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(1) Context - CoI and ESI Funds

• Focus on ERDF and ESF


• CoI as affecting the partnership arrangements (Monitoring 
Committees, selection etc.) - Art. 5.3 CPR / Commission 
Delegated Regulation 240/2014 on the European code of 
conduct on partnership in the framework of the European 
Structural and Investment Funds
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Title

Conflicts of interest

public procurement
Monitoring 

Committees / 
Partnership

Joint Anti-Fraud Strategy 2015-2020, ERDF, CF, ESF, FEAD, EGF, EUSF and 
EMFF (2015) ✔

Identifying conflicts of interests in the Agricultural Sector, A practical guide for 
funds managers (2015) ✔

Fraud Risk Assessment and Effective and Proportionate Anti-Fraud Measures 
(2014) ✔ ✔

Guidelines for national anti-fraud strategies for European Structural and 
Investment Funds (ESIF) (2014) ✔ ✔

Identifying conflicts of interests in public procurement procedures for structural 
actions, A practical guide for managers (2013) ✔

Detection of forged documents in the field of structural actions, A practical 
guide for managing authorities (2013)

Joint Anti-Fraud Strategy for ERDF, ESF, CF and EFF 2012-2013 (2012) ✔

Compendium of anonymised cases, Structural Actions (2011) ✔ ✔

Handbook, The role of Member States' auditors in fraud prevention and 
detection, for EU Structural and Investment Funds, Experience and practice in 
the Member States

✔

Joint Anti-Fraud Strategy for ERDF, ESF, CF and EFF 2010-2011
Information Note on Fraud Indicators for ERDF, ESF and CF (2009) ✔

(1) Context - CoI and ESI Funds
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2) Effectiveness: general remarks

• EU Member States face ever new forms of CoI challenges and value-conflicts


• As a response, we observe a proliferation of laws, rules, standards, codes and rules of 
procedures; Most Monitoring Committees address CoI in rules of procedures


• Rules and standards are not only becoming more numerous (and fragmented) but also more 
detailed, stricter and specific and cover ever more issues in CoI policies, e.g. post-
employment


• Slow trend away from the adoption of symbolic CoI policies towards a better implementation 
of policies through disclosure policies and the implementation of registers of interests (with 
little evidence on costs and burdens so far)


• The EU and other International Organisations are offering impressive and useful toolboxes and 
guidelines for implementation


• Overall: The management of CoI seems to transform over time and becomes more systematic, 
specialised, professionalised and institutionalised

5



2) Effectiveness: critical issues

• Because of the proliferation of rules and stricter policies, more rules and standards are being 

violated; This again allows for ever more political stigmatisation, scandal (and also fake-) 
reporting and generates ever new forms of public distrust


• The more rules and policies, the better monitoring, implementation and enforcement is 
required; However, capacity building is still a critical issue


• Since CoI is a distrust policy, more rules and policies are not necessarily needed in all 
countries in the same way


• In Monitoring Committees, CoI rules and policies exist, but there is a lack of awareness of 
CoI challenges, a lack of ethical leadership (chairpersons do not discuss CoI issues) and a 
high level of toleration for CoI


• Overall, the issue of CoI is underestimated in Monitoring Committees
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2) Effectiveness: Specific challenge - lack of data, 
too little monitoring and lack of evidence on 
developments of CoI

• Overall, there is very little existing empirical data on the number of CoI 

and the CoI dimension as such, on the EU level and on the national level


• Overall, countries are eager to measure and monitor corruption, fraud 
and – increasingly – the effectiveness of integrity policies, but not 
developments in the field of CoI


• Thus: There is no monitoring of CoI as regards the implementation of 
community funds. We believe that monitoring and reporting on CoI is of 
utmost importance
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2) Effectiveness: CoI policies from the public policy 
cycle perspective 

policy 
evaluation

agenda setting
policy 

formulation

policy implementation
evaluating
monitoring

identifying issues
setting policy objectives

implementation strategy
allocating resources

identifying options
analysing options
choosing methods

consulting
coordinating

deciding

focus of present 
CoI policy
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2) Effectiveness of Codes of Ethics – Still many open 
questions

• Mostly, codes are adopted and then ‘forgotten’: Who should be involved in the drafting 

and cultivating of codes? How to make codes living documents?


• Do they guide behaviour? Do codes have an educational effect? Are codes effective – only 
for those who are already ethically motivated? 


• Do they influence organisational culture? What kind of leadership and org. culture is 
needed to support the long term effectiveness of codes?


• Could it be that certain type of codes fit better to certain cultures, countries, institutions, 
sectors and people than others? Do you know of any best-practices that exist in the field?


• What are the managerial costs of effective codes, e.g. personnel, HRM and leadership 
costs? Are codes an administrative burden for HR departments, leaders, employees?
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2) Effectiveness: Self-regulation and monitoring of CoI in 
Monitoring Committees

• Most MC manage CoI on their own; there is no external ‘autonomous’ monitoring of CoI in 

committees


• Increasingly, any form of self-regulation and self-management causes suspicion; This also 
relates to the MC


• Many MC are not (fully) transparent as regards the management of CoI in committee 
proceedings; Mostly, CoI are not discussed, and RoP not enforced; We suggest that 
protocols of meetings and voting behaviour should be published


• Lack of ethical leadership: Often, the chairperson does not discuss CoI, for many reasons 
(mostly, simply because of a lack of awareness of the importance of CoI); Here, ethical 
leadership is important; Chairpersons need to be made aware of CoI and better trained


• We also suggest to use existing institutions/bodies (ombudsmen, integrity officers, 
independent CoI commissions) with the monitoring of CoI in committees
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2) Effectiveness: Implementation and 
institutionalisation of CoI in committees

• A certain disinterest and no priority given to the issue of CoI in the 

discussions (why discuss a complicated, delicate and complex topic 
in a committee by non-experts?, time consuming issue)


• CoI can not be effectively managed by a focus on classical 
compliance and value based tools and instruments. There needs to be 
effort to address underlying psychological biases; Generally, members 
of committees seem to tolerate CoI, underestimate the existence of 
CoI as such, and overestimate their ability to manage CoI
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2) Effectiveness: Conclusions

• CoI is an increasingly regulated policy. There is also a shift to better 

implementation of CoI policies


• At the same time, CoI can not be effectively managed by a focus on classical 
tools and instruments


• As it seems, the increase in complexity in society correlates with the increase 
in complexity of moral, ethics and CoI as such


• CoI policies are a ‘plug-in policy’ that fills the gap that other policies and 
governance logics produce, which, again, create ever new CoI


• In the field of EU-funds, the next step should be on better monitoring, 
leadership and awareness raising
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(3) Good practices (EEA / NO Grants)

• Proactive and inclusive approach: external assessment of risks and level of exposure;  addressing of 

identified weaknesses of the control system a priori


• Strengthening of the complaint mechanisms to anticipate risks and prevent fraud and malpractice, and 
putting in place a whistleblower policy


• Track record of all deviations from standard procedures and risks that may have a negative impact on 
activities during the whole programme cycle, in an irregularity reporting system


• Internal review of cases of suspected irregularities combined with independent auditing and programme 
evaluation, including the procedures relating to ex-ante and ex-post verification


• Enhanced monitoring and oversight of programmes, including close cooperation of partners as well as 
regular meetings and reporting on progress


• Regular on-site monitoring of projects and targeted enquiries based on interest declarations (with a 
special focus on ‘high risk’ areas, such as procurement or pre-determined programmes)


• Inclusive approach: bottom-up development of innovative instruments for identifying and mitigating CoI 
in close consultation with National Focal Points
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(4) Recommendations

1. Mandating a risk manager or integrity officer for programmes or sectors, following-up the entire project cycle 

in the fund management from selection to evaluation


2. Public disclosure of significant business or financial interests of members of selection and monitoring 
committees in a publicly accessible register or database


3. Disclosure of CoI in all internal or external presentations on the project progress or results


4. Raise awareness for nature and potential impact of CoI among all stakeholders, as well as of the 
consequences for breach of procedures


5. Systematically include sections on CoI in all protocols on monitoring, reporting and evaluation proceedings; 
where appropriate, review of reports and protocols by independent reviewers


6. Integrity-focus: Enable proactive compliance culture to exclude interferences that could affect significant 
business or financial interest;


7. Central reporting and follow-up of detected deviations from standard operating procedures in a publicly 
accessible ‘irregularity register’ (also as a soft tool for ‘nudging’ or ‘naming and shaming’, but also to 
document how reported irregularity cases have been dealt with and encourage ethical leadership)


8. Systematically involve CoI and ethics experts in the design and implementation of CoI policies, 
implementation and training
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Polish case
• based on information from 12 managing 

authorities at the national and regional 
level (marshall’s offices of voivodeships);

• various anti-CoI measures dedicated to 
employees of the authorities, intermediate 
and implementing bodies, beneficiaries, 
external experts, members of monitoring 
committees, contractors;

• usually imposed within Operational 
Programme by one general strategy on 
how to counteract fraud risks;

• interviewees considered the COI 
prevention in their authorities good enough 
due to a lack of CoI cases detected there in 
spite of whistleblowing schemes, regular 
controls, audits and monitoring activities;

• BUT effectiveness of CoI policies is de 
facto unverified: no regular data, no 
empirical analysis, no assessments of anti-
CoI measures themselves;

-> a risk of „window dressing”..?

national 
law

adaptation of the 
EU guideline – 

overall 
strategies 

against fraud

internal 
regulations

sources of anti-CoI 
measures in Polish 

managing 
authorities 15



Thank you

Christoph Demmke, demmke@outlook.de


Thomas Henökl, Thomas.Henoekl@die-gdi.de


Marcin Waszak, marcin.waszak4@gmail.com


Mike Beke, mbeke@blomeyer.eu


Roland Blomeyer, rblomeyer@blomeyer.eu / www.blomeyer.eu

16

mailto:rblomeyer@blomeyer.eu?subject=

