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SHRNUTI

I. Komise provadi odhadem 1,7 % rozpoctu EU a 6,8 % evropskych rozvojovych fonda (ERF)
prostfednictvim nevladnich organizaci. V. mnoha oblastech politiky, jako je humanitarni a
rozvojova pomoc, Zivotni prostiedi a vyzkum a inovace, nevladni organizace Komisi pomahaji
koncipovat, realizovat a monitorovat programy EU. V obdobi 2014-2017 pfijala Komise
zavazky k odhadem 11,3 miliardy EUR, za jejichZ plnéni odpovidaly nevladni organizace.

Evropsky parlament mnohokrat vyjadfil zajem o nevladni organizace a jejich financovani.

Il. Cilem naseho auditu bylo posoudit transparentnost prostfedk( EU poskytnutych
nevldadnim organizacim ve formé zakazek. V prvé radé jsme posuzovali, na co byly prostiedky
EU na ¢innosti provadéné nevladnimi organizacemi vyuzivany a zda Komise souvisejici
informace transparentnim zplsobem zverejnila. Nas audit zahrnul hlavni oblasti politik,

v nichZ nevladni organizace provadi prostfedky EU; zaméfil se zejména na nejvétsi oblast:

vnéjsi ¢innost.

[ll. Dospéli jsme k zavéru, Ze Komise nebyla, pokud jde o provadéni prostiedkd EU

nevladnimi organizacemi, dostatecné transparentni.

IV. Pfiznavani statusu nevladni organizace v ucetnim systému Komise na zakladé vlastnich
prohlaseni a omezené kontroly provadéné Komisi vedly k tomu, Ze klasifikace subjektt jako

nevladnich organizaci neni spolehliva.

V. U vnéjsi ¢innosti jsme zjistili, Ze Komise vybirala projekty vedené nevladnimi
organizacemi obecné transparentnim zplsobem. Rizné odbory Komise viak neuplatfiovaly
postupy pro udélovani dil¢ich grantl stejnym zpUsobem a postupy organt OSN pro vybér

nevladnich organizaci nebyly vzdy transparentni.

VI. Informace shromazdované o prostfedcich EU provadénych nevldadnimi organizacemi
nejsou jednotné. Zejména u vnéjsi ¢innosti nemeéla Komise k dispozici ucelené informace.

K tomu dochazelo predevsim u siti mezindrodnich organizaci a projekt( v reZimu nepfimého
fizeni. U nepfimého fizeni kontroly vykazanych nakladu, provadéné Komisi, dale

komplikovala nedostatecnost dostupnych informaci.
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62. Ovérovali jsme Udaje, které povérené organy OSN zverejnily v souvislosti se Sesti projety
ze vzorku v rezimu nepfimého fizeni (viz pFiloha Il). Zjistili jsme, Ze v péti pfipadech organy
OSN bud'informace o grantech financovanych z prostifedkd EU a udélenych nevladnim
organizacim nezvefejnily*’, nebo je zveFejnily pouze z£&asti*® (viz rameéek 9). Komise déle

nekontrolovala, zda subjekty OSN tuto povinnost splnily.

Ramecek 9 — Priklady organti OSN, které nezverejiovaly informace o dil¢ich grantech z prostiedka

EU udélovanych nevladnim organizacim

Komise povéfila orgdn OSN provadénim projektu 18, ktery se tykal hotovostni pomoci a identifikace
uprchlikd v Etiopii. Organ OSN nasledné dale zadal provadéni nékterych souvisejicich ¢innosti
nevlddni organizaci. Ta vSak na svych internetovych strankdch informace o tomto dil¢im grantu

neuvedla.

Komise povéfrila provadénim projektu 19 na podporu opétovné integrace obéti obchodu s lidmi
v Etiopii organ OSN. Projektové cinnosti provadély dvé mistni nevladni organizace. Organ OSN na své
internetové strance zverejnil o smlouvach podepsanych s témito nevladnimi organizace pouze

omezené informace a nezverejnil smluvni ¢astky.

ZAVERY A DOPORUCENI

63. V ramci naseho auditu jsme zkoumali, zda je financovani EU provadéni nevladnimi
organizacemi transparentni, zda Komise spolehlivé identifikuje subjekty jako nevladni
organizace a zda je vybér nevladnich organizaci provadéjicich opatfeni financovana

z prostiedk( EU transparentni. Rovnéz jsme zkoumali proces shromazdovani, kontroly a
naleZitého zverejiovani informaci o nevladnich organizacich. Nas audit obsahl hlavni oblasti
politik, v nichZ nevladni organizace provadi prostfedky EU, a zaméfil se zejména na nejvétsi

oblast financovani: vnéjsi ¢innost.

smluvni ¢astku. V pfipadé opatfeni, na nichz se podili vice darcu, se uverejiiovani informaci fidi
pravidly povéfeného subjektu.

47 Projekty 9, 18 a 20.

4  Projekty 8 a 19.







Pfehled posouzeni jednotlivych projekta

PRILOHA IlI

Postup vybéru projekti NO,
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1 Céstecné Ano - - Céstecné Ano Ano Céstecné Ano Céstecné Caste¢né |Ano
2 Céstecné Ne - - Ano Ano Ano Ano Ano Céstecné Castecné |Castecné
3 Céstecné Ano - - Ano Ano Ano Ano Ano Ano Ano Ano
4 Ano Ano - - Céstecné Céstecné Ano Ano Ano Céstecné Castecné |Castecné
5 Ano Ano Ano Ano Ano Céstecné Ano Ano Ano Céstecné Céstecné |Ne
6 Ano Ano - - Ano Ne Ano Ano Ano Céstecné Castecné |Castecné
7 Ano Ano Ano Ano Ano Ano Ano Ano Ano Castecné Castecné |Castecné
8 - - Ano Ano Ne Ne Ne Ne Ne - - Castecné
9 - - Ne Ano Ne Ne Ne Ne Ne - - Ne
10 - - Ano Ano Castecné Castecné Ne Ano Castecné - - Ano
11 Castecné Ano Ano Ano Castecné Ano Ano Ano Ano Ano Caste¢né |Ano
12 Céstecné Ano Ano Ano Céstecné Céstecné Céstecné Ano Ano Ano Castecné |Castecné
13 Céstecné Ano - - Ne Ano Ano Ano Ano Ano Céste¢né |Ano
14 Ano Ano - - Ano Ano Céstecné Ano Ano Céstecné Castecné |Castecné
15 Ano Ano - - Céstecné Ano Ano Ano Ano Céstecné Castecné |Castecné
16 Ano Céstecné - - Ano Ne Ano Ano Ano Céstecné Castecné |Castecné
17 Ano Castecné - - Ano Ne Ano Ano Castecné Castecné Castecné |Castedné
18 - - Ne Ano Castecné Ne Ne Ano Castecné - - Ne
19 - - Ano Ano Castecné Ne Ne Ano Castecné - - Castecné
20 - - Ne Ano Ano Céstecné Ne Ano Céstecné - - Ne




REPLIES OF THE COMMISSION TO THE SPECIAL REPORT OF THE EUROPEAN
COURT OF AUDITORS

“TRANSPARENCY OF EU FUNDS IMPLEMENTED BY NGOS: MORE EFFORT
NEEDED”

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

I11. The Commission considers that its funding is sufficiently transparent and that NGOs should not
be singled out as a particular category of beneficiaries.

In the treatment of applications, provided the applicants comply with the eligibility criteria, the
focus of the Commission is on the project description and whether it matches the programme
objectives and how it could contribute to their achievements. As recording the NGO status is not a
legal requirement and as NGOs do not have a legal definition, the accounting system does not
record funds specifically channelled to the NGO sector.

IV. The recording of the NGO status of beneficiaries in the Commission accounting system is not
mandatory, given the absence of legal grounds for treating NGOs differently to other beneficiaries
and in the absence of a common NGO definition. In addition, no financial transparency requirement
specifically mentions that reporting on NGO funding is required.

Therefore the Commission considers that the classification done in its accounting system cannot be
considered as unreliable.

V. The Commission departments use the flexibility included in the Financial Regulation to deliver
aid in various ways.

When providing aid through financial support to third parties, specific operational contexts, such as
humanitarian aid, are now acknowledged in the new Financial Regulation, which includes under
Acrticle 204 (last sentence) that "this threshold may be exceeded where achieving the objectives of
the actions would otherwise be impossible or overly difficult".

In addition, the Financial Regulation does not define the number of implementation layers.

VI. The information collected on EU funds implemented by NGOs cannot be uniform. The type of
information required will depend on the context within which the EU funds are implemented.

The Commission would like to point out that it actively monitors the implementation of projects
and conducts the necessary financial checks. In accordance with the relevant legal framework the
Commission may:

- Request the beneficiaries to make available all financial information concerning a project;
- Conduct checks, including on-the-spot checks, related to the to EU-funded operations.

IX. The Commission accepts all recommendations except for the first one for the reasons set out in
the replies.

INTRODUCTION
1. The Commission acknowledges the growing interest in transparency of financing of NGOs.

2. The Commission notes that the pursuit of transparency should be contextualised in the following
way:

- no common EU definition of NGOs is given or proposed by the legislator and the absence of such
a definition should frame the expectations concerning the information available to the Commission
on NGOs;



- any attempt at defining an NGO is to be balanced against the need to protect the operating space
of NGOs.

Box 1 - What is an NGO?
See reply of the Commission to paragraph 2.

Also, the Commission would like to stress that the criteria of the 1997 Commission communication
have not been replicated in the Commission basic acts.

Specifically, the Commission would like to point out that in the policy area of development aid, the
term "CSO" is more frequently used than NGO. The COM(2012) 492" defines CSOs of which
NGOs are a subset.

6. Article 35 of the Financial Regulation does not make an explicit reference to NGOs.

Furthermore, in the context of humanitarian assistance, it may not be appropriate to disclose all the
information gathered in conflict zones since this might endanger the parties involved. In the context
of development aid, it is important to emphasize that the Commission enjoys discretion in deciding
to disclose information on recipients of Union funds in sensitive policy areas (see CIR Art 4 (5):
when providing the Union’s financial assistance (...) the Commission shall, where appropriate, take
all necessary measures in order to ensure the visibility of the Union’s financial support. Those shall
include measures imposing visibility requirements on recipients of Union funds, except in duly
Justified cases.”).

OBSERVATIONS

18. As recording the NGOs status is not a legal requirement and as the NGOs do not have a legal
definition, the accounting system is not designed to record funds specifically channelled to the
NGO sector. Hence, the Commission does not consider that the identification of NGOs is
unreliable.

19. In view of the absence of a definition and the absence of NGO-specific requirements in the
Financial Regulation, there are no grounds based on which the Commission would need to develop
a strategy specifically targeting NGOs.

20. See the Commission reply to paragraph 19.

23. Applicants will need to register once in the SEDIA system, but updates of their registration will
be needed when information is not valid anymore.

24. Thorough checks are being performed to ensure compliance with eligibility criteria, which
include not-for-profit status, and registration details — including the validation of the legal form.

Concerning LIFE operating grants, the statutes and registration documents of all applicants are
systematically checked?

COM(2012) 492 final of 12.9.2012, “The roots of democracy and sustainable development: Europe’s engagement with Civil
Society in external relations” classifies as CSOs, among others, NGOs, community-based organisations, faith-based
organisations, foundations, research institutions, cooperatives, professional and business associations.

Nota bene: eligible applicants under LIFE do not have to be registered as NGOs. They have to fulfil all eligibility criteria in
order to be able to participate to the LIFE action programme for operating grants to support European environmental and
climate NGOs.



In the case of humanitarian aid, an NGO can only enter into a specific contractual relationship to
implement an Action after having signed a Framework Partnership Agreement (FPA). The
Commission thoroughly verifies the NGO status before signing the FPA and sending the
information to ABAC.

26. The eligibility criteria are checked for all participants in calls for proposals selected to receive
funding before the grant agreements are signed. This is a principle embedded in the Financial
Regulation.

Many universities and research institutes are charities, independent of Government, not-for-profit
and acting for the public good. These elements would, in some Member States, indicate that they
are NGOs. The Commission considers that the information that it possesses is reliable, and that its
reliability is not affected by the non-validation of NGO status. Absence of information about NGOs
is due to the fact that there is no EU-wide definition of an NGO.

27. The NGO flag could only be made mandatory in ABAC if agreement was reached on a common
definition of what constitutes an NGO and if a legal basis for singling out NGOs would be
introduced.

It is only obligatory to complete the legal entity type for every registration in ABAC. For project
16, the legal form type recorded is as Non-Profit Organisation in ABAC.

PADOR registration system is local and does not automatically feed the information in the legal
entity record.

29. Selection procedures depend on implementation modalities (i.e. grants, service contract, etc.)
which are chosen depending on the objectives of the programme, not based on the
beneficiaries/potential implementing partners.

Whether NGOs can receive funding under the same conditions depends on the guidelines/tender
specifications, and is also determined based on the objectives of the programme.

32. The Financial Regulation does not impose a systematic verification of all supporting documents.

A general obligation to submit supporting documents would create a heavy administrative burden
(both for the applicants and the Commission) and might substantially delay award procedures.

The information provided must be truthful and can be verified if a doubt arises. In case of untruthful
information, the applicant may be eliminated from the process.

33. In accordance with the principle of proportionality, all declarations by the potential beneficiaries
are not systematically checked by the Contracting Authority. Indeed, an applicant can be rejected -
or the contract be terminated - in case of false declarations.

36. The Commission would like to point out that DG ECHO used the flexibility provided for in the
Financial Regulation.

When providing aid through financial support to third parties, specific operational contexts, such as
humanitarian aid are now acknowledged in the new Financial Regulation, which includes under
Avrticle 204(last sentence) that "this threshold may be exceeded where achieving the objectives of
the actions would otherwise be impossible or overly difficult".

For DG ECHO, this approach is justified by imperative operational considerations related to the
need of the EU Humanitarian Aid programme to be implemented swiftly by the most capable
operator under the prevailing circumstances; this calls for ample flexibility throughout the
humanitarian aid implementation chain.

In addition, the Financial Regulation does not define the number of implementation layers.



37. The Commission refers to its reply to paragraph 36.

39. The Commission would like to highlight that under indirect management, an implementing
partner can make use of its own rules for awarding grants, when these rules have been positively
assessed. If the systems and procedures of the entity change, the entity must inform the
Commission.

Whereas subject to pillar assessments, organisations may use their own procedures, the FAFA does
not set out in detail all procedures for the selection of NGOs. It is important to make a distinction
between concepts such as delegate, subdelegatee, implementing partner, sub-grantee and
beneficiary of financial support to third parties and the roles of these entities.

Furthermore, the Commission stresses that a positive pillar assessment is granted as a pre-condition
for indirect management. It is not given for a specific agreement.

Box 4 — Example of a selection process carried out by a third party which did not comply with
its own internal selection rules

In the selection of implementing partners, the capacity of regional government partners in remote
and difficult region was considered.

Entities may first ensure support from regional authorities to a project, then the funds are secured
and a contract signed, and only thereafter the entity signs the Memorandum of Understanding with
the regional government partner. This could explain the sequence in the ECA's observation.

Box 5 — Information collected in the different Commission’s systems

In the case of DG ECHO, action grants are single beneficiary grants awarded to entities which have
concluded a Framework Partnership Agreement with ECHO. Thus, in its internal system, DG
ECHO’s funding is correctly allocated to the legal entity with which the Commission established a
legal commitment under the terms of the Financial Regulation.

Whereas implementing partners are not always known at the request stage, as this information may
not yet be available to the Partners, the system does already provide for this information to be
updated throughout the implementation, and definitely before the final report. Partners are required
contractually to ensure, at final report stage, the adequacy of figures (implementing partners and
their share) under direct management.

The general ledger sent by the DG ECHO partners at final report stage provides full details of all
the expenditures incurred during the implementation of the action. In addition to this, allowing
partners to provide the general ledger in accordance with their own financial reporting is a
contribution to the call to simplification made by the European Institutions at the time of the
preparation of the 2014 FPA.

Fifth indent: The Commission would like to highlight that current PRAG templates require
reporting on results, not on funding per beneficiary.

42. The Commission collects the information that it needs to discharge its obligation to ensure
sound financial management. It avoids collecting information that is unnecessary for this purpose so
as to limit the administrative burden on participants.

43. With regard to networks of international NGOs, the different Commission services may, in
accordance with their respective basic acts and operational priorities, work with members of
networks under a variety of arrangements, as foreseen under the Financial Regulation.

Entities forming part of a network could constitute recipients of financial support to third
parties. The information collected on EU funds implemented by NGOs cannot be uniform. The type
of information required will depend on the context within which the EU funds are implemented.



44. The Commission fully respects its reporting requirements, since the only contractual
relationship is the one established with its FPA Partner. This is the only relationship that FTS
requires reporting on. See also replies of the Commission to Box 5.

Networks of international NGOs have been transparent by providing information to the
Commission on their working arrangements. The objective for these networks of international
NGOs is to obtain efficiency gains by concentrating expertise and know-how in a unique set-up in
the field and be in a position to react swiftly to a crisis.

The Commission intends to provide further clarity as from 2019.

45. The Commission enters into a contractual relationship with its FPA Partner, the only legal entity
under the terms of the Financial Regulation. In addition, the General Conditions of the FPA
stipulate that DG ECHO-NGO relationship is based on a partnership with full responsibility of the
partners for all activities implemented by its implementing partners. Partners are hence required
contractually to ensure, at final report stage, the adequacy of figures (implementing partners and
their share) under direct management.

In addition, signing an FPA with EU-based NGOs, provides a guarantee for easier enforcement of
any grant agreements concluded. This ensures that the financial interests of the EU are adequately
protected.

46. For indirect management, the UN bodies are not under a legal obligation to record NGO
financing and therefore information on their sub-granting specifically to NGOs cannot be made
available in the Commission systems either.

There is no requirement in the Financial Regulation (nor any reporting requirement by the
budgetary authority) to record the funding received by the third-party NGO under indirect
management, even more in the context of the absence of an NGO definition.

Box 6 — Example of overcharging indirect costs

This is part of the way grants are constructed: grants are made of direct and indirect costs. The
indirect costs are calculated as a percentage of direct costs. It is understandable that both the
implementing entity and the EU recipients of funds both have overheads in their implementation of
the EU budget.

For project 20, an external verification mission has generated corrective measures that include
recoveries.

49. In indirect management, an ex ante pillar assessment provides assurance that the Commission
can rely on the systems, rules and procedures of the entrusted entity, as they are deemed equivalent
to the ones used by the Commission. These systems, rules and procedures guarantee the protection
of the financial interests of the Union. Therefore, under this management mode, the Commission is
not required to be in a position to systematically check costs declared by sub-grantee NGOs.

The Commission actively monitors the implementation of projects and may, where deemed
necessary, conduct the necessary financial checks. In accordance with the Annex to the FAFA
concluded with the UN, the Commission may:

- Request the UN to make available all financial information concerning a project;
- Conduct checks, including on-the-spot checks, related to the EU-funded operations.

50. There is a warning system (through ABAC) regarding economic operators excluded or subject
to financial penalty (EDES).

52.



First indent: This is not required by the Financial Regulation. For most of the projects, the payments
are spread over several years (and an annual publication like the FTS would not give a clear picture
of actual payments).

Second indent: The NGO “flag” is a non-mandatory field stored in the legal entity record. However,
it is consistently only used if the organisation is NFPO, private and declared it, and reported
accordingly in the FTS.

Third indent: The identity of entities receiving funding through sub-granting is not publicised but
they can be identified in the reporting of the entity which provided the sub-granting, unless such
disclosure would represent a serious risk in respect of integrity and confidentiality or an actual
threat (e.g. human rights activists).

53. DEVCO templates for grant contract and budget do not foresee a breakdown per implementing
partner as the lead applicant retains full responsibility and accountability for the management of all
funds pooled for a given action (EU contribution and other contributions). However, budgetary
breakdowns between partners are in some cases reflected in the budgets and sometimes detailed per
budget heading or activities in the description of the proposal. Financial allocations may also be
detailed in the Memorandum of Understanding signed by the implementing partners.

DG ECHO considers that it fully conforms to the requirements of FTS, as well as to those of the
FPA and the Financial Regulation. Under the FTS there is no obligation to report beyond the FPA
partner.

54. Controls and corrective actions are intended for projects 14 and 15.The FTS is indeed not
designed to follow up geographical locations as this would not be cost efficient.

59. The Commission is committed to strengthen a results-based culture and aims to enhance its
capacity to communicate the impact of EU assistance to the citizens. Information on results of our
intervention is available to the public as part of our commitments towards the International Aid
Transparency Initiative (IATI), which apply to all external action instruments.

The Commission started to publish IATI data on EU Trust Funds in October 2017 and data on
results as of November 2017. Results are also included in the “Annual Report on the
implementation of the European Union’s instruments for financing external actions”.

60. The contracted amounts of the audited projects do not appear because DGs DEVCO and NEAR
publish at two hierarchy levels where commitments are published at the level of financing decisions
and disbursements are published at the level of contracts.

At the time of the audit, DG ECHO did not publish real payment transactions but estimated
payments. Since then, this has been changed and real payments are now published.

Box 8 — Examples of errors found in data published in the IATI d-portal

For project 15, corrective action has already taken place through a technical rider to modify the
contracted amount.

62. The Commission would like to highlight that the obligations related to transparency imposed on
the entities entrusted with the implementation of the Union budget under indirect management are
outlined in the agreements concluded with these entities for each action implemented.

Under the templates applicable at the time of the audit the relevant rules differ, depending on
whether the Union is the only donor or whether other donors contribute to the project as well:

- where the Union is the only donor, the UN body is required to publish information relating to its
contractors and grant beneficiaries on an annual basis. Moreover, for every completed project, the



financial report has to include the exact link to the webpage where information on contractors and
grant beneficiaries is available.

- for multi-donor actions, the publication of information on contractors and grant recipients must
follow the rules of the International Organisation.

The obligation of publication is one of the elements that can be checked by the Commission in its
monitoring of projects.

In indirect management, an additional verification of the publication by the Commission would not
be justified.

Box 9 — Examples of UN bodies not publishing information on EU funds sub-granted to NGOs
The Commission refers to its reply to paragraph 62.
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

64. The Commission considers that its funding is sufficiently transparent and that NGOs should not
be singled out as a particular category of beneficiaries.

In the treatment of applications, provided the applicants comply with the eligibility criteria, the
focus of the Commission is on the project description and whether it matches the programme
objectives and how it could contribute to their achievements. As recording the NGO status is not a
legal requirement and as NGOs do not have a legal definition, the accounting system does not
record funds specifically channelled to the NGO sector.

65. The recording of the NGO status of beneficiaries in the Commission accounting system is not
mandatory, given the absence of legal grounds for treating NGOs differently to other beneficiaries
and in the absence of a common NGO definition. In addition, no financial transparency requirement
specifically mentions that reporting on NGO funding is required.

Therefore the Commission considers that the classification done in its accounting system cannot be
considered as unreliable.

Recommendation 1 — Improve the reliability of information on NGOs
The Commission does not accept this recommendation.

The Commission wishes to be fully transparent on beneficiaries of EU funds, within the limitations
set by the current regulatory framework. However, while the term “NGO” is widely used, it has no
generally accepted definition either at the international level®, or at EU level. This is the reason why
the Commission has, on its own initiative, developed a system whereby organisations declare
themselves as NGOs, under the pre-requisite that the legal entity concerned is flagged as both a
private and not-for-profit organisation. Although it may result in different groups of recipients than
what stems from concepts applied at national level, the Commission prefers to follow this prudent
approach, which is based on objective and verifiable criteria. The Commission considers that any
further criteria would require an EU level harmonisation of the concept of NGO which should be
agreed by the legislator. A cross-country analysis of the legal framework of NGOs in six European

3 International organisations use different definitions. For instance, the United Nations (UN) describes an NGO as any “not-for-

profit, voluntary citizens’ group that is organized at a local, national or international level”
(https://outreach.un.org/ngorelations/content/about-us-0).



https://outreach.un.org/ngorelations/content/about-us-0

and non-European jurisdictions indicates diverse understandings and designations of “NGO”
between countries, and this suggests that harmonisation of the concept may be problematic.*

68. The Commission departments use the flexibility included in the Financial Regulation to deliver
aid in various ways.

The rules outlined under the previous FR (Article 137) concerning the provision of financial support
to third parties allowed for exceptions (e.g. the possibility to exceed the amount of EUR 60 000 in
cases where the financial support is the primary aim of the action). Therefore, their application in a
specific context, such as the one of humanitarian aid, could result in differing practices between the
services, which do not however imply an incorrect application of the rules and procedures.

When providing aid through financial support to third parties, specific operational contexts, such as
humanitarian aid, are now acknowledged in the new Financial Regulation, which includes under
Avrticle 204(last sentence) that “this threshold may be exceeded where achieving the objectives of
the actions would otherwise be impossible or overly difficult™.

In addition, the Financial Regulation does not define the number of implementation layers.
Recommendation 2 — Check the application of rules for sub-granting

The Commission accepts this recommendation.

(a) The Commission accepts this recommendation.

The Commission considers that the changes introduced in the new Financial Regulation will ensure
the consistent application of rules regarding sub-granting.

(b) The Commission accepts this recommendation.

The Commission actively monitors the implementation of projects and may conduct the necessary
checks on the selection of UN implementing partners in accordance with the relevant legal
framework.

Furthermore, under indirect management, ex ante pillar assessments provide assurance to the
Commission that it can rely on the systems, rules and procedures of the entrusted entity (including
rules and procedures on providing financing to third parties, e.g. through sub-granting and
procurement)(see Article 154 of the new Financial Regulation), as they are deemed equivalent to
the ones used by the Commission. If assessed positively, these systems, rules and procedures
guarantee the protection of the financial interests of the Union.

71. The Commission refers to its answers in paragraphs 43 and 44.

The Commission would like to point out that it actively monitors the implementation of projects
and conducts the necessary financial checks. In accordance with the relevant legal framework the
Commission may:

- Request the beneficiaries to make available all financial information concerning a project;
- Conduct checks, including on-the-spot checks, related to the EU-funded operations.
Recommendation 3 — Improve information on funds implemented by NGOs

The Commission accepts this recommendation

European Parliament, Directorate-General for internal policies, Policy Department D: budgetary affairs, study « Democratic
Accountability and Budgetary Control of Non-Governmental Organisations funded by the EU Budget”, 17 November 2016



(a) The Commission accepts this recommendation.

The different grant management systems reflect the specificities of set up for the different policies,
including the modalities of contracting.

For external relations, this will depend on the features of OPSYS. In certain policy areas (e.g.
research), this is already done.

(b) The Commission accepts this recommendation.

For external relations, this will depend on the features of OPSYS. In certain policy areas (e.g.
research), this is already done.

(c) The Commission accepts this recommendation

The Commission actively monitors the implementation of projects and may, where deemed
necessary, conduct the necessary checks in accordance with the relevant
delegation/contribution/financing agreement and the Financial and Administrative Framework
Agreement (FAFA) concluded with the UN.

In accordance with these agreements, the execution of the delegation/contribution/financing
agreement and the obligations contained therein, including on costs, may be subject to scrutiny of
the Commission, or any of its authorised representatives.

Furthermore, in indirect management, an ex ante pillar assessment provides assurance that the
Commission can rely on the systems, rules and procedures of the entrusted entity, as they are
deemed equivalent to the ones used by the Commission. These systems, rules and procedures
guarantee the protection of the financial interests of the Union.

Recommendation 4 — Standardise and improve accuracy of information published
The Commission accepts the recommendation

(a) The Commission accepts this recommendation.

(b) The Commission accepts this recommendation.

(c) The Commission accepts this recommendation.

The Commission actively monitors the implementation of projects and may conduct the necessary
checks on the fulfillment of UN bodies of the disclosure obligations, in accordance with the relevant
legal framework.
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Nevladni organizace jsou pfi realizaci programa dualezitymi
aktéry. V obdobi 2014-2017 pfijala Komise zavazky k
odhadem 11,3 miliardy EUR, za jejichz plnéni v mnoha
rdznych oblastech politiky odpovidaly nevladni
organizace. V ramci naseho auditu jsme provérovali
transparentnost prostredkd EU provadénych nevladnimi
organizacemi se zvlastnim diirazem na vnéjsi ¢innosti jako
na nejvétsi oblast politiky, kde prostiedky EU provadéji
nevladni organizace. Zjistili jsme, Ze zplisob, jakym Komise
ve svych systémech identifikuje subjekty jako nevladni
organizace, neni spolehlivy. Vybér projekti vedenych
nevladnimi organizacemi, jak jej realizuje Komise, jsme
posoudili jako obecné transparentni. U nékterych
kontrolovanych subjektti OSN vsak vybérova fizeni pro
nevladni organizace transparentni nebyla. Komise ne vzdy
shromazduje a kontroluje ucelené informace o viech
podporovanych nevladnich organizacich. Informace o
prostiedcich EU, za jejichz plnéni odpovidaji nevladni
organizace, se zverejnuji v nékolika systémech,
zverejnované informace jsou vsak omezené. Dospéli jsme
k zavéru, ze Komise nebyla, pokud jde o provadéni
prostiedkd EU nevladnimi organizacemi, dostatecné
transparentni a Ze je potreba dalsiho usili, aby se tato
situace zlepsila. Dale vyjadfujeme fadu doporuceni, jejichz
cilem je transparentnost prostiedkii EU provadénych
nevladnimi organizacemi zlepsit.
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