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I. [bookmark: _Toc221604689]INTRODUCTION
[bookmark: _Toc221530761][bookmark: _Toc221531334][bookmark: _Toc221531873][bookmark: _Toc221532159]The Directorate for the Suppression of Irregularities and Fraud (AFCOS Office) is currently in the initial phase of drafting a new Strategy for Combating Fraud and Managing Irregularities for the Protection of the Financial Interests of the European Union for the period 2025–2028 (hereinafter: the “Strategy”). The Strategy will be developed in accordance with the Methodology for Policy Development, Drafting and Monitoring the Implementation of Strategic Documents and the Guidelines for the Preparation of Strategic Documents of the General Secretariat of the Government, as well as with the Guidelines for the Preparation of National Anti-Fraud Strategies issued by the European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF).
[bookmark: _Toc221530762][bookmark: _Toc221531335][bookmark: _Toc221531874][bookmark: _Toc221532160]EU legislation defines fraud as an intentional act or omission which is, or could be, detrimental to the EU budget. The fight against fraud and all other illegal activities (such as corruption) affecting the financial interests of the European Union represents a shared responsibility of all EU Member States and candidate countries. Consequently, in all relevant documents, the European Commission places strong emphasis on the need to introduce effective and proportionate anti-fraud measures, taking into account identified risks, during the implementation of projects financed from EU funds, including funds under the Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA). IPA funds represent pre-accession assistance granted by the European Commission to candidate countries in order to support the implementation of political, institutional, economic and social reforms necessary for EU membership.
[bookmark: _Toc221531336][bookmark: _Toc221531875][bookmark: _Toc221532161]Risk analyses, together with statistical analyses of the number of reported irregularities and fraud cases arising during the implementation of projects financed from EU funds, constitute the foundation for the development of any national anti-fraud strategy. In this context, the Directorate for the Suppression of Irregularities and Fraud (AFCOS Office) has prepared the Risk Analysis of Fraud with a Statistical Analysis of Cases of Irregularities in the Context of the Implementation of Projects Financed by IPA Funds (hereinafter: the “Analysis”), which is presented in detail below.
[bookmark: _Toc221531337][bookmark: _Toc221531876][bookmark: _Toc221532162]This Analysis provides insight into the effectiveness of the financial management and control system within the IPA structures and identifies areas that require additional attention and corrective measures. It also enables continuous monitoring of the performance and effectiveness of control mechanisms in order to ensure that EU funds are used in a transparent, accountable and efficient manner. Statistical analysis is of essential importance for risk assessment and for directing resources towards areas that require the greatest attention with regard to the protection of the financial interests of the European Union.
[bookmark: _Toc221531338][bookmark: _Toc221531877][bookmark: _Toc221532163]The present document will enable the Directorate for the Suppression of Irregularities and Fraud / AFCOS Office, together with representatives of the Coordination Body for Monitoring and Managing the Policy of Prevention and Combating Irregularities for the Protection of the Financial Interests of the European Union (AFCOS Network), to prepare the forthcoming Strategy.

II. [bookmark: _Toc221604690]STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF CASES OF IRREGULARITIES REPORTED THROUGH THE IMS SOFTWARE
The AFCOS Office conducted a statistical analysis of cases of irregularities reported through the IMS software. The analysis was carried out based on the following criteria: 
· the total number of reported irregularities by financial periods and components; 
· the financial impact of reported irregularities and the rate of financial impact; 
· institutions that detected irregularities; 
· periods during which controls were carried out; 
· reasons for conducting controls; 
· types and methods of controls;
· types of irregularities; 
· amounts recovered from the state budget; 
· beneficiaries or perpetrators of: irregularities;
· the time period between detection and reporting; 
· the number of irregularities resulting from administrative or accounting errors; 
· the number of anonymous reports and reports from external sources; 
· and the total number of reported fraud cases 

[bookmark: _Toc221531339][bookmark: _Toc221532165]1Total Number of Irregularities Reported by Financial Periods and Components
Since reporting through the IMS system was introduced in 2018, a total of 77 irregularities have been reported to OLAF. The irregularities recorded by components are as follows:
The total number of irregularities reported through the IMS to the European Commission under Component III – Regional Development is 20 (representing 26% of the total number of reported irregularities), with a total financial value of EUR 664,695.85. (REGD)
The total number of irregularities reported through the IMS to the European Commission under Component IV – Human Resources Development is 21 (representing 28% of the total number of reported irregularities), with a total amount of EUR 30,569.00. (HRD)
The total number of irregularities reported through the IMS to the European Commission under the IPARD II programme is 24 (representing 31% of the total number of reported irregularities), with a total amount of EUR 843,003.87. (IPARD)
Under the Cross-Border Bilateral Cooperation Programme between Montenegro and Kosovo, only one irregularity was reported through the IMS (representing 1% of the total number of reported irregularities), with a financial value of EUR 4,629.40. (CG–KOS)
Under the Cross-Border Bilateral Cooperation Programme between Montenegro and Albania, a small number of irregularities were also reported through the IMS (two cases – 3%). The total amount related to these two cases is EUR 12,254.16. (CG–ALB)
Under the Annual Action Programmes (CAP 2014 and CAP 2016), two cases of irregularities were reported (representing 3% of the total number of reported irregularities). These cases were reported in the IMS under the Transition Assistance and Institution Building (TAIB) fund, with a total amount of EUR 5,765.00. For one of these two cases, there were no financial consequences (the funds were not paid to the beneficiary), as the irregularity was detected and reported during the pre-tender phase. (CAP)
The total number of irregularities reported through the IMS to the European Commission under the SOPEES programme (Sectoral Operational Programme for Employment, Education and Social Policies 2015–2017) is 6 (representing 8% of the total number of reported irregularities), with a total amount of EUR 406,145.60. (SOPEES)

Under the third financial perspective (2021–2027) – IPA III, one irregularity has been detected and reported to date.
For clarity, the above information may also be presented graphically.

[bookmark: _Toc221531340][bookmark: _Toc221532166]Figure No. 1: Total Number of Reported Irregularities by Financial Periods and Components 






Table No. 1: Number of Reported Irregularities by Financial Periods and Components
	         Fund/

period
	HRD
	REG
	TAIB/CAP
	IPARD
	SOPEES
	CBC MNE-Alb
	CBC MNE-Kos
	Total

	IPA I
	21
	20
	/
	/
	/
	
	/
	41

	IPA II
	/
	/
	2
	24
	6
	2
	1
	35

	IPA III
	/
	1
	/
	/
	/
	/
	/
	1

	
	TOTAL:
	77



Figure No. 2: Number of Reported Irregularities by Financial Periods and Components
 
[bookmark: _Toc168053473]
Based on the presented data, it can be concluded that Montenegro has established a solid audit trail and database with regard to the protection of the financial interests of the European Union, as well as a mechanism for controlling the use of funds spent from pre-accession assistance. However, further improvements in this area are necessary, particularly when taking into account the number of irregularities reported by countries in the region during the same reporting period, which is relatively higher compared to Montenegro.

[bookmark: _Toc221531341][bookmark: _Toc221532167]2) Financial Impact of Reported Irregularities and the Rate of Financial Impact

Regional Development – The total value of the Operational Programme amounts to EUR 26,169,624.00, with funding allocated at 85% from IPA funds and 15% from national co-financing. Accordingly, IPA funds amount to EUR 22,235,679.00, while national co-financing amounts to EUR 3,923,947.00.
With regard to funds actually spent and paid to beneficiaries, the amount paid from EU funds totals EUR 16,702,380.91, while the national contribution paid from the state budget amounts to EUR 3,923,947.00. The total amount spent through project implementation therefore amounts to EUR 20,626,327.91.
	Stopa nepravilnosti:  x 100% ≈ 0,0322 x 100% ≈ 3.22%


Human Resources Development – The total value of the Operational Programme amounts to EUR 5,803,344.00, with funding allocated at 85% from IPA funds and 15% from national co-financing. Accordingly, IPA funds amount to EUR 4,932,839.00, while national co-financing amounts to EUR 870,505.00.
With regard to funds actually spent and paid to beneficiaries, the amount paid from EU funds totals EUR 4,041,130.23, while the national contribution paid from the state budget amounts to EUR 870,505.00. The total amount spent through project implementation therefore amounts to EUR 4,911,635.23.
	Stopa nepravilnosti:  x 100% ≈ 0.0889 x 100% ≈ 8.89%


IPARD – Through the implementation of the IPARD II programme, a total of EUR 49,678,029.73 in non-repayable funds was made available to Montenegrin farmers, of which EU funds account for EUR 37,264,404.65, while national co-financing amounts to EUR 12,413,625.08.
	Stopa nepravilnosti:  x 100% ≈ 0,0316 x 100% ≈ 3,16%



Montenegro – Kosovo – For the Cross-Border Bilateral Cooperation Programme with Kosovo, a total amount of EUR 7,560,000.00 has been allocated since 2014, of which EUR 6,818,147.82 has been spent. As previously stated, only one irregularity was detected and reported, with a financial impact of EUR 4,629.40.
	Stopa nepravilnosti:  x 100% ≈ 0,00068 x 100% ≈ 0,068%


Montenegro – Albania – For the Cross-Border Bilateral Cooperation Programme with Albania, a total amount of EUR 10,710,000.00 has been allocated, of which EUR 9,352,997.72 has been spent. As indicated, two irregularities were detected and reported, with a total financial amount of EUR 12,254.16.
	Stopa nepravilnosti:  x 100% ≈ 0,00131 x 100% ≈ 0,131%


Annual Action Programmes (CAP) – For the Annual Action Programmes covering the period 2014–2020, a total amount of EUR 108,026,344.31 was allocated, of which EUR 71,841,524.44 was spent. Through the IMS system, two cases of irregularities were reported (CAP 2014 and CAP 2016), with a total amount of EUR 5,765.00. For one of these two cases, there were no financial consequences (the funds were not paid to the beneficiary), as the irregularity was detected and reported during the pre-tender phase.
	Stopa nepravilnosti:  x 100% ≈ 0.000080 x 100% ≈ 0.008%


SOPEES – For the Sectoral Operational Programme for Employment, Education and Social Policies 2015–2017, a total amount of EUR 18,000,000.00 was allocated, of which EUR 15,300,000.00 was spent. Under this programme, six irregularities were reported, with a total financial amount of EUR 406,145.60.
	Stopa nepravilnosti:  x 100% ≈ 0.0265 x 100% ≈ 2.65%


For the third financial perspective, it is still too early to draw conclusions, as implementation began on 1 January 2021, and by the time this Analysis was prepared, only one irregularity had been reported.
Figure No. 3: Financial Impact of Irregularities by Components
Figure No. 4: Rate of Financial Impact of Irregularities by Financial Periods

Based on the presented data, it can be concluded that the rate of financial impact of irregularities reported by Montenegrin institutions to the European Commission and OLAF is very low (with the exception of the Human Resources Development component). This suggests that there may be potential irregularities that have not yet been detected or reported, or that the irregularities which were reported had a low financial impact. This implies that Montenegrin institutions responsible for the financial management and control of IPA funds have significant room for improvement in this area.

[bookmark: _Toc221531342][bookmark: _Toc221532168]3) Institutions That Detected / Identified Irregularities

When classifying irregularities according to the criterion of which institution detected or identified them, it should be emphasised that the implementation agencies (the Directorate for Financing and Contracting of EU Assistance Funds – CFCU, the Administration for Capital Projects – ACP, and the IPARD Agency) are responsible for reporting irregularities, while other institutions (such as the Audit Authority – AA) may detect irregularities in the course of their day-to-day activities.
This can also be illustrated by the following graph.
Figure No. 5: Institutions That Detected/Reported Irregularities[image: ]

Regional Development – Out of the total number of irregularities (20), half (10) were detected by the Audit Authority, while the remaining cases were identified by the Administration for Capital Projects, most often through ex post controls and document checks.
Human Resources Development – Out of the total number of irregularities (21), three (3) were detected by the Audit Authority, while the remaining 18 were identified by the Implementation Agency (CFCU), most often through document checks.
IPARD – Out of the total number of irregularities (24), slightly more than half (13) were detected by the Audit Authority, while the remaining 11 were identified by the IPARD Agency, most often through on-the-spot checks.
Annual Action Programmes (CAP) – Out of the total number of irregularities (2), one irregularity was detected by the CFCU, and the other by the Administration for Capital Projects.
Montenegro – Kosovo – The only irregularity reported under this programme was detected by the CFCU.
Montenegro – Albania – Out of the total number of irregularities (2), one irregularity was detected by the CFCU, and the other by the Audit Authority.
Sectoral Operational Programme for Employment, Education and Social Policies 2015–2017 (SOPEES) – Out of the total number of irregularities (6), the Administration for Capital Projects identified one case, while the CFCU identified five cases. For two of the six identified irregularities, the information that led to the detection originated from so-called “third parties” (the EU Delegation and complaints submitted by rejected applicants).
IPA III – The only irregularity reported under this programme was detected by the CFCU.
The above information may also be presented graphically.
Figure No. 6: Number of Identified Irregularities by Financial Periods and Components, by Detecting Institution

Table No. 2: Number of Identified Irregularities by Financial Periods and Components, by Institution which detect it
	Ko je utvrdio nepravilnost
	RT
	CFCU
	UKP
	IPARD
	UKUPNO

	Razdoblje/program
	
	
	
	
	

	REGD
	10
	10
	/
	/
	20

	HRD
	3
	18
	/
	/
	21

	IPARD
	13
	/
	/
	11
	24

	CAP
	/
	1
	1
	/
	2

	CG-KOS
	/
	1
	/
	/
	1

	CG-ALB
	1
	1
	/
	/
	2

	SOPEES
	/
	5
	1
	/
	6

	IPA III
	/
	/
	1
	/
	1

	UKUPNO
	
	77



The above data show that the Audit Authority detected almost half of the total number of identified irregularities, which leads to the conclusion that existing controls were not sufficiently effective in preventing and detecting irregularities. This indicates the need to strengthen the control systems of the implementation agencies.

[bookmark: _Toc221531343][bookmark: _Toc221532169]4) Period During Which Controls Were Carried Out and Irregularities Identified

The fourth criterion used to classify irregularities is the period during which the control that detected and reported the irregularity was carried out, i.e. whether the control was conducted before or after the payment of funds to the beneficiary.
The following graph presents data for three different categories (IPA I, IPA II and IPA III) across three different stages: before payment to the beneficiary, after payment, and both before and after payment. Irregularities may be detected at different stages, depending on when they are identified—prior to the actual payment to the beneficiary, after the payment has been made for delivered services or completed works, or during both periods.
The graph illustrates the frequency of irregularities detected at different stages of the payment process. Based on the data, it can be concluded that the largest number of irregularities were detected after payments had already been made to beneficiaries, while a smaller number of irregularities were identified before payment or during both periods.
Figure No. 7: Number of Irregularities by Control Period, by Financial Periods [image: ]

As shown in the graph, for the irregularities identified under the IPA I financial perspective, controls were carried out prior to payment to the beneficiary in four cases, 29 irregularities were identified through controls carried out after payment, and eight irregularities were identified through controls conducted both before and after payment.

For IPA II, controls were carried out prior to payment in nine identified irregularities, 24 irregularities were detected through controls conducted after payment, and two irregularities were identified through controls carried out both before and after payment.

The only irregularity reported under the IPA III financial perspective was identified through a control carried out prior to payment to the beneficiary.

Based on the presented data, it can be concluded that the largest number of irregularities were detected after payments had already been made. This indicates a potential vulnerability in the control system once funds have been disbursed to beneficiaries, as well as a lower frequency of detecting irregularities prior to payment. This means that existing control mechanisms are not sufficiently effective in preventing irregularities before payment.
This further emphasises the importance of assessing the risks of irregularities and fraud for specific projects and programmes, so that, through the strengthening of preventive control mechanisms prior to payment, irregularities can be detected at an earlier stage, thereby reducing potential costs and losses to the state budget.

5) Reasons for conducting controls

Under this criterion, the reasons for conducting the controls through which irregularities were identified are taken into account.
Regional Development – The reasons for conducting controls vary, with “Administrative checks” appearing in 19 cases, which indicates the importance of regular reviews to ensure compliance with regulations. “Reasonable suspicion” appears in nine cases, implying that there were various specific grounds for conducting controls, which may differ depending on the circumstances of each individual case.

Table No. 3: Reasons for Conducting Controls – Regional Development
	Reasons
	Description
	Number 

	D4200[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Naziv šifre i njen opis nalazi se u šifrarniku IMS-a.] 

	Administrative check
	19

	D4600
	Account reconciliation
	8

	D4601
	Interim or final payment
	7

	D4504
	Reasonable suspicion
	9


Human Resources Development – Administrative checks were identified as the most frequent reason for conducting controls, which highlights the significant role of administrative oversight in this context. Interim or final payments were also identified as important reasons for conducting controls, indicating the importance of proper management of payments to beneficiaries during the interim and final phases of the process.

Table No. 4: Reasons for Conducting Controls – Human Resource Development
	Reasons
	Description
	Number

	D4200
	Administrative check
	19

	D4601
	Interim or final payment
	4



IPARD – Routine and administrative controls were the most frequent reasons for conducting controls (17 and 13 cases, respectively), while whistleblower reports, risk analysis and reasonable suspicion were rarely the reason for initiating controls (only one case each). This indicates that a large proportion of controls were initiated on a regular basis, without specific indicators or suspicions, which may suggest the effectiveness of existing control mechanisms in identifying and monitoring potential irregularities or shortcomings in programme implementation.

Routine controls can be an important tool for detecting problems at an early stage, enabling timely corrective action and the minimisation of risks.

Table No. 5: Reasons for Conducting Controls – IPARD
	Reasons
	Description
	Number

	D4002
	Whistleblower report
	1

	D4003
	Complaint
	0

	D4102
	Suspicious behaviour
	0

	D4500
	Routine
	17

	D4503
	Random check
	5

	D4200
	Administrative check
	13

	D4504
	Reasonable suspicion
	2

	D4600
	Account reconciliation
	0

	D4601
	Interim or final payment
	0

	D4302
	Irregularity identified by an EU institution
	0

	D4501
	Sample check
	5

	D4602
	Balance of payments
	0

	D4604
	Verification of payment conditions
	4

	D4999
	Other
	0

	D4505
	Risk analysis
	1

	D4507
	Data comparison
	2

	D4502
	Opportunity
	2



Montenegro – Kosovo – The reason for conducting the control in the single irregularity case reported under this programme was “Routine control”.
Montenegro – Albania – The reasons for conducting the controls in the two irregularity cases reported under this programme were “Routine control” and “Balance of payments”.
Annual Action Programmes (CAP) – With regard to the two cases reported under the Annual Action Programmes, the implementation agencies were unable to identify an appropriate predefined reason in the IMS drop-down menu; therefore, these cases were classified under the code “Other”.

SOPEES – The reasons for conducting controls under this programme vary. Routine controls (D4500) appear in two cases, highlighting the importance of regular reviews to ensure compliance with regulations. Other reasons for control (D4999) also appear in two cases, implying that there were various specific grounds for conducting controls, which may differ depending on the circumstances of each individual case.

Table No. 6: Reasons for Conducting Controls -SOPEES
	Reasons
	Description
	Number

	D4003
	Complaint
	1

	D4102
	Suspicious behaviour
	1

	D4500
	Routine
	2

	D4999
	Other
	2

	D4100
	Spontaneous confession
	1

	D4302
	Irregularity identified by an EU institution
	1


The above-mentioned data may be presented cumulatively as follows:
Table No. 7: Reasons for Conducting Controls 
	Type of control  
	Description
	Number

	D4002
	Whistleblower report
	1

	D4003
	Complaint
	1

	D4102
	Suspicious behaviour
	1

	D4500
	Routine
	6

	D4503
	Random check
	2

	D4200
	Administrative check
	27

	D4504
	Reasonable suspicion
	3

	D4600
	Account reconciliation
	2

	D4601
	Interim or final payment
	4

	D4302
	Irregularity identified by an EU institution
	1

	D4501
	Sample check
	2

	D4602
	Balance of payments
	1

	D4604
	Verification of payment conditions
	2

	D4999
	Other
	3


Figure No. 8: Reasons for Conducting Controls Through Which Irregularities Were Detected and Identified
The above-mentioned graph presents the reasons for conducting controls within the total number of controls. Each specific reason represents a description of a particular category.
Overall, these data provide insight into the various strategies and approaches to control used to detect irregularities across different programmes and contexts. Across all programmes, administrative checks appear as one of the most frequent reasons for conducting controls, which highlights the importance of regular administrative reviews in ensuring compliance with regulations and in detecting potential irregularities at an early stage.
In addition, routine controls stand out as an important and frequent control tool in programmes such as IPARD and SOPEES, indicating the effectiveness of existing control mechanisms in identifying and monitoring potential irregularities or shortcomings in the implementation of these programmes. The combination of regular administrative reviews, targeted controls and monitoring of key stages of the process plays a crucial role in ensuring transparency and integrity in the management of national and EU funds.

[bookmark: _Toc221531344][bookmark: _Toc221532170]6) Type / Method of Controls Carried Out

These data provide insight into the different types of controls and their frequency within the given context.

Regional Development – With regard to the type of control through which irregularities were identified, the following data are obtained from the IMS system:
[bookmark: _Hlk221521805]Table No. 8: Type/Method of Control – Regional Development
	Type of control  
	Description
	Nmb 

	D 5201
	Document check
	8

	D 5004
	Ex post control
	19

	D5000
	Initial request
	1



“Ex post control” (D5004) is the most frequent type of control, with 19 cases. “Document checks” (D5201) are also represented, with a total of 8 cases, which highlights the importance of reviewing documentation in the control process, as this can be crucial for ensuring compliance and transparency.

Human Resources Development – With regard to the type of control through which irregularities were identified, the following data are obtained from the IMS system:
Table No. 9: Type/Method of Control – Human Resource Development
	Type of control  
	Description
	Nmb

	D 5201
	Document check
	4

	D 5004
	Ex post control
	21

	D5204
	Others-custom control, random control, audit etc.
	1



These data provide insight into the different types of controls and their frequency within the given context. It is evident that ex post controls are the most frequent type of control, which indicates the strong impact of evaluations carried out after implementation. This is followed by document checks, highlighting the importance of maintaining proper documentation throughout the process. The presence of customs controls, inspections, audits and supervision demonstrates a broader scope of oversight activities.

IPARD – With regard to the type of control through which irregularities were identified, the following data are obtained from the IMS system:
Table No. 10: Type/Method of Control – IPARD
	Type of control  
	Description
	Nmb 

	D 5000
	Initial request
	2

	D 5001
	Account check
	8

	D 5002
	Inspection of the operator’s premises
	1

	D 5003
	On-the-spot check
	17

	D 5004
	Ex post control
	8

	D 5201
	Document check
	12

	D 5999
	Other
	1

	D 5103
	Physical inspection of goods
	8

	D 5101
	Product inspection
	4



The presented data show that the most frequently used control method was on-the-spot checks (D5003), with 17 recorded cases. This indicates the significant role of field inspections in ensuring compliance with applicable regulations. Account checks (D5001) were recorded in eight cases, suggesting the importance of financial verification and the monitoring of accounts within the programme.

The emphasis on on-the-spot checks and document checks highlights the importance of monitoring activities and documentation in order to ensure compliance with regulations. Although certain types of controls, such as initial request checks or inspections of operators’ premises, were not frequently applied, it remains important that all types of controls are used where necessary in order to safeguard the integrity of the programme and ensure the proper use of funds.

Montenegro – Kosovo and Montenegro – Albania – With regard to the types of controls through which irregularities were detected and reported in the implementation of the cross-border cooperation programmes in which Montenegro participates, as previously stated, this concerns one project financed under the Montenegro–Kosovo programme and two projects financed under the Montenegro–Albania programme. Based on data available in the Irregularity Management System (IMS), the following information can be obtained for these three projects:

Table No. 11: Type/Method of Control – Cross Border Cooperation
	Type of control  
	Description
	Nmb

	D 5201
	Dokument check
	2

	D 5001
	Account check
	1



Annual Action Programmes (CAP) – With regard to the types of controls through which irregularities were identified, the following data are obtained from the IMS system:
Table No. 12: Type/Method of Control – Country Action Program
	Type of control  
	Description
	Nmb

	D 5002
	Inspection of the operator’s premises
	1

	D 5003
	On the spot check
	1

	D 5999
	Others
	1

	D 5101
	Product inspection
	1


SOPEES – With regard to the types of controls through which irregularities were identified, the following data are obtained from the IMS system:

Table No. 13: Type/Method of Control – SOPEES
	Type of control  
	Description
	Nmb

	D 5201
	Document check
	4

	D 5999
	Others
	2



Document checks are the most frequent type of control, with a total of four cases, which highlights the importance of reviewing documentation in the control process, as this can be crucial for ensuring compliance and transparency. Other types of controls account for two cases, indicating that there are additional aspects of control that require attention, although they are less frequent than document checks.

The above data on the types/methods of controls through which irregularities were identified may be presented cumulatively as follows:
Figure No. 9: Types/Methods of Controls Through Which Irregularities Were Identified
Document checks are also significant, suggesting the importance of maintaining appropriate documentation throughout the control process in order to ensure compliance and transparency. As expected, in programmes such as IPARD, on-the-spot checks are the dominant type of control due to the specific nature of the activities carried out by the IPARD Agency, while in cross-border cooperation programmes, such as Montenegro–Kosovo and Montenegro–Albania, document checks and account checks are the most prevalent types of control.
In all cases, it should be emphasised that each of the above-mentioned controls requires qualified and well-trained staff in order to ensure the highest possible quality of control activities, which is in the interest of both the State of Montenegro and the European Commission, as well as the beneficiaries of EU funds.

[bookmark: _Toc221531345][bookmark: _Toc221532171]7) Types of Irregularities
Regional Development – With regard to the types of irregularities detected and reported during the implementation of this component, the following data can be obtained from the Irregularity Management System (IMS):
Table No. 14: Types of Irregularities Reported under Regional Development
	Code
	Description
	Nmb

	T11/00
	Incorrect or incomplete application for aid
	1

	T11/02
	Product, type, project and/or activity not eligible for aid
	9

	T14/02
	Incorrect documentation
	1

	T40/99
	Other irregularities related to public procurement
	9



These data show that the most frequent irregularity was “Product, type, project and/or activity not eligible for aid” (T11/02), which occurred in nine cases, indicating the importance of strict assessment and compliance with eligibility conditions in order to avoid irregularities and ensure the effective use of funds.
“Incorrect or incomplete application for aid” (T11/00) and “Incorrect documentation” (T14/02) each occurred in one case, indicating the need to improve procedures for the collection and verification of information, as well as to update documentation, in order to maintain the accuracy and reliability of data and ensure their completeness.
The irregularity category “Other irregularities relating to public procurement” (T40/99) was identified in nine cases, indicating that there is a broad range of potential irregularities related to public procurement procedures that require attention and further improvement.
Human Resources Development – With regard to the types of irregularities detected and reported during the implementation of this component, the following data can be obtained from the Irregularity Management System (IMS):
Table No. 15: Types of Irregularities Reported under Himan Resource Development
	Code
	Description
	Broj

	T11/02
	Product, type, project and/or activity not eligible for aid
	16

	[bookmark: _Hlk166582961]T14/00
	Missing or not submitted supporting evidence
	3

	T14/01
	Incomplete documentation
	6

	T14/02
	Incorrect documentation
	6

	T90/99
	Other
	2


Product, type, project and/or activity not eligible for aid” (T11/02), with 16 cases, is the most frequent irregularity. This indicates the need for clearer guidelines and stricter criteria for the eligibility of products, types, projects or activities applying for assistance.
Incomplete documentation (T14/01) and incorrect documentation (T14/02) are equally represented, with six cases each. This points to the need for better training of beneficiaries on the proper completion and submission of documentation, as well as potential improvements in control procedures for document validation.
Documentation-related issues (missing evidence, incomplete and incorrect documentation) account for a total of 15 cases, which represents almost half of all irregularities. This indicates significant room for improvement in the processes of collecting and verifying documentation. The implementation of automated systems for document submission and verification could significantly reduce the occurrence of such irregularities.
Other irregularities (T90/99) are the least frequent, with only two cases, indicating that the majority of issues fall within clearly defined categories. Nevertheless, it remains important to analyse these cases in order to identify any underlying causes and take appropriate corrective measures.
IPARD – With regard to the types of irregularities detected and reported during the implementation of the IPARD programme, the following data can be obtained from the Irregularity Management System (IMS):

Table No. 16: Types of Irregularities Reported under IPARD
	Programme title 
	Programming period
	Code
	Description
	Nmb

	IPARD
	2014-2020
	T11/02
	Product, type, project and/or activity not eligible for aid
	5

	
	
	T11/99
	Other irregularities related to the application itself (see modus operandi)
	3

	
	
	T15/00
	Production does not comply with specifications
	1

	
	
	T15/02
	Incorrect origin
	1

	
	
	T15/03
	Incorrectly calculated value
	4

	
	
	T15/04
	Insufficient quality
	6

	
	
	T15/05
	Deviation in quality or content
	1

	
	
	T15/11
	Inadequate storage or handling
	1

	
	
	T15/12
	Fictitious use or processing
	1

	
	
	T15/99
	Other irregularities related to the product, type and/or country
	1

	
	
	T16/04
	Improper termination, sale or reduction
	1

	
	
	T16/06
	Refusal of inspection, audit or review
	1

	
	
	T16/09
	Breach of co-financing provisions
	1

	
	
	T40/03/A
	Non-compliance with the prescribed deadline for submission of tenders
	1

	
	
	T40/12
	Unclear definition of the subject matter of the contract
	2

	
	
	T90/99
	Other…
	2


Based on the available data, it can be observed that the most significant irregularities are those classified under the codes T15/04, T11/02 and T15/03.

T15/04 refers to irregularities related to the insufficient quality of products, with six recorded cases. This may indicate shortcomings in the production process or in quality control mechanisms.

T11/02, with five recorded cases, refers to irregularities related to products, types, projects or activities that do not meet the eligibility conditions for receiving aid. This suggests that certain projects or activities were approved or implemented without complying with the prescribed programme conditions.

T15/03 relates to incorrectly calculated values of products or activities, with four recorded cases. This may indicate errors in financial monitoring or documentation.

Other irregularities, such as deficiencies in defining the subject matter of contracts (T40/12), non-compliance with prescribed deadlines for the submission of tenders (T40/03/A) and others, are also present, but to a lesser extent.

SOPEES – With regard to the types of irregularities detected and reported during the implementation of the SOPEES programme, the following data can be obtained from the Irregularity Management System (IMS):

Table No. 17: Types of Irregularities Reported under SOPEES
	Code 
	Description
	Nmb

	T16/10
	Odbijanje povraćaja, nepotrošen ili nepropisno uplaćen iznos
	1

	T40/16
	Lack of transparency and/or equal treatment during the evaluation process

	4

	T40/21
	Unclear definition of the subject matter of the contract
	2

	T19/00
	Conflict of interest
	2

	T19/04
	Passive corruption 
	1


Montenegro – Kosovo and Montenegro – Albania – With regard to the types of irregularities detected and reported during the implementation of the cross-border cooperation programmes in which Montenegro participates, as previously stated, this concerns one project financed under the Montenegro–Kosovo programme and two projects financed under the Montenegro–Albania programme. Based on data available in the Irregularity Management System (IMS), the following information can be obtained for these three projects:

Table No. 18: Types of Irregularities Reported under CBC (Montenegrin programs)
	Code
	Description
	Nmb

	T16/10
	Refusal to reimburse an unused or improperly paid amount
	1

	T14/00
	Missing or not submitted supporting evidence
	1

	T14/01
	Incomplete documentation
	1


Annual Action Programmes (CAP 2014 and CAP 2016) – Two cases of irregularities were reported under the Annual Action Programmes. These irregularities were classified under the following codes: T17/00; T16/00; T16/01; T15/11; T12/03, namely: “Irregularity related to the final destination / change in the destination of goods”; “Activity not implemented”; “Activity not completed”; “Inadequate storage or handling”; and “Operator/beneficiary does not possess the required qualification/quality.”

All of the above may also be presented cumulatively, namely:

Figure No. 10: Types of Irregularities by Financial Periods
Based on all of the above, it can be concluded that across all periods, the most common cause of irregularities is that the product, type, project and/or activity does not meet the eligibility conditions for aid.

8) Amount of Recovery from the State Budget

A statistical review of irregularities reported through the IMS system provides data on the amounts subject to recovery. More specifically, it is possible to determine which amounts related to irregularities were not paid to beneficiaries (the portion of irregularities with no financial impact, for which no recovery is required), and which amounts were paid to beneficiaries and therefore must be recovered.

It should also be emphasised that even for the portion of irregularities that were paid to beneficiaries from the EU share of funds, the State of Montenegro is responsible for carrying out the recovery. Accordingly, this represents a cost borne by the national budget.

This is clearly stated in the Guidelines on the Management of Irregularities, which provide as follows:
“However, if the funds are not recovered within the deadline set by the NAO, the amount that the NAO must return to the Commission shall be covered from the state budget. Bodies of the Irregularity Reporting Structure must be aware that any identified irregularity or suspicion of fraud, detected at any time during programme implementation, will result in the withdrawal of funds by the European Commission. Therefore, it is of utmost importance to be familiar with and to comply with the procedures set out in the manuals of the Irregularity Reporting Structure bodies, and to ensure that final beneficiaries are also informed and capable of applying the procedures and rules relevant to them, in order to avoid the recovery of funds.
[bookmark: _Hlk170988498]Data related to the financial impact of irregularities and the amounts subject to recovery may be presented as follows:
Table No. 19: Amounts of Irregularities with Financial Impact and Amounts Recovered
	Component.
	Total value of identified irregularities
	Total value of identified irregularities
	Total value of identified irregularities
	Total value of identified irregularities

	HRD
	30.569,00€
	9.172,00€
	9.172,00€
	0€

	IPA III
	0€
	0€
	0€
	0€

	IPARD
	843.003,87€
	425.273,44€
	151.078,49€
	219.429,26€

	REGD
	664.695,85€
	589.187,90€
	322.290,90€
	266.897,00€

	CBC (CG-KOS i CG-ALB)
	16.883,56€
	16.883,56€
	12.254,16€
	4.629,40€

	CAP
	5.765,00€
	5.765,00€
	4.900,24€
	864,76€

	SOPEES
	406.145,60€.
	106.145,60€
	0€
	



Therefore, it can be stated that the total amount of irregularities reported across all components amounts to EUR 1,967,062.88, and that EUR 1,152,427.50 of this amount was paid to beneficiaries, representing the sum that must be recovered.

To date, EUR 499,495.55 has been recovered, while the remaining amount to be recovered from beneficiaries amounts to EUR 652,931.95.

These data may be presented graphically as follows:
Figure No. 11: Ratio of Disbursed and Recovered Funds
The total amount of irregularities indicates a significant financial impact on the state budget and highlights the need for effective control mechanisms in order to reduce the occurrence of irregularities and safeguard public finances. Although substantial amounts have already been paid to beneficiaries, a significant portion remains to be recovered, which underscores the importance of an efficient recovery process to ensure that funds are used appropriately.

It is also necessary to emphasise the consistent application of recovery procedures, regardless of the source of funds (EU funds or state budget funds allocated for IPA projects), which is crucial for maintaining the integrity of the programme and public trust in the management of EU funds.

9) Beneficiaries / Perpetrators of Irregularities

With regard to the beneficiaries/economic operators who committed irregularities, they can be classified as legal entities and natural persons. Legal entities may be further classified into limited liability companies (LLCs) and public administration institutions.

Out of the total number of irregularities (77), legal entities committed 64 irregularities (42 by LLCs and 22 by public administration bodies), while natural persons committed 13 irregularities.
Figure No.12 Beneficiaries Who Committed Irregularities


This indicates that officials of public administration bodies are better acquainted with procedures, and that projects implemented by state institutions are exposed to a lower risk of fraud and/or irregularities (although they are not entirely risk-free, and there remains a need for additional controls and continuous improvement in this area, including the promotion of ethics and integrity in the civil service).
Furthermore, given that legal entities (in particular LLCs) are the source of the majority of irregularities, additional control and oversight measures over the activities of legal entities are required, along with additional training in procedural requirements and awareness-raising among all stakeholders, in order to reduce fraud risks and bring them to a more acceptable level.

10) Time Period Between the Detection and Reporting of Irregularities

This criterion represents a requirement of the European Commission and OLAF and is therefore prescribed by the AFCOS Office through the Guidelines on the Reporting of Irregularities and the Procedures Manual for IPA Structures. Specifically, Chapter V.2 of the Guidelines, entitled Time Limit for Establishing Irregularities, states the following:

The establishment of an irregularity and the adoption of a conclusion on the existence or non-existence of an irregularity should be carried out within 30 working days from the date of initiation of the establishment procedure (the procedure for establishing an irregularity is initiated within 3 working days from the certification of the Irregularity Suspicion Reporting Form). In exceptional and duly justified cases, this deadline may be extended with the prior approval of the NAO.
[bookmark: _Hlk166656424]By reviewing the IMS system, data are obtained regarding the time span between the PACA date and the date of reporting. These data are presented in the following table:
Table No. 20: Time Span Between the PACA Date and the IMS Reporting Date
	Reporting period
	Up to 1 month

	1-3 months 
	3–6 months
	More than 6 months

	Total number of reported irregularities
	3
	16
	27
	31


[bookmark: _Toc221531346][bookmark: _Toc221532172]Based on the presented data, it can be concluded that the majority of irregularities were reported after a longer period of time, with the highest number of reports falling into the categories “over 6 months” (31 cases) and “3 to 6 months” (27 cases).

[bookmark: _Toc221531347][bookmark: _Toc221532173]This indicates a significant deviation from the deadlines prescribed by procedures, namely the requirements of the European Commission and OLAF. Although the Guidelines provide for a procedure for establishing irregularities (30 working days from the initiation of the procedure), the actual data show that a large number of irregularities remain unreported for an extended period. This may point to difficulties in detecting irregularities, administrative and bureaucratic obstacles, or insufficient resources and capacities for the prompt processing of suspected irregularities.

[bookmark: _Toc221531348][bookmark: _Toc221532174]In order to improve this situation, it is necessary to provide additional training for officials employed within the IPA structures, improve procedures for the detection and reporting of irregularities, and strengthen the capacities of implementation agencies to ensure more efficient processing of irregularity reports. Timely identification and reporting of irregularities are crucial for maintaining the integrity of financial flows and public trust in the management of EU funds.

[bookmark: _Toc221531349][bookmark: _Toc221532175]11) Number of Irregularities Resulting from Administrative / Accounting Errors
Out of the 77 reported irregularities, four (4) were identified as resulting from administrative/accounting errors. Accordingly, the financial impact of these irregularities was very low, ranging from EUR 2 to EUR 7.
As this issue had already been recognised in the previous period, the European Commission recommended that such errors should no longer be reported through the IMS as irregularities, but instead recorded in the so-called Registers of Irregularities, in order to ensure a written record of their occurrence. In this way, cases with a very minor financial impact are prevented from being included in the statistical database and from distorting the statistical presentation.

[bookmark: _Toc221531350][bookmark: _Toc221532176]12) Number of Anonymous Reports and Reports from “External Sources”
Out of the total of 77 identified irregularities, only one irregularity was identified on the basis of a suspicion reported by a Project Implementation Unit (PIU). Given that PIUs prepare programme documentation and provide support in programming and implementation at the contract level, it would be expected that they make a more significant contribution to the detection of potential irregularities and the reporting of suspicions.
Such a low number of reported suspicions originating from PIUs indicates the need for additional training aimed at raising awareness of the importance of reporting irregularities. More effective reporting of irregularities is essential for improving transparency and accountability in project implementation.
Further training and education would help PIU staff to better recognise, report and respond to irregularities (including training on relevant regulations, reporting procedures and the identification of potential irregularities), thereby contributing to both the efficiency of project activities and the integrity of the overall system.
In addition, it is necessary to improve communication between PIUs and other relevant institutions in order to facilitate the reporting of suspicions of irregularities and the exchange of information. Clear communication can contribute to faster detection of and response to irregularities.
For this purpose, it is necessary to develop a clear communication strategy aimed at raising awareness not only among public administration officials involved in the implementation of EU projects, but also among the general public. Communication, as a process of disseminating information to the wider public through the media, is essential in order to make citizens more aware of the need to combat all forms of irregularities and fraud, which is particularly important during the pre-accession phase in which Montenegro currently finds itself.
It is therefore necessary to help citizens become aware of their rights and obligations in the European integration process, enabling them to become active participants in that process, from which they will benefit both during the pre-accession period and after accession. Through timely and objective information, citizens should gain a clear and concrete understanding of the responsibilities and obligations arising from the integration process, as well as of the opportunities for using EU pre-accession assistance funds and the mechanisms for reporting potential suspicions of irregularities and/or fraud identified in this process.

[bookmark: _Toc221531351][bookmark: _Toc221532177]13) Total Number of Reported Fraud Cases
Out of the total number of cases (77), four (4) cases were reported as suspicions of fraud (suspicions of fraud are reported in the IMS system under the code “IRQ3”).
Of these cases, two (2) have been closed. They related to the origin of goods (where certificates of origin and customs documentation indicated that the equipment originated from China), as well as to an attempt to influence members of an evaluation committee in order to give preference to a particular bidder.
With regard to the remaining two (2) cases, all relevant documentation was submitted, in accordance with the applicable procedures and the Guidelines on the Management of Irregularities, to the Supreme State Prosecutor’s Office for further proceedings. These cases concern a potential conflict of interest and the failure of beneficiaries to fulfil their obligations within the deadlines defined by the general conditions governing grant contracts.
These data indicate an insufficient number of detected and reported cases of potential fraud, as well as the need to further strengthen all actors within the IPA structure in this area in order to raise awareness of the importance of reporting suspicions of fraud and to improve mechanisms for detecting and reporting such cases. It is necessary to intensify training and education for all members of the IPA structure, with particular emphasis on recognising fraud and irregularity indicators. In addition, communication channels and procedures for reporting suspicions of fraud should be improved to ensure that all cases are thoroughly investigated and appropriately addressed. This will contribute to strengthening integrity and transparency in the implementation of projects financed from IPA funds.

III. [bookmark: _Toc221604691][bookmark: _GoBack]SELF-ASSESSMENT OF AFCOS SYSTEM BODIES’ EXPOSURE TO FRAUD RISKS
As is well known, the AFCOS system comprises:
a) accredited bodies that manage and use funds from the pre-accession assistance programme and are obliged to report irregularities (the Irregularity Reporting Structure);
b) bodies responsible for combating fraud, corruption and other forms of irregularities within the system (the AFCOS Network); and
c) the Ministry of Finance – Directorate for the Suppression of Irregularities and Fraud (AFCOS Office), which has the main coordinating role within the system and serves as the main and sole contact point with OLAF.
Through this self-assessment, data were collected and presented regarding the exposure of AFCOS system institutions to fraud risks that may arise during the implementation of projects financed from EU funds.
The objective of this self-assessment was to demonstrate the extent to which each institution within the AFCOS system has identified and recognised potential fraud and irregularity risks in its day-to-day work related to the implementation of these projects. Naturally, institutions within the IPA management and control system, due to their specific competences, are in a better position to clearly identify potential risks than institutions within the AFCOS Network, which, by the nature of their work, are not involved on a daily basis in the complex procedures of programming, contracting and implementation of projects, but rather perform advisory and control functions.
This self-assessment also indicates the current measures and controls implemented by each body in order to mitigate the risks they currently recognise.
The results of this self-assessment will serve as the basis for the preparation of the forthcoming Strategy. Accordingly, during the period from December 2023 to the end of February 2024, all AFCOS system institutions were required to submit to the AFCOS Office a completed Fraud Risk Self-Assessment Tool (hereinafter: the “Tool”).
The use of this Tool is recommended by the European Commission in the Guidelines entitled “Fraud Risk Assessment and Effective and Proportionate Anti-Fraud Measures”. The Tool is designed as a catalogue of fraud risks for business processes assessed as the most exposed to fraud, as well as a catalogue of recommended controls for mitigating these risks. Given that the use of the Tool is recommended by the European Commission, the recommended controls contained therein are also those endorsed by the Commission.
Fraud risks were assessed for business processes considered the most vulnerable from the perspective of fraud, namely processes involving financial decision-making and those in which individuals have a decisive role in decision-making.
 
	Taking these criteria into account, the following business processes were identified as the most exposed to fraud risks in the implementation of projects financed from IPA funds:
1. Project selection/approval (decision-making on which projects will be financed and which applicants will be granted funds);
2. Project implementation and verification (with particular emphasis on procurement carried out by EU funds beneficiaries and on labour costs financed from EU funds);
3. Certification and payment; and
4. Direct procurement (procurement financed from EU funds and carried out for the needs of management and control system bodies).




Within the above-mentioned Tool, fraud risks had been predefined for each of the above-listed business processes, together with recommended measures (controls) for mitigating those risks. The task of the bodies assessing their exposure to these risks was, within the Tool, to indicate—for the risks falling within their respective scope of work—whether they apply the recommended measures (controls) or alternative measures (controls) to mitigate the identified risks, and to assess the level of residual fraud risk (i.e. the level of risk exposure that remains despite the application of existing measures/controls).
In cases where the residual fraud risk was assessed as significant or critical, the bodies were required to specify new measures/controls aimed at mitigating those risks.
Each institution also had the possibility, in addition to the predefined fraud risks, to identify and add fraud risks that it had identified itself.
Below, the results of the analysis of fraud risk exposure assessments are presented by the functions of bodies within the AFCOS system, for each of the above-mentioned business processes.
[bookmark: _Toc221532179][bookmark: _Toc221604692]a) Irregularity Reporting Structure
[bookmark: _Toc221604693]Business Process: Project Selection / Approval
The following individual fraud risks inherent to the business process “Project Selection/Approval” have been identified:
· Conflict of interest within the Evaluation Committee – members of the Evaluation Committee deliberately influence the evaluation and selection of applicants in order to favour a particular bidder, either by granting preferential treatment during the evaluation process or by exerting pressure on other members of the Evaluation Committee;
· False declarations by applicants – applicants submit false declarations in their applications, thereby misleading the Evaluation Committee into believing that they meet the general and specific eligibility criteria for the purpose of selecting their project proposal;
· Double financing – an organisation applies for funding for the same project from several European Union funds and/or Member States, without declaring that it has applied to multiple sources of financing.
With regard to the risks related to this business process, the bodies of the Irregularity Reporting Structure recognised that a certain level of exposure exists, namely the risk of a conflict of interest within the Evaluation Committee (this exposure was assessed as part of the overall fraud risk exposure assessment). However, the bodies of the Irregularity Reporting Structure assessed that the overall risk has been reduced to an acceptable level (most often to zero), as the prescribed/recommended controls aimed at mitigating these risks are implemented on a regular basis.
It can therefore be observed that, out of twenty-five (25) recommended controls, the bodies of the Irregularity Reporting Structure implement, on average, twenty (20) controls, which—according to their assessment—significantly mitigate the identified risks, reducing them to an acceptable level (from 0 to 3). Consequently, none of the bodies of the Irregularity Reporting Structure proposed the development of a potential Action Plan aimed at further mitigating or anticipating fraud risks in this business process.
It should also be noted that certain institutions identified additional risks within this business process that had not been previously listed. In this regard, the Project Implementation Unit (PIU) within the Ministry of Internal Affairs identified “Lack of staff and segregation of duties” as an additional risk. Namely, under the Rulebook on Internal Organisation and Systematisation of the Ministry of Internal Affairs, the Department for European Integration and Projects provides for seven (7) positions related to IPA activities, while the actual number of employees is only two (2).
This situation results in the same person preparing and approving multiple documents, which means that the dual-signature requirement and the four-eyes principle are not respected, thereby creating a risk that may lead to conflicts of interest or other fraudulent actions in the project selection process. As an additional mitigating measure, the PIU concerned indicated the re-launching of a vacancy announcement for at least one additional position.
[bookmark: _Toc221531354][bookmark: _Toc221532180][bookmark: _Toc221604694]Business Process: Project Implementation and Verification
The following individual fraud risks inherent to the business process “Project Implementation and Verification” have been identified:
· Conflict of interest between beneficiaries and contractors, i.e. the giving or receiving of bribes as a result of which a beneficiary favours a particular contractor;
· Circumvention of the required tender procedure by the beneficiary in order to favour a particular contractor in obtaining or retaining a contract, through:
· split procurement, or
· unjustified direct award of contracts, or
· failure to conduct a competitive procedure, or
· unjustified extension of contracts;
· Manipulation of the tendering process by officials of the beneficiary institution, by favouring a bidder during the competition process through:
· tailored specifications, or
· disclosure of bid-related information, or
· manipulation of bids;
· Submission of bids by collusive bidders – bidders manipulate the competitive process organised by the beneficiary in order to obtain a contract, acting in collusion with other bidders;
· Abnormally low pricing within bids – a bidder manipulates the competitive process by omitting certain costs from its bid;
· Manipulation of costs – the contractor manipulates invoices in order to recalculate or re-charge incurred costs (double claiming of costs by a single contractor or false, inflated or duplicate invoices);
· Non-delivery or substitution of products – contractors breach contractual obligations by failing to deliver the contracted products or by substituting them with lower-quality products (product substitution, non-existence of products or failure to perform activities in accordance with the contract);
· Amendments to an existing contract – the beneficiary and the contractor may collude and amend an existing contract by adding more favourable conditions for third parties to an extent that the original procurement decision is no longer valid;
· Overstatement of the quality of activities and/or human resources – the contractor deliberately overstates the quality of activities and/or human resources in order to present them as eligible costs (insufficiently qualified staff or inaccurate descriptions of activities performed);
· False labour costs – the contractor/beneficiary deliberately reports false labour costs for activities that were not performed at all or were not carried out in accordance with the contract (false labour costs, falsely reported overtime, inaccurately reported working hours, costs claimed for non-existent staff, or staff costs claimed for activities carried out after the implementation period);
· Incorrect allocation of labour costs to specific projects – the beneficiary knowingly misallocates staff costs between projects financed from EU funds and projects financed from other sources.
With regard to the risks related to this business process, the bodies of the Irregularity Reporting Structure recognised that a certain level of exposure exists; however, they assessed that the overall risk has been reduced to an acceptable level (most often to zero), due to the regular implementation of the prescribed/recommended controls aimed at mitigating these risks.
In this context, the IPARD Agency identified higher exposure to risk No. 7 (non-delivery or substitution of products), risk No. 8 (amendments to existing contracts) and risk No. 10 (false labour costs). Nevertheless, as the Agency implements the recommended controls, it assessed that these specific risks were reduced to zero.
Similarly, the Administration for Capital Projects assessed the overall exposure to risks within this business process as high (with a score of 16 for each risk). However, given that the recommended controls implemented to mitigate these risks were assessed as effective, the residual risk after the application of controls was reduced to an acceptable level (most often to zero). Accordingly, no additional controls were proposed.
[bookmark: _Toc221531355][bookmark: _Toc221532181][bookmark: _Toc221604695]Business Process: Certification and Payment
The following individual fraud risks inherent to the business process “Certification and Payment” have been identified:
· Incomplete or inadequate management of verification procedures – due to a lack of the necessary skills and resources within the management and control system bodies, the management of verifications may fail to provide adequate assurance that fraud has not occurred;
· Conflict of interest within management and control system bodies – employees may be in a conflict of interest that has an undesirable impact on the approval of payments to certain beneficiaries.
With regard to the risks related to this business process, Project Implementation Units (PIUs) did not identify exposure to the above-mentioned risks, given that their role is limited to project implementation and that they do not have responsibilities directly related to certification and payment.
However, in line with its competences, the National Fund Directorate (NFD) identified the risk that, due to a lack of necessary skills and resources within the NFD, the management of verifications may not provide adequate assurance that fraud has not occurred. Nevertheless, as it was stated that the NFD implements all recommended controls (13), this risk was reduced to an acceptable level (2) and, accordingly, no additional controls were proposed. 
Some of the recommended controls include the following:
· The NFD has written procedures and comprehensive checklists for management verifications;
· Sampling of beneficiaries and transactions to be verified is based on a risk assessment;
· Officials responsible for certifying expenditure are qualified/trained and regularly attend training related to irregularities and fraud;
· The Audit Authority carries out audits of expenditure certifications performed by the NFD, ensuring that they are conducted in accordance with the relevant guidelines and standards;
· There is a clear definition, allocation and segregation of functions between and within the IA/HOS/NFD;
· Adequate procedures are in place within the NAO Support Office to monitor the effective implementation of tasks performed by the IAs;
· The NFD maintains appropriate accounting records in electronic form;
· The audit trail within the NFD enables reconciliation of expenditure reported to the Commission with statements received from the IA/HOS Office;
· The NFD reviews reports prepared by the IA/HOS Office;
· The NFD reviews the results of all audits;
· The NFD ensures that the results of these reviews are duly taken into account;
· The NFD reconciles and performs arithmetic checks of payment claims; and
· The NFD has written procedures and comprehensive checklists for financial management verifications.
[bookmark: _Toc221531356][bookmark: _Toc221532182][bookmark: _Toc221604696]Business Process: Direct Procurement
The following individual fraud risks inherent to the business process “Direct Procurement” have been identified:
· Circumvention of the required competitive/tendering procedure – an official of a management and control system body circumvents the required tendering procedure in order to favour a particular bidder in obtaining or retaining a contract through:
· failure to conduct a public tendering procedure, or
· split procurement, or
· unjustified award to a single bidder, or
· improper extension of contracts;
· Manipulation of the competitive/tendering procedure – an official of the management and control system favours a bidder in the tendering process through:
· tailored specifications, or
· disclosure of bid-related information, or
· manipulation of bids;
· Undeclared conflict of interest or giving/receiving of bribes – an official of the management and control system favours a bidder because:
· a conflict of interest exists, or
· a bribe has been given or received.
With regard to the risks related to this business process, the bodies of the Irregularity Reporting Structure did not identify exposure to any of the above-mentioned risks (the overall exposure for all risks, across all bodies that participated in completing the Tool, was assessed as zero).

[bookmark: _Toc221532183][bookmark: _Toc221604697]b) AFCOS Network
In order to ensure a more effective and purposeful assessment, the AFCOS Office provided the bodies of the AFCOS Network with a Systemic Risk Assessment Tool, which contains pre-identified common risks, structured according to the phases of the irregularity management cycle (prevention of irregularities, detection of irregularities, actions taken in relation to irregularities, reporting of irregularities, and follow-up of reported irregularities).
The task of the AFCOS Network bodies was to identify systemic risks, report on the controls implemented to mitigate those risks, and propose additional controls for further reduction of residual risks. They were also required to assess exposure to systemic risks, including the risk that fraud/irregularities might not be properly classified, reported to the competent authorities, or followed by appropriate corrective measures.
These are therefore risks that may jeopardise the functioning of the AFCOS system, i.e. the achievement of its objectives.
The Ministry of European Affairs, the Supreme State Prosecutor’s Office, and the Tax and Customs Administration did not submit a completed Systemic Risk Assessment Tool. The Audit Authority, the Ministry of Internal Affairs, and the Police Administration submitted completed Systemic Risk Assessment Tools, but did not identify any systemic risks and, consequently, did not propose any additional control measures.
Top of Form
With regard to the remaining bodies, the risks assessed as priority risks are the following:
1. Risks of errors or delays in carrying out work processes related to irregularities and suspicions of fraud due to inadequate human resources (insufficient or inadequate human resource planning);
2. Risks of omissions or delays in actions related to irregularities and suspicions of fraud due to inadequate information flow and communication within the AFCOS system;
3. Risks of inadequate detection of and response to fraud and irregularities due to a poor organisational culture.
 
With regard to the specific risks, as well as the AFCOS Network bodies that identified systemic exposure to these risks and, through the Action Plan, proposed additional controls for their mitigation, the following can be presented in tabular form:

Table No. 21: Systemic Risks Identified by the Agency for the Prevention of Corruption
	[bookmark: _Hlk167792513]Agency for the Prevention of Corruption

	Human Resources–Related Risks
	Proposed Additional Controls

	Due to inadequate human resource planning, existing staff may become overburdened, which may lead to delays and errors in the implementation of work processes.
	1) Conduct an assessment of the staffing needs required for the efficient performance of tasks within the institution’s remit and adopt a staffing plan;
2) Fill vacant positions in line with the systematisation.

	Due to employees leaving for new positions with better working conditions, existing staff may become overburdened, which may result in delays and/or errors in work processes.
	Adopt a Human Resources Development Strategy with an action plan for its implementation, with the support of the Council of Europe.

	Communication-Related Risks
	Proposed Additional Controls

	Due to insufficient public recognition of the role of the AFCOS Network, lack of trust in institutions, or insufficient awareness of anonymous reporting mechanisms for suspected irregularities, potential whistleblowers are reluctant to report irregularities or suspicions of fraud, or fail to provide adequate information to initiate the irregularity assessment procedure.
	Align national legislation on whistleblower protection with EU Directive 2019/1937.



Table No. 22: Systemic Risks Identified by the Agency for the Directorate for the Management Structure
	[bookmark: _Hlk221522727]                              Directorate for the Management Structure

	Organisational Culture–Related Risks
	Proposed Additional Controls

	Officials within the management and control system operate in an organisational culture lacking ethical values, with insufficient awareness of individual responsibility. Management does not adequately lead by example, creating an environment in which conflicts of interest appear to be tolerated. This may provide justification for fraudulent behaviour, potentially resulting in negative financial impacts and reputational damage.
	Introduce, at the institutional level, procedures for the designation of an official with appropriate competencies responsible for:
· monitoring the implementation of the Code of Ethics within the institution;
· promoting ethical conduct in relations among civil servants and in their interactions with citizens;
· receiving complaints from civil servants and citizens regarding unethical behaviour;
· conducting procedures to assess whether complaints are substantiated; and
· maintaining records of received complaints.
The procedures should clearly define the responsibilities of the designated official responsible for monitoring compliance with the Code of Ethics.


	Communication-Related Risks
	Proposed Additional Controls

	Inadequate verification of double financing of EU projects due to the absence of a single EU project database, which may lead to abuse through financing from multiple sources.
	Establish a single electronic database of projects financed from EU support and enable access to it for IPA officials responsible for verifying double financing. Introduce an obligation within the Manual of Procedures (MoP) for IPA officials to perform this type of verification.

	Insufficient verification of connections between persons in terms of conflicts of interest during on-the-spot checks, which may result in the acceptance of unjustified costs and other irregularities.
	Prescribe a procedure for communication among IPA bodies to verify any links between persons carrying out on-the-spot checks and persons subject to control, prior to the official issuance of an authorised control form. Introduce into procedures a declaration confirming that persons performing controls and persons whose work is subject to control are not connected.



[bookmark: _Toc221532184][bookmark: _Toc221604698]c) Directorate for the Suppression of Irregularities and Fraud – AFCOS Office
As previously stated, the AFCOS Office has a coordinating role between the bodies of the Irregularity Reporting Structure and the AFCOS Network, and serves as the main contact point with OLAF in Montenegro. In addition, the responsibilities of the AFCOS Office include: the preparation, coordination and implementation of the national anti-fraud strategy; initiation of the necessary legislative and administrative alignments aimed at ensuring effective protection of the EU’s financial interests; ensuring cooperation and exchange of information between national public administration bodies, investigative authorities and law enforcement bodies, as well as between those bodies and OLAF, in cases of suspected fraud and irregularities affecting the EU’s financial interests, including cases where OLAF conducts an administrative investigation on the territory of Montenegro; development of a methodology for managing irregularity and fraud risks and coordination of the risk management process in accordance with that methodology; identification of training needs for both AFCOS Office staff and staff of AFCOS system bodies; etc.
In line with its competences, the AFCOS Office carried out a self-assessment of exposure to systemic risks, using the above-mentioned Systemic Risk Assessment Tool. One of the significant risks identified was the risk that irregularities may not be detected and classified, i.e. formally established as such, due to shortcomings in the performance of controls. These shortcomings may arise from insufficient knowledge of regulations, misunderstanding of the concept of irregularities, lack of experience, reduced cooperation among officials within certain institutions of the Irregularity Reporting Structure, as well as from inadequate human resource management, most often resulting from the excessive workload of project managers.
An additional risk identified is that irregularities may not be reported in accordance with EU regulations and national legislation, due to an inadequate legal framework that does not clearly define the competences of individual institutions within the AFCOS system.
Furthermore, the AFCOS Office assessed as significant the risk that irregularities may not be detected due to shortcomings in the performance of controls. These shortcomings may stem from insufficient knowledge or understanding of complex and numerous regulations, misunderstanding of the concept of irregularities due to the lack of experience of management and control system staff, as well as reduced cooperation within individual bodies (for example, between finance and accounting officers, project managers and irregularity officers). This risk is closely linked to human resource management issues, reflected in the excessive workload of project managers and the high turnover of staff within the management and control system.
In addition, the AFCOS Office assessed as significant the risk that, due to deficiencies in irregularity registers and irregularity reports (caused by poor guidance, lack of experience or errors by officials of the Irregularity Reporting Structure), or deficiencies and unreliability of the irregularity database (resulting from poor quality of input data and/or errors by officials), reliable information cannot be obtained on the types of irregularities, methods of their detection, and financial statistics. This prevents the identification of vulnerable areas (business processes and/or activities, beneficiaries, management and control system bodies) and the determination of appropriate preventive and corrective measures. High-quality databases represent institutional knowledge and enable learning based on experience, whether through the development of guidelines, the preparation of collections of irregularity case studies, or training workshops.
Finally, with regard to legal framework–related risks, the AFCOS Office assessed that, due to an insufficiently established legal framework (provisions of the Criminal Procedure Code are unclear and demanding, and further alignment with the PIF Directive is required), the effective prosecution of suspected fraud cases affecting the EU’s financial interests is hindered, which may have a negative impact on the national budget and the reputation of the state.
With regard to the specific risks identified by the AFCOS Office as systemic, as well as the additional controls proposed through the Action Plan to mitigate those risks, these can be presented in tabular form as follows:
Table No. 23: Systemic Risks Identified by the AFCOS Office
	Directorate for the Suppression of Irregularities and Fraud – AFCOS Office

	Human Resources–Related Risks
	Proposed Additional Controls

	Due to lack of experience and insufficient knowledge of staff, irregularities are not prevented or detected, are not formally established as such, or the necessary actions are not taken in relation to identified irregularities/suspicions of fraud.
	It is necessary to carry out a new training needs analysis for IPA officials, as well as to develop a new Training Catalogue and Training Plan. The Human Resources Management Authority, in cooperation with the AFCOS Office, should include a training module on fraud and irregularities occurring during the implementation of IPA projects, the use of the IMS, fraud risk management, etc.

	Communication-Related Risks
	Proposed Additional Controls

	The roles and responsibilities of certain AFCOS Network bodies in relation to the protection of the EU’s financial interests are unclear, which may lead to difficulties in communication among them and, consequently, to reduced effectiveness in combating fraud and irregularities..
	Conclude a Cooperation Protocol with the Supreme State Prosecutor’s Office (SSPO) and develop clear procedures defining the duties of all AFCOS Network bodies in the event of visits by OLAF investigators to inspect economic operators in Montenegro.

	Due to insufficient public recognition of the role of the AFCOS Network, lack of trust in institutions, or insufficient awareness of anonymous reporting mechanisms for suspected irregularities, potential whistleblowers are reluctant to report irregularities or suspicions of fraud, or do not provide adequate information to initiate the irregularity assessment procedure.
	Develop a Communication Strategy, as well as brochures and leaflets aimed at informing the public about examples of fraud and irregularities and other relevant information.

	Resources and Legal Framework–Related Risks
	Proposed Additional Controls

	Due to an insufficiently established legal framework, which is reflected, inter alia, in an inadequate definition of criminal offences, the effective prosecution of suspected fraud cases affecting the EU’s financial interests is hindered. This may result in a negative impact on the national budget and the reputation of the state
	It is necessary to undertake a series of activities to analyse the alignment of relevant laws, by-laws and other provisions with the so-called PIF Directive. Based on the results of this analysis, determine the need to improve the normative framework in order to align the Montenegrin Criminal Code with the PIF Directive, including the adoption of amendments to existing legislation.

	The provisions of the Criminal Procedure Code are unclear and demanding, which complicates their application. In general, the complexity of the rules and the large number of regulations applied by investigative authorities, together with their frequent and insufficiently high-quality amendments, may result in untimely, inadequate and low-quality performance of assigned tasks, ultimately having a negative impact on the reputation of the institution and on the national budget.
	It is necessary to undertake a series of activities to analyse the alignment of relevant laws, by-laws and other provisions with the PIF Directive, and, based on the results of that analysis, to identify the need for further improvement of the normative framework.


IV. [bookmark: _Toc221604699]CONCLUSION
Based on the analysis of statistical data from the Irregularity Management System (IMS), presented according to predefined criteria, a number of observations and conclusions can be drawn for each criterion individually:
· The total number of reported irregularities (77) indicates that Montenegro has established a solid audit trail for the protection of the EU’s financial interests and a control mechanism for funds from pre-accession assistance. However, the latest PIF Document reveals that Montenegro is statistically under-recognised due to the low number of reported irregularities and their relatively small financial amounts. In relative terms (considering the country’s size and population), the comparison is unfavourable even in relation to countries of similar size and population.
· The financial amounts of reported irregularities by component are also very low, which suggests that the Irregularity Reporting Structure is not fully effective in detecting and establishing irregularities.
· The majority of irregularities are detected by the Audit Authority, which indicates significant room for strengthening the capacities of officials within the Irregularity Reporting Structure to more effectively detect and identify irregularities.
· Statistical analysis shows that most irregularities are identified immediately before or after payment, pointing to weaknesses in preventive mechanisms. Efforts should be made to strengthen the detection of irregularities prior to payment, in order to reduce the need for recovery of funds, which would also lower the burden on the national budget.
· Nevertheless, it is evident that a large number of irregularities are detected through administrative controls, which demonstrates that Implementation Agencies perform their daily tasks appropriately. In addition, the reasons for conducting controls are diverse, indicating the flexibility and adaptability of Implementation Agencies, which apply different approaches when establishing the factual situation.
· Although the statistical base for assessing the management and control system is limited, it can be concluded that the bodies carrying out controls do so in a satisfactory manner, using various control methods.
· When analysing the statistical base from the perspective of types of irregularities, it is evident that the most frequent irregularity is ineligible expenditure, i.e. cases where the product, type, project and/or activity does not meet the eligibility conditions for aid. This implies that beneficiaries are often insufficiently familiar with procedures for the proper use of granted funds, and that additional support from Project Implementation Units (PIUs) is required in order to ensure more efficient implementation of funds, which would have a positive financial impact both for beneficiaries and for the budget.
· An analysis of IMS statistical data related to recovery rates shows that a significant percentage of funds has been recovered. However, further improvements are needed, particularly considering that if an Implementation Agency/NAO fails to recover funds from beneficiaries within the prescribed deadline in order to return them to the European Commission, the amounts must be covered from the state budget. Progress in this area would therefore have a direct positive financial impact by reducing the burden on the national budget.
· Based on data on perpetrators of irregularities, it is evident that legal entities, especially LLCs, are responsible for the majority of irregularities, indicating the need for enhanced controls and additional training to reduce the risk of fraud and irregularities. At the same time, public administration bodies are not fully immune to irregularities, which highlights the need for continued promotion of ethics and integrity among civil servants.
· Significant delays in reporting irregularities in relation to prescribed deadlines indicate the need for additional training, improved procedures and strengthened capacities of Implementation Agencies, in order to ensure compliance with procedures and the timely detection and reporting of irregularities, which is essential for protecting the EU’s financial interests and, consequently, the national budget.
· Administrative errors with minimal financial impact are no longer reported as irregularities but are recorded in separate registers, in order to avoid distortion of statistical data while ensuring a written audit trail. This recommendation of the European Commission contributes to a more accurate statistical presentation of irregularities.
· The low number of irregularities reported by PIUs highlights the need for additional training and improved communication, in order to raise awareness of the importance of efficient irregularity reporting, which is crucial for reputation, transparency and accountability in project implementation in Montenegro during the pre-accession phase.
· Given that out of 77 reported irregularities there are only three cases of potential fraud, there is a risk of underreporting fraud due to a lack of recognition of this phenomenon. This was also confirmed by the self-assessment analysis, which showed that despite a large number of offered and well-developed control mechanisms, many institutions failed to recognise elements of potential fraud, even when presented with so-called warning indicators. The Analysis therefore clearly indicates the need for additional education not only in the area of irregularities, but also in the area of risk and fraud, which should be included in the forthcoming Strategy.
[bookmark: _Toc221532186]Conclusions Based on the Self-Assessment of Exposure to Fraud Risks Conducted by AFCOS System Bodies
· Bodies of the Irregularity Reporting Structure identified certain risk exposures, such as conflicts of interest within Evaluation Committees, but reduced overall risk to an acceptable level through the regular implementation of recommended controls. On average, bodies implement 20 out of 25 proposed controls, which is sufficient to mitigate risks. Some institutions, such as the PIU within the Ministry of Internal Affairs, identified additional risks such as staff shortages and took mitigating measures, including launching new recruitment procedures. Specific risks identified by the IPARD Agency and the Administration for Capital Projects, despite initially high assessments, were reduced to zero through effective controls. The National Fund Directorate (NFD) identified risks related to lack of skills and resources, but also successfully reduced these risks to an acceptable level by implementing all recommended controls. Overall, the bodies of the Irregularity Reporting Structure have successfully reduced risk exposure to acceptable levels through regular controls, and therefore did not propose additional measures or action plans.
· Bodies of the AFCOS Network identified several key risks related to human resources, communication and organisational culture, and proposed additional controls to manage them. In the area of human resources, inadequate planning and staff turnover may lead to overburdening of existing staff, delays and errors in the management of irregularities (prevention, detection and reporting of fraud and irregularities). Proposed controls include staff needs assessments, filling vacant positions and adopting a Human Resources Development Strategy. In the area of communication, insufficient public recognition of the AFCOS Network and lack of public trust discourage potential whistleblowers; the recommended control is alignment of national legislation with EU Directive 2019/1937 on whistleblower protection. In the area of organisational culture, a lack of ethical values and awareness of responsibility among officials may lead to conflicts of interest and fraud. The proposed control includes appointing an official responsible for monitoring compliance with the Code of Ethics, promoting ethical behaviour and handling complaints. These measures are essential for more effective management of irregularities, increased public trust and enhanced transparency, accountability and ethical conduct.
· The AFCOS Office identified a number of significant fraud- and irregularity-related risks within the system. These include risks of non-detection and incorrect classification of irregularities due to insufficient knowledge of regulations, lack of experience and reduced cooperation among officials. The risk of an inadequate legal framework that fails to clearly define competences was also identified, potentially leading to non-reporting of irregularities in accordance with EU and national regulations. Deficiencies in irregularity registers and databases represent an additional risk, as they may result in unreliable data and hinder the identification of preventive and corrective measures. An insufficiently developed legal framework further complicates the effective prosecution of suspected fraud cases, potentially negatively affecting the national budget and the reputation of the state. Through the self-assessment, the AFCOS Office identified these risks and proposed additional controls and measures to mitigate them, including strengthening the legal framework, improving cooperation among officials, and enhancing the quality of databases and irregularity management systems.






V. [bookmark: _Toc221604700]SUMMARY
The Directorate for the Suppression of Irregularities and Fraud (AFCOS Office) is currently working on the preparation of a new Strategy for Combating Fraud and Managing Irregularities for the period 2025–2028. This Strategy will be developed in line with national and EU guidelines and methodologies, including those of the General Secretariat of the Government and OLAF.
The basis for developing national anti-fraud strategies consists of risk analyses and statistical analyses of reported irregularities and fraud cases during the implementation of EU-funded projects. The Directorate for the Suppression of Irregularities and Fraud has prepared a Fraud Risk Analysis that provides insight into the effectiveness of the financial management and control system within IPA structures, identifying areas that require additional attention and corrective measures.
In all relevant documents, the European Commission emphasises the need to introduce effective and proportionate anti-fraud measures, taking into account the risks identified during the implementation of EU-funded projects, including those financed under IPA funds.
The AFCOS Office conducted a statistical analysis of irregularity cases reported through the IMS software, focusing on several key criteria.
The self-assessment of the exposure of AFCOS system institutions to fraud risks is based on the Fraud Risk Self-Assessment Tool recommended by the European Commission. The Tool includes a catalogue of risks and recommended controls for mitigating those risks, particularly in the most vulnerable business processes. Each AFCOS Network institution was required to assess the level of residual risk and propose additional measures where the risk was assessed as significant or critical.
Based on statistical data from the IMS system, it was concluded that Montenegro has established a solid audit trail, but remains statistically under-recognised due to the low number of reported irregularities. The Audit Authority detects the majority of irregularities, which indicates the need to further strengthen the capacities of other institutions in detecting irregularities. In addition, further training and strengthening of preventive mechanisms are required in order to reduce the need for recovery of funds.
In conclusion, the AFCOS Office, together with the AFCOS Network, will continue to work on improving the system for protecting the EU’s financial interests through the preparation of the new Anti-Fraud Strategy for the period 2025–2028, taking into account all identified risks and the proposed measures for their mitigation.










GOVERNMENT OF MONTENEGRO

At its session held on 18 July 2024, the Government of Montenegro considered the Fraud Risk Analysis with a statistical analysis of irregularity cases, in the context of the implementation of projects financed from IPA funds, and accordingly adopted the following:

[bookmark: _Toc221532188]C O N C L U S I O N S

At its session held on 18 July 2024, the Government of Montenegro considered and adopted the Fraud Risk Analysis with a statistical analysis of irregularity cases, in the context of the implementation of projects financed from IPA funds.
The Ministry of Finance is tasked with preparing, on the basis of the adopted Analysis, the strategic document “Strategy for Combating Fraud and Managing Irregularities for the Protection of the EU’s Financial Interests for the period 2025–2028”, together with an Action Plan and a Communication Strategy.
The Ministry of Finance – Directorate for the Suppression of Irregularities and Fraud / AFCOS Office is tasked, in accordance with the Analysis, with preparing a necessary training plan for all officials within the AFCOS system, which, in cooperation with the Human Resources Management Authority (Ministry of Public Administration), will be included in the programme of professional training and development of civil servants and state employees.

BROJ NEPRAVILNOSTI PO FONDOVIMA I RAZDOBLJU-PO BROJU PROJEKATA

IPA I	HRD	REG	TAIB/CAP	IPARD	SOPEES	CBC Mne ALB	CBC Mne Kos	21	20	0	0	0	0	0	IPA II	HRD	REG	TAIB/CAP	IPARD	SOPEES	CBC Mne ALB	CBC Mne Kos	0	0	2	24	6	2	1	IPA III	HRD	REG	TAIB/CAP	IPARD	SOPEES	CBC Mne ALB	CBC Mne Kos	0	1	0	0	0	0	0	



Stopa finanisjskog uticaja nepravilnosti

Stopa finanisjskog uticaja nepravilnosti	
REGD	HRD	IPARD	CG-KOS	CG-ALB	CAP	SOPEES	3.22	13.53	3.15	6.7000000000000004E-2	0.13100000000000001	8.0000000000000002E-3	2.5999999999999999E-2	


Stopa finansijskog uticaja	IPA I	IPA II	16.45	3.3820000000000001	




Institucije koje su utvrdile nepravilnosti

RT	REGD	HRD	IPARD	CAP	CG-KOS	CG-ALB	SOPEES	IPA III	10	3	13	0	0	1	0	0	CFCU	REGD	HRD	IPARD	CAP	CG-KOS	CG-ALB	SOPEES	IPA III	10	18	0	1	1	1	5	0	UKP	REGD	HRD	IPARD	CAP	CG-KOS	CG-ALB	SOPEES	IPA III	0	0	0	1	0	0	1	1	IPARD	REGD	HRD	IPARD	CAP	CG-KOS	CG-ALB	SOPEES	IPA III	0	0	11	0	0	0	0	0	



Razlozi za obavljanje kontrola

Sales	
Dojava od zviždača	zalba	Sumnjivo ponašanje	rutina	slucajna provjera	administrativna provjera	osnovana sumnja	poravnanje racuna	srednjerocno ili finalno placanje	nepravilnost utvrdjena od strane EU institucije	provjera uzorka	bilans placanja	provjera uslova placanja	ostalo	1	1	1	6	2	27	3	2	4	1	2	1	2	3	

Vrste kontrole

broj	
inicijalni zahtjev	kontrola racuna	kontrola prostorija	provjera na licu mjesta	ex post kontrola	kontrola dokumenata	ostalo	3	4	1	7	38	19	4	

VRSTE NEPRAVILNOSTI PO FINANSIJSKIM RAZDOBLJIMA

IPA I	T11	T12	T14	T15	T16	T17	T19	T40	T90	27	1	6	0	0	0	0	9	2	IPA II	T11	T12	T14	T15	T16	T17	T19	T40	T90	8	0	1	9	6	0	1	8	2	IPA III	T11	T12	T14	T15	T16	T17	T19	T40	T90	0	0	1	0	0	0	0	1	0	UKUPNO	T11	T12	T14	T15	T16	T17	T19	T40	T90	35	1	8	9	6	1	1	18	4	



Odnos isplaćenih i povraćenih sredstava

Ukupan iznos nepravilnosti	HRD	IPA III	IPARD	REGD	CBC (CG-KOS i CG-ALB)	CAP	SOPEES	30569	0	843003.87	664695.85	16883.560000000001	5765	0	Isplaćeno korisnicima (za povraćaj)	HRD	IPA III	IPARD	REGD	CBC (CG-KOS i CG-ALB)	CAP	SOPEES	9172	0	425273.44	589187.9	16883.560000000001	5765	106145.60000000001	Povraćena sredstava od strane korisnika	HRD	IPA III	IPARD	REGD	CBC (CG-KOS i CG-ALB)	CAP	SOPEES	9172	0	151078.49	322290.90000000002	12254.16	4900.24	0	Ostalo za povraćaj	HRD	IPA III	IPARD	REGD	CBC (CG-KOS i CG-ALB)	CAP	SOPEES	0	0	219429.26	266897	4629.3999999999996	864.76	106145.60000000001	



Korisnik

korisnik	DOO	javna uprava	fizicka lica	42	22	13	

Ukupan br. nepravilnosti

ukupan br nepravilnosti	REGD 	HRD	IPARD	SOPEES	CAP	CG -KOS	CG-ALB	20	21	24	6	2	1	2	
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