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Methodology for selecting partner progress reports for verification
1. The FLC applies this Methodology without no changes thereto, unless the changes were prepared ex-ante and in writing on national level and provided to FLC. 
2. Unless decided otherwise on national/institution level, it is recommended the FLC decides on the type of verification of partner progress report immediately after receiving a partner progress report. The FLC follows point 3 or conducts a risk analysis in order to determine the type of verification to which the  report will be subjected: limited verification or full-scope verification.
3. The FLC refrains from carrying out risk analysis for following types of partners progress reports, and attributes them to limited verification: 
a) reports with no expenditures (so called descriptive progress reports), 
b) reports containing only preparatory costs, provided that they settled as lump sum[footnoteRef:2],  [2:  Refers to first progress reports containing only preparatory costs and so called 0-report ( referred to in Chapter 3.1 of Programme Manual). ] 

c) reports which include only a lump sum (other than for preparatory costs) , 
d) reports for seed money projects, provided they are settled with simplified cost options. 

4. All the other partner progress reports are subject to the risk analysis along the risk factor defined in this Methodology. 
5. Partner progress reports for which the score in the risk analysis is equal or above  1,9 are subject to full-scope verification. The FLC may stop the risk analysis once the score accounts for 1,9 points. 
6. The FLC repeats the risk analysis only if, as a result of clarifications/corrections, the value of the originally non-risky payment claim submitted by the beneficiary increases, or if the number of categories of actual costs increases.


I. Factors for risk analysis:

1. Partner Progress Report (PPR) value, ERDF, EUR(35%)

PPR  < 8 000 EUR – 1 points
8 000 ≤  PPR  < 12 000 EUR – 2 points
12 000 ≤ PPR  < 20 000 EUR – 3 points
PPR ≥ 20 000 EUR – 4 points


2. Real cost categories in PPR(30%)

1 real cost category in PPR  – 2 points
2 real costs categories in PPR – 3 points
3 or more real cost categories in PPR – 4 points 


3. Irregularities (including those found and reduced in PPRs) in the partner's part of the project determined in connection with previous controls (summed over the entire project implementation period for a given partner from controls conducted by the controller – administrative and on-the-spot and from external audits) (15%)
Total ≤ EUR 250 – 1 point
EUR 250 < total ≤ EUR 1,000 – 2 points
EUR 1,000 < total ≤ EUR 10,000 – 3 points
Total > EUR 10,000 – 4 points

4. Controller's evaluation from cooperation with the partner (also from other projects). Based on the past implementation of Interreg projects and the quality of partner progress reports presented so far, the controller assesses the probability of errors in documentation and project implementation as (20%)
low (e.g., partner has submitted previous partner reports on time, low number of errors and/or deficiencies in documentation –only formal deficiencies, meeting deadlines for submission of clarification supplements or the next version of the progress reports, ongoing contact and informing the controller of any delays agreed with the JS or lead partner) – 1 point
medium (e.g. formal errors in the partner progress reports, low number of substantive errors, need to correct value of partner progress reports during their verification (mathematical mistakes), occasional delays in submitting progress reports and explanations thereto, controller has no experience in cooperating with the project partner) – 2 points
high (e.g. including problems with contacting people in charge of the project, frequent delays in submitting partner progress reports and explanations, large number of formal and substantive errors, significant value of corrections made in previous progress reports during the verification process/presenting by partner ineligible expenditures in previous progress reports, repetitive mistakes) – 3 points
very high (e.g. delays in submitting partner progress report endangering the timely implementation of the project, cooperation which prevents the controller to execute verification of the report within set deadlines, for example no submitting documents and/or explanations on controller’s request, or submitting incomplete documents/information, significant value of corrections made in previous progress reports during the verification process/presenting by partner ineligible expenditures in previous progress reports, repetitive mistakes) – 4 points
Results of risk analysis
	Factors
	PPR value, ERDF, EUR
	Real cost categories in the PPR
	
	Value of project irregularities
	Controller's assessment of cooperation with the beneficiary
	Result
(points)


	Points
	1-4
	2-4
	
	1-4
	1-4
	Ʃ (factor size x weight)

	Weight
	0,35
	0,30
	
	0,15
	0,20
	1

	Minimum score
	0,35
	0,6
	
	0,15
	0,2
	1,3

	Maximum score
	1,4
	1,2
	
	0,6
	0,8
	4





	
	
	



