i ta ti on of the Ra i l wa y Bri dges over Da nube
Reha bi l i ta ti on a nd Moderni za ti on of the Wa ter a nd Sewera ge
Sys tems i n Pra hova County
Non-major project individual assignments

24

2010 141 RO RAL RAL

25

2007 068 RO ENV WAT

1

2013 189 HR KEE RDI

2

2014 101 HR ROD ROD

3

2007 121 MT TRA POR

1

2012 008 HR WAT WAT

2

2014 073 HR KEE RDI

3

2011 031 MT ROD ROD

4

2008 103 MT HOR MUL

5

2010 067 PL WAT WAT

6

2010 077 PL SWE SLW

7

2013 246 RO KEE RDI

8

2011 032 RO WAT WAT

9

2009 094 RO WAT WAT

Res ea rch Infra s tructure Uni vers i ty of Ri jeka Ca mpus
Compl eti on of Pl oče Ga tewa y Expres s Roa d a nd the
Cons tructi on of a Li nk Roa d to the Port a nd Town of Pl oče
Refurbi s hment a nd upgra di ng of brea kwa ters a nd other
ma ri ne i nfra s tructure
Horizontal assignments
Devel opment of CBA Gui del i nes
Support wi th the prepa ra ti on of the OP 2014-2020
Competi ti venes s a nd Cohes i on
Devel opment of a Na ti ona l Tra ns port Ma s terpl a n
As s i s ta nce i n the vetti ng of CBAs a nd Fi na nci a l Fea s i bi l i ty
Studi es
Screeni ng of pri ori ty a xi s I wa ter a nd wa s tewa ter projects
Sewa ge Sl udge Ma na gement Stra tegy for Pol a nd
Support for the prepa ra ti on of the OP Competi ti venes s 20142020
Support for the prepa ra ti on of the project pi pel i ne for 20142020 i n the wa ter s ector
Fl ood Ma na gement - Na ti ona l Stra tegy

2007-2013

Roma ni a

16

2007-2013

Roma ni a

17

2007-2013

Roma ni a

18

2007-2013

Roma ni a

19

2007-2013

Roma ni a

20

2007-2013

Croa ti a

1

2007-2013

Croa ti a

2

2007-2013

Ma l ta

3

2007-2013

Croa ti a

1

2014-2020

Croa ti a

2

2014-2020

Ma l ta

3

2007-2013

Ma l ta

4

2007-2013

Pol a nd

5

2007-2013

Pol a nd

6

2014-2020

Roma ni a

7

2014-2020

Roma ni a

8

2007-2013

Roma ni a

9

Out of 25 audited major project assignments, 22 assignments with 20 underlying major projects were
examined on the spot. The remaining 3 audited major project assignments were subject to a desk review. All
3 non-major projects as well as all 9 horizontal assignments were also examined on the spot.

REPLIES OF THE COMMISSION TO THE SPECIAL REPORT OF THE EUROPEAN
COURT OF AUDITORS
"JOINT ASSISTANCE TO SUPPORT PROJECTS IN EUROPEAN REGIONS (JASPERS)
– TIME FOR BETTER TARGETING"
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
I. JASPERS was formally set-up as a joint partnership between the Commission (DG REGIO), EIB
and EBRD (including Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau for part of the period audited). Since 2013,
DG MOVE and DG NEAR have given JASPERS additional mandates and funding for support to
project preparation under CEF and IPA.
IV. JASPERS is linked to the financial programming periods, JASPERS' primary role was to assist
EU-12 Member States (MS) in preparation of major projects. Following the mid-term evaluation of
JASPERS completed in 2012 and the interest expressed by MS, it was decided to expand its
function also towards policy areas and capacity-building measures.
In 2014 and 2015 new operational programmes were negotiated, with increased focus on a strategic
angle. The assistance to non-major projects corresponded to a real need expressed by the MS.
JASPERS ' involvement in such cases was justified by the high priority and the difficult nature
attached to a specific project. Considering that JASPERS' involvement in non-major projects did,
indeed, represent an extension of the original scope, these assignments were subject to the
verification of their added value/replicability to other similar projects.
V. The Commission considered relevant risks at the time of setting up the IQR. The solution applied
was considered proportionate bearing in mind the status of the EIB as an EU institution. IQR and
advisory reports are prepared by different teams in JASPERS with the final documents having an
additional signature at Director’s level. JASPERS Steering Committee will formally adopt a new
IQR Manual of procedures in December 2017. It will describe how the IQR function is performed
independently of any advisory functions.
VII. In some cases JASPERS' efforts have sparked real progress in the Member State's ability to
handle project preparation and the projects have been of good quality as confirmed by their fast
approval by the Commission (and in PSA reports) in the 2014-2020 period.
VIII. ECA has been provided with the audited annual financial statements of JASPERS since 2006.
As per the methodology agreed in the annual Contribution Agreements and later on in an
overarching agreement (Financial and Administrative Framework Agreement - FAFA) signed
between the Commission and the EIB covering all joint initiatives, the staff costs of JASPERS are
established on the basis of a standard price that the Commission agreed to pay for services provided
by the EIB.
Overall, FAFA rates have contributed to a greater harmonisation, and simplification of contractual
arrangements for specific TA initiatives between the Commission and the EIB.
The Commission considers that the FAFA complies with the Financial Regulation. Article 124 of
the Financial Regulation permits the use of flat rates and lump sums and is applicable to the FAFA
agreement.
IX.
(a) The Commission accepts the recommendation.
(b) The Commission accepts the recommendation and highlights that the EIB, being the other
partner in JASPERS, needs to be involved for its successful implementation.
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(c) The Commission partially accepts the recommendation as JASPERS should continue to be
offered also for projects after national approval and highlights that the EIB, being the other partner
in JASPERS, needs to be involved for its successful implementation.
(d) The Commission accepts the recommendation and highlights that the EIB, being the other
partner in JASPERS, needs to be involved for its successful implementation.
(e) The Commission accepts the recommendation and highlights that the EIB, being the other
partner in JASPERS, needs to be involved for its successful implementation.
The Commission recalls at the same time that JASPERS ‘costs’ are determined through the FAFA.
INTRODUCTION
7. The original priorities for 2007-13 were indeed set in the 2006 Memorandum of Understanding
(MoU). However, the priorities evolved over time to reflect experiences and strategic decisions of
the Steering Committee. These objectives were reflected in the annual Specific Grant Agreements
between the Commission and the EIB. The priorities for 2014-20 are defined in the Framework
Partnership Agreement (FPA).
Non-major projects could be supported in the smaller Member States (MSs) which had few major
projects. This was explained in the concept paper of 2005 and all subsequent policy and legal
documents.
OBSERVATIONS
23. The strategic direction of JASPERS has evolved over time to adapt to changes in its
environment. JASPERS began operations in late 2006 (three assignments completed that year) so
mid-2007 was much too early to assess results. The growing economic and financial crisis from
autumn 2008 onward led to certain decisions which would affect JASPERS operations. JASPERS
responded with flexibility and pragmatism to changing circumstances.
The biggest challenge for JASPERS was to ensure that Member States prepare sufficient number of
quality major projects that could be approved and implemented. For this reason, other interesting
aspects of JASPERS work were kept on hold, and initiated at later stage, when the MS have
improved their technical capacities of preparing major projects, and the issue of how to ensure
stability and spill-over effects was given more prominence.
JASPERS began to improve technical capacity in the Member States from the start through the
impact of learning-by-doing, with national authorities working alongside JASPERS as assignments
progressed.
24. The Commission and the EIB would like to note that the action plans are a de facto needs
assessment in which the Member States have the opportunity to state their needs for technical
assistance.
The major project submission dates are included in the operational programmes 2014-2020 based
on the MS proposals. It is the Member States' prerogative and responsibility to propose major
projects and to verify the state of preparation of each project.
The needs assessment for 2014-2020 was based on information provided by the Member States,
which is valid in terms of number of projects but ambitious in terms of their submission timeline.
25. Absorption of EU funds is not an objective in itself. If timely and high quality projects are
developed then a high rate of absorption of funds is more likely to be achieved. The objectives
which the Commission set for JASPERS were clear even if sometimes challenging. In legal terms,
quality requirements for major projects for the first time in cohesion policy were defined in
Delegated Commission Regulation no 480/2014. In addition also for the first time, the basic
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requirements for the Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBA) were included in Implementing Regulation no
207/2015 and, together with CBA guide of 2014, constitute a comprehensive and detailed guidance
on quality of public investments.
26. JASPERS assistance included learning- by-doing and thus building capacity in the national
administrations.. This is one of the reasons why a large part of the JASPERS staff was placed from
the start in regional offices, so that they could be close to the beneficiaries. Improving technical
capacity does not have to be labelled as a separate activity to have an impact.
Technical capacity is an intangible which can be observed indirectly, e.g. , through better prepared
projects over time, which has clearly been the case as shown, for example, by the reduced
percentage of projects interrupted.
27. In practice, the speed of improvement in the capacity of MS to prepare high quality projects and
implement them is highly variable. At the same time, the public authorities in beneficiary countries
have developed their national capacity to use EU funds effectively and hence make far fewer
requests for JASPERS support. In practice, JASPERS is time limited by the length of the PP.
Whether to extend JASPERS into a new PP is the decision of the Commission and EIB, based on
their assessment of needs for on-going support and on the demand shown by Member States.
28. The role of the Commission and EIB are clearly defined in the annual Contribution Agreements
during 2007-2013 and in the Framework Partnership Agreement and annual Specific Grant
Agreements during 2014-2020. The Member States are the clients of JASPERS advice. They also
participate in JASPERS annual Stakeholders Meeting.
In 2014-2020 for advisory and IQR, the clients of JASPERS are the Member States, for PSA the
Commission is the client. This is clear to all parties concerned.
29. See Commission and EIB reply to paragraph 28. The formal arrangements between the
Commission services and the EIB indicated in the reply to the referred paragraph are signed on an
annual basis.
The working arrangements set also the principles that regulate the JASPERS-Beneficiary
interaction. There are project fiches which clearly spell out what JASPERS will provide for each
assignment.
The monitoring of results in the case of non-major projects is a separate matter from the working
arrangements and the methodology used. In the absence of an application for funding and an
approval process at the Commission level, clearly monitoring the progress on non-major projects is
more difficult and needs to be addressed in a less formal way.
In Cohesion Policy, the approval of non-major projects is a clear responsibility of the Member
States.
30. The working arrangements were deliberately intended to be common to all Member States and
consistency and speed were key considerations. Some minor changes were negotiated where
Member States have strong objections but the intention was to keep as closely as possible to a
standard operating procedure. The longer and more detailed the document, the more possibility for
disagreements and requests for special arrangements.
The working arrangements are not a legal requirement but a tool to facilitate the dialogue with
Member States, particularly in a context with changing counterparts. Their main purpose is to
outline the rights and obligations of both sides
Different practices might have evolved but all in accordance with the WA and JASPERS mandate
in order to adapt to the specific country context. As already mentioned the initiative to involve
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JASPERS rests with the Member States (and JASPERS might decide to accept the assignment or
not after consultation with DG REGIO).
31. There was no reason why JASPERS should formalize arrangements concerning operational
issues with the Commission in 2007—2013 as it primarily worked for the MS, but for 2014-2020
the parties will formalise the aspects of the PSAs in the first quarter of 2018.
JASPERS developed a form of report for its output in 2006 although JASPERS may not have
coined the term ‘action completion note’ (ACN) until later. The ACN is clearly based on the
application form for major projects, as a comparison of the two documents will show.
There was some resistance in the early stages from some Member States to providing the
completion report to the Commission. JASPERS encouraged them to do so, so that the
Commission would be aware of JASPERS advice and its input would help the Commission to come
to a better-informed conclusion. Eventually all Member States agreed that this should be standard
practice which, we believe, resulted from a relationship of trust built up between JASPERS and the
national authorities after experience with JASPERS assistance.
The ACN is a tool to formally close the assignment with the beneficiary. JASPERS adapts its
format from time to time in the light of experience to maximise this usefulness.
32. The Commission and the EIB are stakeholders and partners of JASPERS, but in the ACN they
are not its client.
33. JASPERS advice is provided independently of EIB lending (the concept paper 2005 states that
there is no obligation on the EIB or EBRD to lend to MSs and no obligation of MSs to borrow
from EIB or EBRD).
Also the EIB, EBRD and other potential lenders can be considered as indirectly benefiting from
JASPERS results.
34. Most of the work of project preparation is carried out by Member States through the use of
consultants e.g. preparation of basic project documents, like the feasibility study or the
environmental impact assessment. JASPERS role is to direct, or comment on, the production of
these documents. JASPERS does not compete with external consultants in carrying out this work.
JASPERS and consultants have distinct but complementary roles.
Out of the about 830 project assignments completed by JASPERS by 2015, less than 1% involved
hiring consultants that contributed directly with parts of the final project documents.
36. The using of additional consultants related to specific and limited cases where JASPERS ACN
could not be used for decision-making and authorising officers deemed necessary to have secondary
opinion on the project (it only took place in the Programming Period 2007-2013).
In 2014-2020 the Commission has decided to exclusively use JASPERS for appraisal of all major
projects (except of phased projects under Article 103 of the CPR), also thanks to establishment of
JASPERS IQR Division that provides additional quality check.
37. The priorities of the Member States derive from policy (for example, the Trans-European
Networks), legislation (e.g. environmental legislation, like the Waste Water Directive) or priorities
(e.g. maximum share of certain sectors in funding) and are implemented through agreed rules and
procedures. JASPERS responds to the needs for technical assistance within the given policy
framework.
38. The introduction of rolling action plans did not change strategies.
The concept of rolling action plans was introduced in order to respond to requests from the MS that
tend to arrive in a non-coordinated manner, especially at the end of the programming period 20074

2013. JASPERS Action Plans are the result of extensive discussions with the Member State before
accepting assignments, with the result that by the time the requests is formally made, the level of
acceptance is around 98%.
Action Plans are communicated to the Commission.
39. There can be numerous reasons for an assignment to be cancelled – projects may have been
found by JASPERS to be poor investment and were therefore abandoned, projects may have been
reduced in size and become non-major projects, exchange rate changes could have changed major
projects into non-major projects, Member States for internal reasons may have withdrawn projects.
Cases of cancellation of assignments should not be perceived negatively only. In fact, in some cases
the dropouts can represent the added value of JASPERS in downsizing investments or abandoning
those that might not be the best use of scarce public resources.
41. Work on phasing by its nature is limited in time and is linked to the programming period cycle.
42. Horizontal assignments had been in JASPERS from the beginning as the action plans for 2007
show. The proportion of the horizontal assignments remained stable over the years.
43. All JASPERS partners paid utmost importance to results of mid-term evaluation of JASPERS
and there are few evaluations that have similar follow-up ratio in in their recommendations.
The AECOM study1 is generally positive about the impact of JASPERS.
44. The Commission (DG REGIO) explained its reasons for the use of JASPERS as an appraisal
body in the letter from Director General of DG REGIO to all Member States (with major projects)
in March 2014.
The function of IQR was defined in the CPR based on MS experience with JASPERS, hence it was
considered as redundant to screen JASPERS according to criteria that were set out in Commission
Delegated Regulation 480/2014 based on JASPERS competences and features.
Common reply to paragraphs 45, 46 and 47:
The IQRs are also produced for projects without any involvement of JASPERS advisory services.
The Draft IQR Procedures Manual from early 2014 was never approved and is not currently valid.
The functional separation of JASPERS IQR from Advisory Sector Divisions is real as the teams are
in different locations and report to different line managers. For resource use efficiency, JASPERS
experts who have not worked in an advisory capacity on a major project can potentially work on
appraisals for the IQR division. JASPERS has developed a quality management approach which is
codified in a Quality Manual, process maps and a clear division of roles between advisory and
appraisal activities. The Quality Manual has been developed in the framework of a quality
approach endorsed by the Steering Committee and will be externally validated by the European
Foundation for Quality Management.

1

JASPERS Evaluation report, December

2012 (http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/evaluation/pdf/eval2007/jaspers_evaluation/final_report_131212.pdf)
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A new JASPERS Quality Manual will be adopted by the Steering Committee in December 2017.
The IAS was provided with drafts of the process maps for the IQR and PSA activities that are the
basis for the corresponding procedures in this new Quality Manual.
47. DG REGIO has accepted the IAS recommendations and has put in place an action plan to
address them.
48. IQR and advisory reports are prepared by different teams in JASPERS with the final documents
having an additional signature at Director’s level.. It is common practice in both the public and
private sectors for operational units and quality control and audit units to report to the same head of
the organisation (e.g. set-up agreed in a number of the MS in relation to certifying and managing
authorities located under the same Minister). There is no reason that this should detract from the
independence of the audit or quality control function.
No evidence has been found so far regarding compromises in the opinions delivered by the IQR
team. The Commission and the EIB will however reflect on additional measures to be taken to
increase a perception of risk for independence.
49. IQR was established by the Council and the European Parliament (EP) as legislators with the
explicit purpose of providing an alternative to appraisal of major projects by the Commission. A
new JASPERS Quality Manual will be adopted by the Steering Committee in December 2017.
50. The Commission follows the legal provisions in the CPR that provide for the IQR function. The
legislators have not defined the notion of “significant weakness”. In order to apply that notion in a
uniform way, DG REGIO defined in its internal procedures approved by its management, four main
cases where significant weakness can be declared and negative Commission decision proposed.
51. Use of IQR is a choice for Member States to make. The IQR Working Arrangements have now
(October 2017) been signed with fourteen Member States including Romania, Czech Republic and
Italy. The signature of working arrangements is a requirement from JASPERS before undertaking
an IQR for a project.
52. JASPERS forecasts were based on information from Member States on expected major project
submission dates as listed in the operational programmes (OPs).
The Commission considers that the numbers of major projects are not optimistic, the submission
timeline were indeed overly optimistic. In September 2017, DG REGIO published the data on
major projects on Open Data Platform to sensibilise the MS for quality of information on major
projects.
The use of IQR function is hindered by different rules on certification of expenditure – this is going
to be addressed in the modification of the CPR that is currently being discussed with the Council
and the EP. This should increase the MS interest in using the IQR.
The role of JASPERS IQR Division is to deliver not only IQR but also PSA reports.
53. The PSA process was intended to ensure that an appraisal methodology as close as possible to
IQR was used in application submitted directly to the Commission, led by the IQR division in
Brussels. This ensured a level playing field for the appraisal of applications.
The working arrangements for PSA, even down to the deadlines to be used, were described in the
paper about major project-related procedures provided to the board of DG REGIO on 22 June 2015.
Nevertheless the Commission and the EIB will formalise key elements of cooperation with
JASPERS on PSA as requested by the Court.
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58. Projects are typically prepared by consultants, hired by managing authorities. JASPERS does
not replace them, but assists with methodological advice and helps managing authorities in their
supervision.
59. JASPERS reviews the documentation that is produced by the beneficiary itself or with help
from external consultants. Therefore timing of JASPERS advisory services in many instances
depend on administrative capacity of beneficiaries and local consultants.
60. The duration of assignments where the involvement takes place at a later stage is uncertain:
short if the project documents have the necessary quality but significantly long otherwise as some
aspects may have to be questioned from the beginning (for example the option analysis). In terms of
approval time, there should be not much difference as, following the JASPERS support, projects are
submitted with similar quality standards.
Another feature of JASPERS assistance was to focus on complex projects where the MS had
difficulties in preparing proper documentation, but JASPERS could not easily remedy complexity
of projects and some residual risks remain to be addressed.
63. In many cases, the reasons for interruption were raised already in the ACN report.
One area where elimination of shortcomings in documentation was very difficult for JASPERS is
the environmental impact assessment-related procedures/documentation, especially for road sector.
64. The situation improved significantly in the 2014-2020 period where, to-date, the average
approval time for the projects received in 2017 fell to 84 calendar days. This was a result of many
factors, inter alia strategic reorientation of JASPERS, better legal framework, and reorganisation of
the Commission's appraisal system.
68. JASPERS assistance had an impact on the planned cost of around two thirds of the major
projects audited by the ECA (these savings are estimated by the Commission at 175 million euro).
This sample covers 3% of the number of assignments carried out by JASPERS.
69. JASPERS frequently gets confronted with unrealistically short timelines for project
implementation. There are very few opportunities to speed up project implementation timelines.
72. In Cohesion Policy, the approval of non-major projects is a clear responsibility of the Member
States.
75. In 2007-2013, following the beginning of the economic and financial crisis in 2008, the
Commission decided to allow Member States to certify expenditure and claim reimbursement
without submitting major project applications, thus breaking the link between the approval and
certification processes.
76. Delays may occur for reasons totally unrelated to JASPERS input e.g. very commonly due to
procurement issues.
77. Certification rules for major projects under 2014-2020 will allow JASPERS to have an impact
on the pace of absorption as expenditure of projects can only be certified after the submission of the
major project applications to the Commission.
79. There are clear examples of improvements in administrative capacities of MS and their
institutions such as national roads in Poland where the National Road Agency is fully capable of
preparing good quality and mature projects.
Investing in administrative capacity is a long- term process which requires investments in
structures, human resources and systems and tools and where the governance in a country is an
important contextual factor.

7

JASPERS is an important factor in supporting Member States improving their administrative
capacity for (major) projects, but it is not the sole determinant in this process.
80. Support from JASPERS was first of all demand-driven on the basis of the needs of individual
Member States and administrative capacity actions would be developed accordingly. Moreover,
JASPERS was not the only source of support, but Member States were also encouraged to use the
technical assistance built in their programmes pro-actively and targeted for e.g. training of their
staff and hiring external expertise.
81. Capacity building was taking place from the start of operations through learning-by-doing and
horizontal papers. Networking and knowledge sharing was already taking place through the
stakeholders meeting, for example.
84. JASPERS is only one of the determining factors in this process and should not be held solely
accountable if there was no (direct) strategic impact. Many other factors, of which many are at MS
level, may play a role.
85. The technical assistance strategy is first and foremost the document where the budget
allocations for individual actions is determined (taking into account synergies and avoidance of
overlaps). It is not the document which should also describe all (formal and informal) coordination
mechanisms set up between different initiatives.
Although there is no reference to any coordination between the dedicated capacity-building
activities provided directly by the Commission and those provided by JASPERS, coordination was
regularly taking place and the risk of any overlap is avoided.
87. JASPERS supported about 500 approved major projects during the programming period 20072013. For the 2014-2020 programming period, the number of major projects supported by
JASPERS and/or reviewed is estimated to be over 600 to which it has to be added the agreed
increase in support for non-major projects and capacity building and the earlier involvement on
projects when possible. This estimation was used as the basis for the increase of staff and the
recruitment took place in a gradual manner in order to match staff numbers and workload. When
looking at the period 2007-2009 and 2014-2016 versus the allocation of full time equivalent (FTE)
to the JASPERS-EU mandate, the average number of all ongoing and completed assignments per
staff practically remains the same.
88. Major project submission dates are included in the OPs 2014-2020 based on the Member State
proposals.
It is the Member State prerogative and responsibility to propose major projects and to verify the
state of preparation of each project.
89. As of October 2017, there were 624 major projects included in the OPs 2014-2020.
90. As JASPERS should be engaged into project preparation at earliest possible stage in order to
maximise its added value, the information on submission dates is irrelevant for estimation of
adequate staffing of JASPERS. Currently JASPERS works on over 350 planned major projects that
will be submitted in future years.
The ratio of all completed assignments (advisory, IQR, PSA and horizontal) to FTE between 20142016 is comparable to the same ratio in the previous programming period (2007-2009) and
increased as at November 2017.
92. The national authorities should step up their efforts in monitoring the impact of JASPERS on
projects and institutions in relation to administrative capacity. The Commission will include this
aspect in mid-term evaluation of JASPERS.
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93. Time taken to approve projects by the Commission is a proxy measure of project quality as it is
assumed that better prepared and presented projects are approved faster.
The results of IQR and PSA projects are monitored and are publicly visible via the JASPERS
website under the statistical report and dashboard since September 2016. This information is
updated quarterly.
96. All relevant recommendations from evaluations were acted upon, within the boundaries of
administrative and legal environment.
The Commission will launch a mid-term evaluation of JASPERS in the first quarter of 2018, and it
will include overall review of JASPERS performance and outlook for post-2020.
98. The national authorities should step up their efforts in evaluating impact of JASPERS as the
Commission has always encouraged and promoted a comprehensive evaluation culture in cohesion
policy.
101. There were various other channels of communication of desk officers feedback on JASPERS;
namely, major project desk officers group has operated since 2008 and issues linked to JASPERS
were frequently discussed and consequently communicated to JASPERS during JASPERS Steering
Committee or other meetings.
104. JASPERS was not required by the Commission to follow-up how its advice had been used in
the implementation of assisted major or non-major projects and its mandate does not include
monitoring of actual implementation of assisted projects.
Monitoring of the implementation and closure of the operational programmes is a prerogative of the
Commission services. JASPERS was aware of implementation issues when deemed necessary,
especially via requests from the MS to assist them in phasing of projects between the programming
periods.
105. The observation mentioned in this paragraph of the report meant that JASPERS has prevented
poor investments to go forward, the value of which may be established as opportunity costs (or
savings).
108. The fact that assignments were cancelled can be a proof of added value of JASPERS in
screening poorly prepared projects, the quality of which could not be remedied.
109. There is a separate system, different to the one referred to by ECA, for recording time spent on
different mandates for billing purposes which is used across the EIB. Completion rates in this
system are checked at the end of each month.
As of late 2016, JASPERS staff started recording in this system not only the time allocated to each
mandate but also the specific assignments.
This is the basis for the external audit of JASPERS expenditure where the audit mandate is to check
that only eligible expenditure has been declared. This is the system used to declare expenditure to
the Commission. No related shortcomings have been reported by the auditors.
Contractual relations between the Commission and EIB are based on grant agreement and the
eligible staff costs are based on the number and type of experts employed, their cost being
determined by FAFA rates agreed in 2014.
110. The Commission and EIB note that the document referred to by ECA was not an evaluation of
JASPERS efficiency but was an assessment of ‘the EIB role in the JASPERS initiative’. The
report’s assignment sample was largely drawn from the very early phase of JASPERS activities and
has little relevance for JASPERS in 2014-2020. Nonetheless, the overall conclusion of the report
was that JASPERS had a positive impact and the EIB should continue to support.
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As for efficiency, the report states, “…the cases where JASPERS was able to influence the form of
the underlying projects resulted in economic benefits which are likely to far outweigh the cost of the
initiative itself.”
112. The Steering Committee monitors the efficiency of JASPERS in terms of assignments
completed and approval of JASPERS-supported projects.
The nature of assignments has changed as JASPERS portfolio of services expanded e.g. JASPERS
advised on number of ex ante conditionalities (such as transport master plans in seven MS) where
workload from JASPERS was considerably higher than to assess a single wastewater treatment
plant project.
113. JASPERS expenditure has been substantially below the potential amounts that could have been
spent for many years. There are now deadlines for the provision of appraisal reports which did not
exist in the last programming period so the question of advance provision of capacity to meet future
demand needs to be addressed.
The AECOM study findings in relation to JASPERS cost was the following:
“JASPERS employs a team of highly qualified staff […]. On the basis of a comparison with other
bodies and agencies, JASPERS costs appear reasonable given the nature of the tasks it performs and
the staff needed to carry out this work.”
114. The EIB contributions to JASPERS, was contribution, in kind in the form of staff seconded to
JASPERS mostly on managerial and senior position. For the purposes of the grant agreements
these contributions in kind were given monetary values. There was no cash transaction that
corresponded to these contributions in kind. The payments which the Commission made were for
staff for which it had agreed to support. The estimated cost of staff contributed by the EIB was
irrelevant to this amount.
115. The Commission and the EIB agreed in FAFA to establish standard unit cost for staff and
mission costs for services provided by the EIB to the Commission. JASPERS began to use this cofinancing system based on the agreed unit costs in place of the parallel financing system used up to
2013. The new method and the old are based on different accounting concepts. The staff rates are
calculated in a different way but as a consequence the aid rates were also adjusted to leave both
parties contributing broadly the same amounts as before. Under the new system the notional rates
to estimate costs were also changed taking into account an overarching agreement (FAFA) signed
between the Commission and the EIB covering all joint initiatives.
116. ECA has been provided with the audited annual financial statements of JASPERS since 2006.
As per the methodology agreed in the contribution agreements and in FAFA, in these statements the
staff costs of JASPERS represent a standard price that the Commission agreed to pay in FAFA for
services provided by the EIB.
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
118. There were clear objectives relating to both timing – bringing projects to the point of a positive
decision to provide EU investment funds faster than would otherwise be the case - and improving
quality.
Developments in JASPERS should be understood within their wider context. JASPERS began
operations in late 2006. The growing economic and financial crisis from autumn 2008 onward led
to certain decisions which would affect JASPERS operations, including an expansion on JASPERS
staff, changes to certification rules etc. JASPERS responded with flexibility and pragmatism to
changing circumstances.
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Initial shortcomings were later on addressed by agreements of the Steering Committee, according to
the response received by Member States and the corresponding assessment of the demand. Indeed
JASPERS was conceived initially as an initiative for the 2007-2013 programming period, but in
light of developments during that period and based on a needs assessments, its mandate was
extended for 2014-2020 programming period.
119. Formalised working arrangements have been established with the Member States in relation to
major and non-major projects where they are the client – advisory and IQR. JASPERS has
comprehensive contractual arrangement with the Commission in place. All JASPERS assignments
in a country – major project, non-major project and horizontal or strategic assignments – are
included in annual or rolling action plans and are agreed with the beneficiary.
In very rare circumstances, JASPERS provided support for consultancy- type work (pilot actions
which could be replicated, lack of capacity of the national authorities or in JASPERS to undertake
the necessary work etc.).
120. Priorities are based on the priorities of EU cohesion policy agreed between Member States and
the institutions of the EU and these are then given operational content in the agreed operational
programmes. JASPERS does not set priorities independently.
121. Phasing was a pragmatic short- term use of JASPERS resources to ensure full use of EU funds
at the end of one programming period and the start of another. Work on phasing by its nature is
limited in time and enhances absorption.
JASPERS assignments for project implementation are around 2%.
122. The introduction of rolling action plans did not change strategies.
Recommendation 1
JASPERS is a partnership between the Commission and the EIB which both contribute to it and
govern it through the steering committee.
(a) The Commission accepts the recommendation and highlights that the EIB, being the other
partner in JASPERS, needs to be involved for its successful implementation.
(b) The Commission accepts the recommendation.
(c) The Commission accepts the recommendation and highlights that the EIB, being the other
partner in JASPERS, needs to be involved for its successful implementation.
(d) The Commission accepts the recommendation and highlights that the EIB, being the other
partner in JASPERS, needs to be involved for its successful implementation.
(e) The Commission partially accepts the recommendation and highlights that the EIB, being the
other partner in JASPERS, needs to be involved for its successful implementation.
Appropriate working arrangements exist where needed but it is accepted that a more formalised
agreement may be needed for instance in relation to PSA.
123. IQR was established by the Council and the European Parliament with the purpose of
providing an alternative to appraisal of major projects by the Commission. The IQR is requested by
a Member State and addressed to the Member State as required by the legislation.
A Quality Manual has been prepared in the context of an overarching quality management approach
endorsed by the the European Foundation of Quality Management in November 2017, which
explicitly addresses independence and consistency issues from a quality management perspective.
JASPERS Steering Committee will adopt the new Quality manual in December 2017.
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124. Use of IQR is a choice for Member States to make. The signature of working arrangements is a
requirement from JASPERS before undertaking an IQR for a project.
Recommendation 2
(a) The Commission accepts the recommendation and highlights that the EIB, being the other
partner in JASPERS, needs to be involved for its successful implementation.
For the current period, actions will be implemented in order to mitigate the risk of a lack of
impartiality when JASPERS carries out IQRs to appraise projects which have received JASPERS
advisory support.
While the Commission cannot make any specific commitment at this stage in relation to legislative
proposals for the post 2020 period, it accepts the recommendation in substance and will consider the
future of the IQR function.
(b) The Commission partially accepts the recommendation and highlights that the EIB, being the
other partner in JASPERS, needs to be involved for its successful implementation.
The Commission will clarify the access rights to JASPERS IQR within the contractual
arrangements between the Commission, the EIB and the Member States.
126. JASPERS could not have the same range and intensity of impact on all projects as this
depended on the stage of the project cycle when JASPERS was invited to provide support and the
existing quality of the project at the time it became involved. Nonetheless, for projects in the ECA
sample there were moderate (45%) or significant (20%) impact of JASPERS advice across at least
one quality dimension. The projects sampled in four countries present evidence of substantial cost
reductions as a result of JASPERS input. Projects withdrawn following JASPERS advice should
also be treated as benefits since that prevented the inefficient use of substantial resources. For the 4
out of 20 sample major projects with significant cost savings, the total cost savings were estimated
by the Commission at €175m.
127. Much of the time taken in the project cycle is not attributable to JASPERS, particularly in the
implementation phase; this was not the role given to JASPERS by either the Steering Committee or
requested by MS (1% of assignments), and it shows that JASPERS could have a role to play during
implementation.
129. Although more could be done to follow up the impact of its advice on non-major projects, this
requires the cooperation of the Member States since there is no approval process comparable to that
for major projects.
130. The certification rules for major projects under 2014-2020 will allow JASPERS to have impact
on absorption pace.
Recommendation 3
(a) The Commission partially accepts the recommendation and highlights that the EIB, being the
other partner in JASPERS, needs to be involved for its successful implementation.
Targeting JASPERS assistance according to a project’s stage of development. is already a priority,
but the stage at which JASPERS becomes involved depends on the timing of the request for support
from the Member state.
The need to work as far upstream in the project cycle as possible is clear and its impact of such
approach can be seen in, for example, the sectoral strategies for transport which it has developed for
some Member States. However, this is not always made possible in other Member States.
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The second part of the recommendation is not accepted. National Approvals can come early in the
project development cycle and projects can be changed even after National Approvals.
(b) The Commission accepts the recommendation and highlights that the EIB, being the other
partner in JASPERS, needs to be involved for its successful implementation.
132. There has been ongoing coordination of activities between DG REGIO and JASPERS. The
Commission has regular informal exchanges with JASPERS/NCC on their respective activities and
where there is a risk of overlap or possibilities for synergies they work together. Example is the
involvement of JASPERS in thematic state aid seminars organized by the Commission in 2016 in
Brussels (JASPERS delivered expert speakers) and JASPERS participation in country seminars on
state aid in 2015.
133. JASPERS over time has moved increasingly upstream and has assisted with strategies and the
early process of project selection (to the extent that national authorities allow this). It is expected
that JASPERS will continue to operate in this manner.
Recommendation 4
(a) The Commission accepts the recommendation and considers it as already implemented.
The new technical assistance strategy adopted in September 2017 by the Commission (DG Regional
and Urban Policy) integrates actions from JASPERS into the new activities undertaken by the
Commission.
(b) The Commission accepts the recommendation and highlights that the EIB, being the other
partner in JASPERS, needs to be involved for its successful implementation.
134. More intensive monitoring of JASPERS activities would greatly improve the successful
operation of the initiative, particularly in terms of its efficiency and effectiveness.
The certification rules for major projects under 2014-2020 will allow JASPERS to have impact on
absorption pace.
136. JASPERS provides technical advice to Member States and other functions like PSA and IQR.
It was not established as a comprehensive monitoring system for all aspects of projects.
Monitoring of implementation of the operational programmes is a prerogative of the Commission
services. JASPERS was aware of implementation issues when deemed necessary, especially via
requests from the MS to assist them in phasing of projects between the programming periods.
138. The Commission and the EIB agreed to establish standard unit cost for staff and mission costs
for services provided by the EIB to the Commission. JASPERS began to use this co-financing
system based on the agreed unit costs in place of the parallel financing system used up to 2013. The
new method and the old are based on different accounting concepts. The staff rates are calculated
in a different way but as a consequence the aid rates were also adjusted to leave both parties
contributing broadly the same amounts as before. Under the new system the notional rates to
estimate costs were also changed taking into account an overarching agreement (FAFA) signed
between the Commission and the EIB covering all joint initiatives.
ECA has been provided with the audited annual financial statements of JASPERS since 2006. As
per the methodology agreed in the contribution agreements and in FAFA, in these statements the
staff costs of JASPERS are established as per the standard price that the Commission agreed to pay
for services provided by the EIB.
Overall, FAFA rates have contributed to a greater harmonisation and simplification of contractual
arrangements for specific technical assistance initiatives between the Commission and the EIB.
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The Commission considers that FAFA complies with the Financial Regulation. Article 124 of
Financial Regulation permits the use of flat rates and lump sums and is applicable to the FAFA
agreement.
Recommendation 5
(a) The Commission accepts the recommendation and highlights that the EIB, being the other
partner in JASPERS, needs to be involved for its successful implementation.
The issues raised about future strategy and objectives will be part of the forthcoming mid-term
review.
(b) The Commission accepts the recommendation.
(c) The Commission accepts the recommendation and highlights that the EIB, being the other
partner in JASPERS, needs to be involved for its successful implementation.
(d) The Commission accepts the recommendation and highlights that the EIB, being the other
partner in JASPERS, needs to be involved for its successful implementation.
The Commission recalls at the same time that JASPERS ‘costs’ are determined through the FAFA
agreement.
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Event

Date

Adoption of Audit Planning Memorandum (APM) / Start of audit

16.3.2016

Official sending of draft report to Commission (or other auditee)

5.10.2017

Adoption of the final report after the adversarial procedure

29.11.2017

Commission’s (or other auditee’s) official replies received in all
languages

8.1.2018

In 2006, the European Commission engaged together with
the European Investment Bank in a new initiative, known as
‘Joint Assistance to Support Projects in European Regions’
(JASPERS). Its main aim was to provide independent
free-of-charge advice to help the Member States that joined
the EU in 2004 or later to prepare high-quality ‘major
projects’. We found shortcomings in the definition of
JASPERS’s main objectives and roles and responsibilities,
which put accountability at risk. There were also significant
weaknesses in the setting-up of the new Independent
Quality Review function, leading to a high risk of lack of
impartiality. While JASPERS contributed to quicker project
approval and better quality of underlying project
documentation, it could generally not impact on the
absorption of EU funds. Its impact on Member States’
administrative capacity did not yet result in higher degrees
of independence from JASPERS’s assistance. The observed
weaknesses, in combination with significant shortcomings
in the planning, monitoring and evaluation of JASPERS
activities, put at risk the successful operation of the
initiative, particularly in terms of efficiency and
effectiveness.
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