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Executive Summary 
 

In line with Article 56 of the Common Provisions Regulation 1303/2013, an assessment was 

undertaken by the Managing Authority (MA) for European Structural and Investment Funds 

(ESIF) in order to review the processes involved in the management and implementation of 

these funds. 

 

This qualitative assessment was undertaken to obtain feedback from Project Beneficiaries 

(BNs) and stakeholders on the processes in place in order to identify strengths and 

weaknesses therein. The assessment was also aimed at identifying areas for improvement 

and at proposing recommendations.  

 

National stakeholders involved in the implementation of the European Regional Development 

Fund (ERDF), European Social Fund (ESF), and the Cohesion Fund (CF). Beneficiaries (BNs) 

were invited to participate in interviews or online surveys depending on the nature of such 

organisations. Such interviews were held on a voluntary basis. In order to be considered as a 

participant, the projects implemented by the interviewed BNs would have had successfully 

undergone a project selection process through which a project selection committee (PSC), 

appointed by the Ministry responsible for EU funds, would have evaluated the project 

applications and eventually approved them for funding on the basis of pre-set criteria. It is to 

be noted that the PSC is independent from the MA, with the latter being responsible of 

monitoring the implementation of projects following their selection.   

 

As a result of the study, a number of findings were identified, summarised and classified as 

per the below categories: 

 

a. Need for improved communication throughout the funding process across all 

stakeholders involved 

 

The funding process involves a number of different stakeholders and therefore 

communication becomes key for the successful implementation of the OP. The MA, as the 

main body responsible for managing the funds, needs to act as a coordinator amongst all the 

stakeholders. Feedback provided by the BNs shows that the MA is seen as an important player 

to foster an environment of cooperation by bringing the different stakeholders together at 

important milestones in relation to the programme implementation.  

 

b. Need for simplification and a move from one size fits all 

 

Most of the BNs involved in this study (especially those new to the funding process), deemed 

the process to be complex and technical, with respondents observing that the process of 

becoming acquainted with all the obligations and responsibilities related to EU funding may 
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be overwhelming. Although information and guidance is indeed made available by the MA 

and other stakeholders, the result of the consultation shows that for someone with no 

previous experience in the implementation of EU Funded projects, the process and the 

requirements related thereto, can be extremely difficult to grasp fully.  

 

c. Insufficient Capacity within the implementing organisations  

 

Throughout the exercise it became evident to the evaluators that, in most cases, persons 

involved in the implementation of the projects were also expected, by their internal hierarchy, 

to continue carrying out their routine responsibilities.  This state of affairs limits the time 

available to officers involved in the implementation of funded projects to strengthen their 

knowledge and skills in relation to EU funding which is needed for the implementation of the 

project entrusted to the same officers. Within this context, the need for dedicated officers 

who are knowledgeable in the process was highlighted by most respondents.  Respondents 

also observed that the same administrative, monitoring and verification obligations apply to 

all projects, irrespective of the type of beneficiary, budget, size and scope of the EU funded 

interventions. Their view is that the level of detail and administrative burden expected for 

both the application process, and verifications, should be proportionate to the expenditure 

involved.  

 

This inhouse assessment also analysed the possible reasons underlying the findings, which 

has resulted in the proposal of several recommendations. Recommendations seek to address 

the areas for improvement identified by the project beneficiaries, stakeholders, and the MA’s 

management. This report aims to highlight all the feedback gathered through numerous 

interviews conducted by the Evaluation and Communications Unit within the MA. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 

The Planning and Priorities Coordination Division (PPCD), which is designated as the MA  for 

ERDF, ESF and CF, under Article 123 of Regulation (EU) 1303/2014, conducted the First Review 

of the Key Processes linked to the European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF) 2014-

2020. This review seeks to analyse the processes and practices involved in the 

implementation of the OPs related to ERDF, CF, and ESF together with an analysis of the 

underlying processes related to organisational structures, procedures and practices. The aim 

of this report is to ensure that the main findings of the assessment serve as a basis for the 

formulation of recommendations on current arrangements, and to contribute towards the 

discussion for the next programming period (2021-2027). By means of this assessment, the 

MA aims to identify areas for improvement, including through the identification of best 

practices.  This evaluation reviews the delivery mechanisms and seeks to make 

recommendations that could contribute towards greater efficiency and further simplification 

in current processes, practices and procedures.  

 

The focus of this exercise is to provide an appraisal of the existing processes. Therefore, the 

assessment maps out and analyses the efficiency of existing inter-relationships between key 

stakeholders involved in the programme lifecycle. The report also delves into the role of each 

stakeholder in the different stages related to the implementation of EU funds in Malta, with 

the ultimate aim being that of evaluating whether certain processes may be further improved, 

as a means of improving efficiency and effectiveness within the overall system.  
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Chapter 2: Background 
 

The funding process exists within a regulatory and administrative framework, which governs 

the implementation of the programming period and includes the OPs, PSC and the relevant 

stakeholders. The aim of this section is to briefly describe this framework and the context 

within which the funding process is implemented in Malta.   

 

2.1 The Operational Programmes 
 

2.1.1 Operational Programme I   

 

In line with the overall purpose of the Cohesion Policy, which is to reduce disparities between 

the levels of development of the EU’s various regions by promoting economic growth, job 

creation and competitiveness, Operational Programme I (OPI) contributes towards the 

achievement of these European goals and plays an essential part in addressing Malta’s 

challenges at a national level.   

 

OPI targets actions which contribute to the EU’s mission of securing economic stability and 

sustainable development. The OP focuses on the Government’s mission to move towards a 

knowledge-based and innovative economy; consolidation of the manufacturing section; a 

greener and more resource-efficient environment; as well as an inclusive society that is more 

service-oriented. In this respect, the ERDF and CF address these areas, which are also pivotal 

areas of intervention under the SWOT analysis outlined in the Partnership Agreement. 

Through investments in these overarching sectors, Government seeks to address Malta’s 

development needs, such as economic prosperity, environmental sustainability, and social 

development.   

 

The OP focuses on the following sectors:   

 

• Competitiveness, innovation and digital technologies  

• Natural, cultural and environmental sustainability  

• Social, health and educational developments  

• Contribution to the Union Strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, and 

towards economic, social and territorial cohesion.   

 

The above is being achieved through twelve (12) Priority Axes (PAs), as follows:   

 

• PA 1 Investing in research, technological development and innovation  

• PA 2 Consolidating investment within the ICT sector  

• PA 3 Enhancing Malta’s competitiveness through investment in SMEs  

• PA 4 Shifting towards a low-carbon economy  
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• PA 5 Protecting our environment – investing in natural and cultural assets  

• PA 6 Sustainable urban development  

• PA 7 Shifting towards a more low-carbon transport sector  

• PA 8 Investing towards a more socially inclusive society  

• PA 9 Developing our future through education, training and lifelong learning  

• PA 10 (CF) Investing in a more environmentally-friendly society  

• PA 11 (CF) Investing in TEN-T infrastructure  

• PA 12 Technical Assistance  

   

As at end 2019, the total allocated budget for OPI stood at €665,359,686.00 with an EU Co-

Financing Rate of 80% ERDF and 85% CF.   

 

2.1.2 Operational Programme II  

 

Malta’s ESF OP for the 2014-2020 period aims to achieve inclusive growth by fostering an 

economy which is conducive to economic, social and territorial cohesion.  The objective of 

the Programme, in line with Malta’s targets under the Europe 2020 strategy for smart, 

sustainable and inclusive growth, focuses on employment, social inclusion, education and 

capacity building.  

  

The OP places emphasis on employability and adaptability of job seekers and workers, 

including women, older workers and youth.  The Programme assists specific target groups to 

enter and remain in the labour market, as well as to improve their skills.  Moreover, specific 

attention is directed towards creating a more inclusive society, whereby interventions focus 

on addressing poverty and social exclusion, through the promotion of equal opportunities, 

active participation, and improved employability. In addition, interventions are also directed 

towards the promotion of healthier lifestyles and the enhancement of the health care service 

delivery.  

  

With reference to education, the Programme is aimed at contributing towards reducing and 

preventing early school-leaving, enhancing participation in tertiary education, improving the 

labour-market relevance of vocational education and training, as well as ensuring equal 

access to lifelong learning for all age groups.  

  

This OP is also contributing towards improving the efficiency and quality of the public 

administration.  

 

The objectives of the Programme are being achieved through the following priority axes, 

namely:  

 

• PA 1: Investing in the employability and adaptability of human capital;  
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• PA 2: Towards a more inclusive society; 

• PA 3: Investing in people through education, training and lifelong learning;  

• PA 4: Building the institutional administrative capacity; and  

• PA 5: Technical Assistance.  

• PA 6: Enabling job maintenance in the context of the COVID pandemic crisis 

• PA 7: REACT-EU Additional support for job maintenance in the context of the COVID 

pandemic crisis. 

 

OP II has a total budget of EUR 168,304,310.00 and an EU co-financing rate of 80%.  

 

2.2 The Designation Process of the MA and Role of the Relevant Stakeholders   
 

The PPCD within the Ministry responsible for EU Funds,  is the public body entrusted with the 

management and overall coordination of the Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, the CF).  In this 

regard, PPCD has been appointed, at national level, as MA for:   

 

•  OP I ‘Fostering a competitive and sustainable economy to meet our challenges’ - CCI 

2014MT16M1OP001;  

 

• OP ‘SME Initiative: Stimulate Private Sector Investment for economic growth’ - CCI 

2014MT16RFSM001;  and 

 

• OP II ‘Investing in human capital to create more opportunities and promote the 

wellbeing of society’ - CCI 2014MT05SFOP001.  

 

• Fund for the European Aid to the Most Deprived (FEAD) ‘Food Support to the Most 

Deprived Persons in Malta’ – CCI 2014MT05FMOP001.  

 

The MA is the body responsible for managing and implementing the abovementioned OPs1, 

as specified in Article 125 of Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 and in provisions of the Fund’s 

specific rules, in accordance with the principle of sound financial management. The functions 

related to the management of the funds relate to:   

  

▪ The management of the OPs  

▪ The selection of the Operations (Projects) 

▪ The Annual Implementation Reports  

▪ The financial management and control of the OPs  

▪ Technical assistance  

 
1 The Managing Authority is also responsible for the Operational Programme for the Fund for European Aid to 
the Most Deprived 2014-2020 (FEAD). However, for the purposes of this evaluation, only the ESIF interventions 
have been assessed.  
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▪ Evaluation and Monitoring  

▪ Communication   

▪ Other additional responsibilities   

  

As at December 2020, the MA has a staff complement of 52 officers (including management) 

working directly on the Programmes identified above. The SME initiative OP falls under the 

responsibility of the team working on OPI (the ERDF and CF OP) with the input of the 

Evaluation Unit, with the latter key in ensuring adequate and proper reporting of the 

implementation of this OP as well as of the other Operational Programmes for which PPCD is 

responsible of.  

  

The Director General of the PPCD acts as Head of the MA, with four main units reporting 

directly to him. The units are each headed by a Chief Coordinator, and are divided as 

presented below: 

  

a. OP I & SMEi Unit (OPI Unit);  

b. OP II & FEAD Unit (OPII Unit);  

c. Financial Control Unit (FCU); and  

d. Evaluation and Communications Unit (ECU).   

 

2.3 Delegation of functions to Intermediary Bodies   
  

The MA opted to delegate part of its functions: implementation of State Aid measures for 

economic undertakings as defined in Annex I of Commission Regulation (EU) No 651/2014 of 

17 June 2014, to Intermediary Bodies (IBs) in accordance with covenants signed between the 

two parties. Two IBs , for OPI and OPII respectively, have been directly appointed by the MA, 

to be responsible for the implementation of the Aid Schemes in their totality, which 

responsibility ranges from the identification of the criteria to be used for the selection of 

operations, up to the closure of the scheme/s. Their tasks include, amongst others:   

 

i. The recommendation, made through the MA, for approval, by the Monitoring 

Committee (MC), of the selection and award criteria, as applicable, to be used in the 

selection of operations;  

ii. The launching of Calls to the private sector, setting up of the Evaluation Committee 

responsible for the selection of operations; setting up of an appeals procedure; and 

drafting the terms of reference and the rules of procedure of the Evaluation 

Committee and the Appeals Board;  

iii. Drawing up of Grant Agreements (GA) with BNs receiving Aid Schemes (enterprises);  

iv. Monitoring of schemes in general, and of each individual operation to ensure that 

obligations, as undertaken in the GA, are adhered to;  
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v. Reporting to the MA on the progress made in the implementation of the schemes in 

relation to their specific verifiable targets; the contribution of the schemes towards 

the objectives and indicators of the relevant PAs; and the financial implementation of 

the schemes;  

vi. Verification of expenditure through documentary verifications and on-the-spot 

checks;   

vii. Provision of adequate information and publicity of funding;   

viii. Closure of the scheme with the relevant reporting.  

  

2.4 Project Selection: Selection Process and types of Interventions Being Implemented  
 

2.4.1 The Project Selection Committee 
 

The PSC is appointed by the Ministry Responsible for the Implementation of EU Funds, and is 

entrusted with the assessment of the eligibility of projects submitted, as well as with the 

evaluation and ranking of the eligible proposals. The MA provides secretariat duties to the 

PSC and is tasked with the responsibility of ensuring that the Committee members are all 

familiar with the OPs; that the selection is carried out in line with the respective OP objectives; 

that the Committee adopts its decisions in line with the criteria approved by the MC; and that 

the selection process is conducted in line with the Mandate and the Rules of procedures 

which have been formally approved by the nominated Members. The rules of procedure 

establish the working method of the Committee, including the decision-making process. The 

PSC has the right, as necessary, to seek technical advice from external experts in relation to 

the projects that it is assessing. Should such experts participate in a PSC meeting, they would 

be participating in an advisory capacity and would not be entitled to a vote.  

All the PSC members, as well as the technical experts consulted by the PSC, are requested to 

sign a Declaration of Integrity, Confidentiality and Impartiality. The PSC meetings are recorded 

through signed attendance sheets and minutes of the meetings are maintained by the 

Committee, recording decisions taken.  

 

2.4.2 Types of Interventions being implemented 

 

2.4.2.1 Projects selected following an Open Call for proposals  

 

In the case of an open Call for Project Proposals, a Call is issued highlighting which PA and 

Investment Priority (IP) is open and who are the eligible applicants. Such Calls (pre-

announcement and announcement) are published in the media (newspapers; etc) and are 

advertised on the website of the MA (eufunds.gov.mt). The publication of the Call is 

supported by a set of Guidance Documents, which aim at providing comprehensive support 

to the applicants. These documents include Guidance on the Eligibility of the Call (including 

also a description of the selection procedure to be used and of the BNs’ right to appeal); 
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Detailed Guidance on how to fill in an online application form; and Guidance on the Indicators 

which are relevant under that Call (including guidance on eligible expenditure).   

 

A series of information sessions are organised by the MA to provide information on the 

project application and selection process. This is an opportunity for prospective applicants to 

raise questions as needed.   

 

Separate Calls are at times issued under a specific PA for the exclusive participation of Social 

Partners, NGOs and Local Councils, in order to ensure a more level playing-field in the 

selection process. This is known as a Restricted Open Call.   

 

In the 2014-2020 period, the submission of project proposals is being done through an online 

application form.  

 

The e-form is accompanied by detailed guidance notes on how it is to be filled in and on how 

to submit the project’s proposal through the electronic system (Structural Funds Database 

(SFD) 2014-2020). The designated project leaders of the proposals are also requested to 

submit the hard copy of a signed, stamped and dated declaration, which should also be 

endorsed by the CEO/Head of the Organisation, in the case of Public Sector Organisations. All 

projects must be endorsed by the Permanent Secretary of the respective Line Ministry.   

 

Once a project is selected for co-financing by the PSC, a letter of acceptance is sent to the BN 

by the MA. The letter may include conditions that would need to be accepted in order for the 

grant to be definitely approved. In some instances, a Preliminary Agreement and, in all cases, 

a Grant Agreement are signed between the MA and the BN, outlining the different conditions 

for the support of the approved operation.   

 

The project Application Form (as approved) is included in the GA as an annex, in order to 

provide a contractual framework to the different outputs to be delivered, the financial plan, 

the category of interventions to which the expenditure of an operation shall be attributed, 

the time limit for implementation, and all obligations and conditions of the grant.  

 

i. Calls for Proposals for OPI for the 2014-2020 Programming Period 

 

As at end December 2020, 10 Calls for Proposals were issued. A total of 97 applications were 

received, out of which 74 projects were selected. There are currently no pre-announcements 

or open Calls.  
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ii. Calls for Proposals for OPII for the 2014-2020 Programming Period 

 

To date, 4 Calls for Proposals were issued. Following the first 3 Calls, a total of 45 applications 

were received, out of which 28 projects were selected. Call 4 was issued in June 2020 targeting 

NGOs, social partners and civil society organisations. Funding will be allocated for PA 2 – 

Towards a More Inclusive Society – and PA 4 - Building the Institutional Administrative 

Capacity. By December 2020, Call 4 was in the evaluation and selection stage and results are 

expected to be published during the first quarter of 2021.  

 

2.4.2.2 Small Projects  

 

The 2007-2013 experience has taught that, generally, savings may arise from the original list 

of approved operations. In this case, the resultant potential savings often do not warrant an 

open Call for applications (with the resulting administrative burden for the stakeholders and 

applicants involved) because of the relatively small amount of funds available. Hence, 

towards the end of the programming period, the MA may decide to allocate funds directly to 

small projects that contribute to the achievement of the objectives of the Programme. The 

size of the budget allocated to each individual operation that can be selected under this 

procedure cannot exceed the amount of total public eligible cost as established in the OP 

under each PA.   

 

In such instances, the BN is still required to complete a project application form and sign a GA 

with the MA and is expected to follow the rules and procedures as directed by the MA through 

such agreement, as is the case with larger projects. The MA is responsible for allocating funds 

to such operations, and projects considered under such simplified procedure must still be 

aligned with the criteria as approved by the MC.  

 

2.4.2.2 Major Projects   

 

Major projects, as defined under Regulation (EU) 1303/2013 are indicatively listed and 

described under the relevant PA of the OP, and thus no Call for applications is issued. 

Nevertheless, project applications are still assessed against the eligibility and selection criteria 

of the MC, and it is only following a successful evaluation by the PSC, that the MA transmits 

the Major Project application to the European Commission (EC) for approval. The MC is kept 

informed of any additional major projects submitted to the EC which are not listed in the OP. 

The approval of a major project takes the form of a Commission Decision.  

In the future, the notion of Major Projects as presented so far will not form part of the 

Common Provisions Regulation.  
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2.4.2.3 Financial Instruments  

 

Financial instruments are a resource-efficient way of using cohesion policy resources to 

support the Europe 2020 strategy through the provision of repayable assistance to targeted 

cohorts. The possible use of Financial Instruments is indicated in the OPs at programming 

stage, and the implementation thereof is not subject to a selection process.  

 

Malta’s implementation of repayable assistance schemes has to date consisted of a number 

of  Financial Instruments, the first of which being the JEREMIE (Joint European Resources for 

Micro to Medium Enterprises) instrument, implemented under the 2007-2013 programming 

period consisting of €12M of ERDF funding, which in turn created a portfolio of loans 

amounting to more than €105 million, whilst assisting 653 SMEs2. 

 

Compared to the 2007-13 programming period, the scope for financial instruments has been 

widened and under the 2014-2020 programming period, can be used for all thematic 

objectives and are more easily combined with other forms of support. In addition, co-

financing modalities are now more flexible, and clearer management rules have been 

implemented. 

 

Within this context, three Financial Instruments are being currently implemented under the 

2014-2020 Programming Period, namely: 

 

i. The Further Studies Made Affordable (FSMA) Financial Instrument in Malta, financed 

though the ESF, which was established to support the development of human capital 

and is aimed to meet the financing needs of students seeking to pursue a study 

programme for accredited courses in MQF levels 5, 6, 7 and 8, as well as other 

internationally-recognised certificates. Eligible students are entitled to receive 

support through the FI for activities related to tuition fees, accommodation costs, 

subsistence expenses and other expenses, to assist them in furthering their studies in 

Malta and abroad. Thus, the purpose of the FI is to support eligible students by 

enhancing their access to bank loans through an investment of €3M of ESF funding, 

aimed at generating a portfolio of loans amounting to €8.25M and assisting 180 

students; 

 

ii. The Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Malta (EERE Malta) Financial Instrument 

(FI) uses ERDF financing to provide better access to finance to carry out measures in 

the field of Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency. This FI is available for both 

households and enterprises, through the provision of a capped guarantee for loans 

related to Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy measures. The ERDF investment of 

 
2 Final Implementation Report 2007-2013 Operational Programme I ‘Investing in Competitiveness for a Better 
Quality of life’.  
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€15M is expected to generate a loan portfolio amounting to €54M, specifically for 

these measures; 

 

iii.  The SME Initiative (SMEi) aims to complement the actions taken at national level in 

 support of SMEs by using ERDF. The SMEi helps SMEs by providing guarantees 

 through a joint instrument blending ERDF, EIB, EIF, and Horizon 2020 resources, with 

 the aim of generating additional lending to SMEs at attractive conditions. With an  

 ERDF investment of €29M, this instrument is expected to generate €118M in loans 

 to enterprises, and is expected to assist 885 SMEs in the purchase of tangible and 

 intangible assets, and to secure a much needed source of working capital to survive 

 the economic downturn resulting from the 2020 COVID-19 pandemic.  

 

2.5 Project Implementation: Stakeholders and Procedures 
 

2.5.1 Relevant authorities/bodies and other stakeholders related to project implementation   

 

2.5.1.1 EU funds Beneficiaries 

 

BNs of ERDF and ESF funded projects are mainly mainstream BNs, that is; Government 

Ministries and/or public sector entities, social partners such as trade unions, and Non-

Governmental Organisations (NGOs) or Voluntary Organisations (VOs). There are currently 

103 projects being implemented by the BNs under both ERDF and ESF funding. Further 

information is being provided in the ‘Methodology’ section.  

 

2.5.1.2 Line Ministries  

 

As at end October 2020, a total of 17 Line Ministries were in place. A Line Ministry is primarily 

responsible for the inter-agency co-ordination for all operations implemented by any 

Department/public organisation forming part of that Ministry’s portfolio. The co-ordination 

function is applicable from the very start, including providing Ministerial input at 

programming stage; supporting agencies at the moment of submission of proposals; 

providing support to BNs (excluding IBs) during implementation – including liaison with the 

MA and other horizontal stakeholders; processing of the second stage of the payment process 

(including input in the Structural Funds Database) and submission to the EU Payments Unit 

once assurance that documentation is correct is acquired; monitoring of operations falling 

within the Ministry’s portfolio and following up on any issues arising from management 

checks and audits.   

 

2.5.1.3 EU Payments Unit 

 

The EU Payments Unit within the Ministry responsible for the implementation of the ESI Funds 

in Malta, is led by a Chief Coordinator and complementary staff. The Unit is responsible for: 
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a. Receiving requests for payment/reimbursements (from the Line Ministry) to 

contractors and BNs (as the case may be);  

b. Carrying out relevant checks to ensure that the expenditure and supporting 

documentation is correct and in line with national Financial Regulations; and  

c. Effecting payments/reimbursements to contractors and BNs in respect of 

expenditure incurred for approved operations.  

 

2.5.1.4 The Certifying Authority (CA)  

 

The CA, also led by a Chief Coordinator and complementary staff, has overall responsibility of 

the certification process. Following the conclusion of the payment and verification process, 

the Statement of Expenditure (together with any relevant comments) is sent to the CA for 

further processing, which includes its own checks of the relevant documentation and any 

clarifications that may arise. The CA may in fact reject part of the Statement of Expenditure if 

the necessary assurances are not in place.  

 

The CA has access to the SFD 14-20, where all information related to implementation is 

provided, including a detailed breakdown of payments made; on-the-spot check reports 

undertaken by the MA and the IBs; and summaries on irregularities. In this way, the CA is not 

directly dependent on the MA or any other stakeholder for information (as most of it is readily 

available on the database), and can carry out its own checks independently from any other 

stakeholder and at any time (not necessarily when receiving the list of verified payments from 

the MA). Reports on irregularities are also copied to the CA as per established procedure.  

 

2.5.1.5 Department of Contracts  

  

The Department of Contracts (DoC) within the Ministry for Finance is responsible for the 

administration of the procurement procedures as laid down in the Public Procurement 

Regulations 2016 (Legal Notice 352 of 2016 and any subsequent updates), which came into 

force on 28th October 2016. The DoC provides guidance and advice to the BNs on all issues 

pertaining to public contracts. Within the context of Maltese legislation, the DoC is known as 

the Central Government Authority, whereas the agency procuring the goods/services/works 

is known as the Contracting Authority.  

 

The DoC ensures that the relevant tenders are launched and published in accordance with 

the above-mentioned regulations, and that contracts are awarded in conformity with the 

principles of non-discrimination, equality of treatment, transparency, mutual recognition, 

proportionality, open competition, financial management and good governance.  
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It is the responsibility of ALL BNs (even those not falling within the direct remit of the DoC, 

such as voluntary organisations, Local Councils and other entities) to seek the advice of the 

said Department on procurement issues.  

 

2.6 The Payment and Certification Procedures 
 

Payments under the Cohesion Policy 2014-20 are carried out in a three-stage process which 

directly involves a number of stakeholders, namely the BN, Line Ministry (Director Programme 

Implementation and Accounting Officers), EU Payments Unit, and the Central Bank of Malta. 

All these entities are tasked with the responsibility of ensuring that the payments are legal 

regular and correct and that they are processed in the shortest time possible. The first step in 

this process is crucial, and is dependent on the Project team who is responsible to ascertain 

that invoices and any supporting documentation are collated in a timely manner to certify 

correct the payment request for eventually processing of the payment by the mine Ministry 

and subsequently the EU payments unit.  

 

The channel through which requests for payment (invoices or reimbursement requests) 

related to the Cohesion Policy 2014-2020 are processed for ultimate payment (or 

reimbursement) by the EU Payments Unit is through the SFD 14-20. Project Leaders and 

Contact Persons, like all other users, access the system through their unique personal 

credentials, thus retaining accountability throughout the electronic system, in line with Article 

10(2) of Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 1011/2014.  

 

 In practical terms, the payment process follows the below stages:  

 

1. The BN receives the request for payment from the Contractor (or the finance unit 

within the BN organisation in the case of reimbursement requests). Following the 

vetting of the request and the confirmation of its adequacy, the system automatically 

generates an Invoice Details Certificate under the Confirmation tab at payment level 

on the SFD 14-20; 

2. In the next step, the payment reaches the next level of confirmation on the SFD 14-

20, namely the Line Ministry, which is tasked to also carry out its own verifications and 

confirmation of accuracy and correctness of the payment request; 

3. Following the confirmation from the Line Ministry, which is recorded in the system, 

the payment is then finally checked and confirmed by the EU Payments Unit for the 

execution of payment. 

 

The paid invoices are stored in the SFD and are verified by the MA / IB. Once a substantial 

amount of expenditure is incurred, the MA will, usually three times a year, initiate the 

verification process for the submission of requests for reimbursement from the Commission 

of expenditure paid. The MA prepares a timetable with established dates for the different 
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stakeholders involved in the process, which is circulated accordingly to all involved parties. 

However, this does not preclude the MA from carrying out its verifications earlier and prior 

to initiation of the verification process. The CA is informed by the MA of the dates it will be 

forwarding the relevant Statement of Expenditure (SoE) documents for verification which 

eventually will form part of the request for payment to the Commission.  
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Chapter 3: Rationale and Logic of this Study 
 

In order to carry out this review, the evaluators first sought to identify the different 

components forming part of the EU funding process and the relevant stakeholders (as 

presented in the previous section), in order to carry out an assessment of the practices within 

each stage, with the ultimate aim being that of identifying weaknesses within the process and 

areas for improvement. This assessment was guided by a set of questions, developed for the 

different stakeholders in accordance with the process they are involved in. The questions 

sought to examine a number of factors, such as challenges that can hinder the pace of 

implementation, inter-organizational relationships between stakeholders, and bureaucratic 

hurdles that may impact the key processes involved in EU funds implementation. The aim of 

these questions was that of obtaining the stakeholders’ feedback and opinion on the current 

state of affairs and determine how any issues raised can be addressed for the ultimate 

improvement of the system, with particular attention to future Programming periods. In fact, 

a key element of this assessment is that of identifying improvements that can be made to the 

overall system post-2020.  

 

The EU funding process was divided in the following components and the questions were 

structured in a way to address all the stages therein, as follows: 

 

Stage 1:  Project Planning, Selection and Approval 

 

This part of the assessment sought to identify areas which could be improved in relation to 

project planning, at Ministry and BN level, to ensure that selected projects truly address the 

needs and strategies identified in the OP. At the same time, the application process was 

reviewed to identify actions that could improve the uptake and quality of Calls, along with 

any overall improvements that could be made at this stage. Taking into account the 

perspective of BNs and of the LMs, the assessment sought to gather feedback regarding their 

experience in submitting an application for EU funds, by focusing on the drafting and 

submission of project application forms. The assessment sought to uncover whether current 

manuals / information sessions / guidance notes / structures suffice in adequately 

contributing towards the submission of quality project application forms. Additionally, this 

part of the assessment reviewed the processes utilised for project selection, identifying 

possible improvements to the current system, whilst taking into account the timeframes 

taken to conclude this stage.  

 

Stage 2: Project Implementation 

 

This stage of the appraisal involved the MA and a number of other stakeholders, being BNs, 

IBs, LMs, the DoC, and the CA. In terms of the MA’s role in the management and oversight of 

projects, the assessment analysed current practices and sought to identify areas where 
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management could be improved. On the other hand, the evaluation of the feedback provided 

by external stakeholders provided the basis upon which to identify any areas where BNs and 

LMs are experiencing procedural delays, or other difficulties during the implementation of 

projects, whilst concurrently seeking to come up with proposals to mitigate them. 

Furthermore, the identification of best practices amongst stakeholders was indeed an 

important component of this assessment. 

 

Stage 3: Monitoring, Evaluation and Communication 

 

This stage focused on the work carried out by the MA in terms of project monitoring. When 

assessing the role of the MA at this stage, the study sought to identify areas that could be 

improved in terms of data collection mechanisms, simplifications, evaluations and other 

horizontal commitments, along with potential mitigation measures in this regard. 

 

  



 

Page | 23  
 

Chapter 4: Methodology 
 

The findings presented in this report are based on the data gathered by means of one-to-one 

interviews held with, or surveys disseminated to, stakeholders involved in the management 

of the OPs, as well as those involved in the implementation of projects. The Evaluation and 

Communications Unit (ECU) was responsible for interviewing the BNs and stakeholders and 

analysing their responses.  

 

A total of seven sets of questions were prepared specifically to target the different 

stakeholders identified, namely project BNs, LMs, the CA, the Strategy and Implementation 

Division (SID), Department of Contract (DoC) and the MA’s Chief Coordinators for OP I, OPII, 

and the FCU. ECU also met with both the Measures and Support Division (MSD) and Jobsplus, 

as IBs for OPI and OPII respectively. The IBs provided different perspectives given that they 

manage schemes related to different OPs. Private undertakings were not contacted as part of 

this process. These beneficiaries will be contacted separately as part of the Thematic 

Evaluation under TO 3.  

 

The questions directed at BNs were aimed to obtain feedback on the funding process, starting 

from the design of an operation, through the application process, evaluation and selection, 

up to implementation and monitoring. These questions were then adapted accordingly to the 

role of the different stakeholders in order to adequately cover the different processes that 

the various bodies involved employ with respect to EU funds. 

 

Meetings were held with all public sector stakeholders (including Ministries and Public 

Entities), or “mainstream” BNs, while NGOs and Local Councils were invited to answer an 

online survey, whilst still being offered the possibility of holding a meeting, should they have 

preferred such means. An e-mail which included a link to the survey was sent to all BNs who 

are either NGOs or Local Councils, which correspondence was followed up by another two 

reminders. Eight replies were received and one of the respondents requested a meeting 

instead of replying to the online survey. Out of the eight online replies, only one respondent 

is an ESF BN. The other seven respondents manage ERDF projects, two of which are local 

councils with the rest being NGOs.  

 

In the case of the so called “mainstream” BNs, the decision was taken to hold physical 

meetings, as opposed to the approach taken with NGOs and Local Councils, given the 

substantial value (in monetary terms) of certain projects, whilst also taking into account the 

number of projects falling under each Ministry, with some Ministries/Entities implementing 

up to three or more projects. An email to all BNs was sent which was followed by email 

reminders and telephone calls to encourage participation. A total of eleven meetings were 

set with BNs implementing OPI projects and twelve with those BNs implementing OPII 

projects.  
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Out of a total of 103 projects, meetings were held with project leaders of a total of 43 projects, 

of which 25 were OPI projects (including 3 implemented under the CF), and 18 were OPII 

projects. These represented a total eligible expenditure of €348M. The below charts provide 

further details on the respondents: 
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The evaluators also met with the Malta-EU Steering and Action Committee (MEUSAC), the 

body responsible for the consultation process with Civil Society on EU laws and policy. 

MEUSAC provides personalised assistance and support to Local Councils and NGOs in the 

practical aspects related to EU Funding Opportunities, whilst also being a BN under the 2014-

2020 Programming Period.  

 

In addition to the interviews/surveys, evaluators also carried out an analysis of the 

information requested in the application form and whether this can be further enhanced, 

both for simplification purposes and in order to facilitate the rating process. Furthermore, the 
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rating process for a sample of OPI and OPII projects was analysed with the intention of 

comparing the rating given to the project prior to approval and the performance of the project 

during implementation. This analysis allowed ECU to highlight a number of issues in the rating 

process and to come up with a number of recommendations.  

 

The final findings and main conclusions are the result of the assessment carried out by the 

ECU following the completion of the interviews and online surveys.   
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Chapter 5: Key Findings  
 

5.1 Project Planning, Selection and Approval 
 

5.1.1 Difficulty in mapping projects to the Programme’s Intervention Logic 

 

The drafting of the OPs is a complex exercise that is coordinated by a central unit within the 

Ministry responsible for EU Funds, namely the Strategy and Implementation Division (SID),  

but which involves also a number of stakeholders. In fact, throughout the drafting of the OP, 

various consultations, both with the main stakeholders, social partners, and the general 

public, are held in order to identify the development needs to be addressed in line with both 

Malta’s and the EU’s policy and strategic direction. During the one-to-one interview with the 

Director General heading the SID, it was remarked that considerable feedback was received 

throughout these consultations. Nevertheless, it was noted that at times the feedback 

received is generic, and not linked to the objectives of the programme concerned. As regards 

indicators and the setting of baselines and targets, this is seen as being a huge challenge, 

especially due to the nature of the investments, especially where there is a lack of relevant 

supporting/comparable data to be used when identifying the baseline and subsequently 

setting the target. The setting of budget estimates is also seen as considerably burdensome 

due to a lack of information from the respective stakeholders, again due to the nature of 

these investments, which may sometimes be one off planned investments with no 

comparative proxies on which to base financial estimates.  

 

As a result of the resources and consultations carried out at the time of programme design, 

the OPs are believed to offer a valid analysis of Malta’s socio-economic situation and the 

actions necessary to achieve the set targets. Furthermore, the involvement of LMs within this 

process should, in principle, encourage prospective BNs to think about which projects should 

be developed in order to address the needs that they themselves identified.  

 

BNs and LMs were asked for their feedback on the extent of difficulty they experienced in 

mapping projects to the needs identified by the OPs. Feedback received indicated that there 

are still challenges in mapping the needs identified within the OP and the priority projects at 

the time of the call.  The evaluators assessed that this could be due to a number of factors, 

being: lack of understanding of the programme objectives; changes in personnel or the time 

lapse between the consultation period and the actual launch of the calls; the identification of 

additional priorities; and failure to provide feedback following the consultation.  

 

It is a fact that the Operational Programmes are technical documents which are perceived to 

be challenging to understand. This, together with failures in internal lines of communication 

may give rise to difficulties in interpreting the intervention logic of the OPs. This has led to 

mismatches between the projects submitted and the priorities identified in the Programmes. 
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In the case of NGOs and Local Councils, when replying to questions relating to project 

planning, most respondents described their knowledge of Government policies and strategies 

as being good. This was positively reflected in the mapping of projects to specific strategies, 

as well as to their familiarity with the Thematic Objectives targeting the different operations.  

 

Respondents gave a variety of reasons as to why identifying projects that fit within the OP is 

seen as being a complex process.  Most BNs opined that, within Ministries, there is a lack of 

knowledge among the already limited pool of EU fund officers who can provide guidance 

regarding the EU technical jargon, eligibility of proposals as well as eligibility of expenditure, 

making it even more difficult to map the proposals to the relevant PAs and IPs. This is 

compounded by the fact that most respondents stated that no organised structure exists 

within their entity, that provides for an assessment of needs, which assessment is required 

for the identification of new project ideas. Nevertheless, it should also be noted that all 

respondents acknowledged that consultation with Ministries, entities and/or other 

stakeholders does take place prior to the submission of a project application. Of note is also 

the fact that when briefly describing the process of consultation at programming stage, some 

respondents stated that consultation takes place within the relevant Ministry, while others 

outsource consultancy services, including for the carrying out of financial feasibility studies, 

showing that there seems to be no common approach which is followed by the different 

Ministries.  

 

An added difficulty is the timing of the publication of the calls envisaged under the 

Operational Programme. This is proven to have an impact on the ability to plan adequately 

the projects to be submitted.. It was stated by the interviewees that this, together with delays 

in the selection process and in the publication of results, is resulting poor project planning, , 

especially when applicants are applying for the first time.  

 

From the interviews, the impact, in terms of timing and project planning, of the pre-

announcements issued by the MA was not clear. Furthermore, it does not seem that the 

interviewees were aware of the information issued by the MA in terms of expected 

timeframes of when the results were expected to be published. Nevertheless, it is also 

important to point out that in the first calls for project proposals, there were still delays in the 

publication of results that went beyond the indicated timeframes as published in such calls. 

 

5.1.2 Difficulties in completing the application process  

 

As stated above, the MA informs prospective applicants of upcoming Calls through the 

publication of a pre-announcement, which features on the MA’s website and the local 

newspapers. Typically, the pre-announcement advert informs interested parties of the 

relevant OP and PA under which the Call would be issued but provides no details with respect 
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to timelines. Once the actual Call is published, a deadline for submission would be set and the 

details of the respective OP and PA would be given. Details of information sessions would be 

made available in the advert accompanying the announcement.  

 

During this assessment, the evaluators questioned respondents on this practice followed by 

the MA and sought to determine whether the information submitted is sufficient for them to 

complete the application process and submit a project on time. Most respondents were of 

the opinion that the information published does not facilitate the identification of projects 

being targeted, and that consequently it is difficult for them to decipher whether their project 

would fall under the scope of that particular Call. Taking into consideration the fact that the 

Programmes are public documents, this seems to corroborate the finding in the previous 

section relating to the difficulty of understanding the OPs. In this regard, several BNs 

emphasised the importance of the LMs’ role in highlighting funding opportunities for projects 

falling within the BNs’ remit. Still, the evaluators identified that this role is non consistent 

throughout,  and that the effectiveness thereof varies greatly across Ministries, with some 

LMs playing a more active role, in providing relevant information on the possible 

opportunities under the Programme, than others. The interviews also showed that the role 

of LMs at planning stage should be further strengthened, especially considering the link that 

they provide in translating policy and strategies into projects aimed towards achieving the 

goals set. 

 

An added difficulty highlighted by BNs was the limited use of different types of media to 

publicise the launch of Calls. Newspapers are not deemed as being an effective medium and 

it was recommended that a wider circulation can be achieved through the use of social media 

and emails to LMs. A wider publication of Calls becomes of greater importance to prospective 

NGO applicants who would not have the added benefit of assistance from LMs. Furthermore, 

it was also suggested that the Calls should be published in simpler, less technical terminology, 

and that the allocated PA budget should be communicated. NGOs noted that the financial 

assistance available through the Ministry for Education and Employment (MEDE), which at 

the time of drafting of this report, was responsible for the Office of the Commissioner for 

Voluntary Organisations, in order to finance their part of the co-financing, should also be 

given wider publicity.  

 

Most BNs found the timing allowed for submission of projects as adequate. However, in the 

case of new BNs with limited experience of the funding process, timing was deemed 

inadequate in view of the work involved. This was also particularly the case for more complex 

projects that would require the preparation of CBAs and further studies to complement the 

application form. In this case, the perceived limited timeframe, tied with the lack of visibility 

of the Calls’ timeline, as highlighted previously, is seen to place additional burden on 

prospective applicants and, in cases where resources are limited, is also perceived to 

undermine the completion of the application process. Here it should also be noted that during 
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the 2014-2020 Programming Period, the average duration of Calls increased from six weeks 

to twelve weeks (three months). Furthermore, the evaluators also understand that a balance 

must be kept between the timing of the Calls and the need for effective implementation on 

the ground.  

 

On a positive note, most BNs find the information sessions to be highly beneficial towards 

understanding the Call and the type of projects which can be submitted. However, it was still 

opined that the timing of information sessions is not adequate, in that information sessions 

are held within the application period, therefore rendering the submission period shorter. It 

was also suggested that the information sessions should be held on consecutive days and 

within a single week, in order to allow enough time for applicants to make good use of the 

guidance received. Nevertheless, some BNs found the information sessions to be highly 

technical and complex to understand and, considering the number of participants that usually 

attend, do not allow sufficient time for questions to be raised. This is particularly the case for 

applicants with limited experience of the process, and who would be submitting an 

application for the first time. It was found that NGOs, and to a certain extent Local Councils, 

face added disadvantages and would rather have focused sessions addressed to specific 

cohorts. This was not found to be the case for experienced BNs, who provided positive 

feedback with regard to the level of detail provided during the information sessions, including 

the timing of sessions as well as with regard to the time allowed for the submission of 

applications, as stated earlier in the report. Taking into consideration the above, the 

evaluators feel that the mixed responses above are the result of different needs being 

identified by different cohorts, thus indicating the need of a mixed approach by the MA 

depending on the target group of the Call in question.   

 

Mixed responses were also obtained in relation to the structure of the application form, with 

the majority of respondents stating that the most challenging sections within the application 

form, in terms of their understanding and drafting, were the Financial Plan and Disbursement 

Schedule. In relation to the disbursement schedule, some replies included the suggestion of 

presenting the schedule at a later stage during the evaluation process, given that financial 

details and disbursement forecasts change often and depend on issues beyond the BN’s 

control, such as market conditions. Furthermore, the respondents also remarked that 

forecasts for contracts cannot be accurate since during implementation, tenders depend on 

external stakeholders such as the DoC.  

 

MEUSAC -  the body tasked with providing assistance to prospective applicants for EU funding 

-  acknowledged that there were also other sections in the application form that prove to be 

challenging, such as those dealing with the ex-ante conditionalities, and the horizontal issues 

section dealing with Equal Opportunities and Sustainable Development. In relation to the 

latter, the equality benchmark is found to be more challenging when applied to certain ERDF 

projects. In fact, MEUSAC suggested that if the MA wants to ensure the proper application of 
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these horizontal values, it should set up meetings with horizontal entities (such as the 

National Commission for the Promotion of Equality (NCPE) and the Commission for the Rights 

of Persons with Disability (CRPD)), and define the specific criteria in the application form, thus 

ensuring that applicants know what is expected from them. MEUSAC in fact noted that as a 

result of general inexperience on the topic, many applicants are providing broad information 

which is not relevant to their project.  

 

Many respondents stated that while they welcomed the introduction of an online application, 

the system was deemed not to be very user-friendly.3 As regards the guidance notes, a 

comment was made that these should reflect the application questions and detail how each 

question is to be addressed. Besides, it was also stated that further guidance on the use of 

the online system would be welcomed. Moreover, it was pointed out that since the different 

sections do not have a word-count limit, applicants are at a loss with regard to the amount of 

detail required.  

 

The application form is also seen as being highly repetitive. In order to verify this remark, the 

evaluators carried out an analysis of the form and, as a result, acknowledge that the 

application form could be re-designed to eliminate the inclusion of potentially unnecessary 

details and allow applicants to focus on the most important elements of the project. A project 

description section could be included following the Project Summary, where applicants could 

be asked to provide a description of the physical outcome of the project. This would be 

separate from the Technical Description, which would then focus on the technical elements. 

A detailed organigram of the project team, including the team’s duties in relation to the 

project, should be included at this stage. As for the output and result indicators, the 

application format should be improved to allow applicants to outline the method of 

verification and quantification for each indicator, in order to provide better clarity and 

enhance the completeness of the application.  

 

The evaluators note that the difficulties faced during the application process mainly arise from 

lack of information about the process in general and from a lack of knowledge by prospective 

applicants. As a result of these difficulties, it is common practice for outside consultants to be 

engaged. However, the feedback obtained by the MA indicates that this could lead to 

problems during implementation due to differences between what the consultant proposes 

and writes in the application and the actual understanding of the project by the BN; a 

misalignment that is further exacerbated by their inexperience and lack of technical 

competence when faced with project implementation.  

 

Furthermore, the use of consultants involves a significant cost which not all applicants can 

afford. NGOs specifically highlighted a problem related to the affordability of applying for EU 

 
3 Issues include logging users out after a certain amount of time has elapsed; the inability to scroll down automatically when 

typing; and the lack of automatic arithmetical check when inputting budget, financial forecasts and disbursement. 
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Funds. In fact, in view of the endemic structure of NGOs in Malta, which are in their vast 

majority run by volunteers with limited financial resources, the application for EU funding as 

well as the subsequent implementation of approved projects is outsourced in almost its 

totality. Hence, NGOs explained that tapping into EU funds is a high-risk expense for them, 

even in relation to the writing of the application form, since a rejected application form would 

constitute a huge non-refundable financial burden. Costs are exorbitant on NGOs especially 

when concerned with ERDF operations. Furthermore, the tendering process for NGOs does 

not go through the Electronic Public Procurement System (EPPS) and therefore even the 

expense of publicising calls for tenders becomes burdensome.  

 

The responses indicate that NGOs would appreciate having specific Calls addressing their 

needs, considering that it is more challenging for them to compete with mainstream 

applicants to obtain funding. NGOs are also of the opinion that dedicated guidance should be 

offered to them in order to counter for their increased challenges. It is to be noted that in the 

case of OPI, when a Call specific to NGOs is launched, the possibility is given to applicants to 

submit a draft application form on which further guidance for improvement could  be given. 

This is a welcomed initiative considering that most NGOs feel that the guidance provided 

through documents and information sessions is not sufficient.   

 

5.1.3 Delays in project selection 

 

Respondents deem that the time taken for approval of funds with respect to their project was 

lengthy and, in most cases, the evaluation process took almost a year to be concluded. 

Respondents are of the opinion that this timeframe is excessive and leads to a lot of 

uncertainty on their part as to whether funds will be available. An added difficulty which was 

highlighted was that, as a result of the time lapse from project design up to the award of 

funds, changes in the socio-economic situation might render some of the project activities 

obsolete. In addition, financial estimates may become outdated due to changes in costs. BNs 

also feel that the MA is not always cooperative when it comes to accepting changes in the 

project design, even if in the BNs’ opinion this would be unavoidable and would result in an 

improved overall result. However, the evaluators are of the opinion that the BNs may not be 

aware that certain changes that might be proposed to amend the original project design could 

possibly alter the project aims, rendering it unfitting with the OP and with the development 

needs it seeks to address, thus putting into question its eligibility for EU funding of the same 

project.  

 

The uncertainty faced with respect to availability of funds tends to discourage BNs from 

carrying out the required preparatory work, arguing that they do not have sufficient capacity 

to devote to projects for which funding is uncertain. The lack of preparatory work in turn 

results in further delays, as upon approval of funds the project would not be ready to start 

implementing.  
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Finally, with regard to the selection process, the BNs acknowledged and welcomed the fact 

that the PSC often requests a number of clarifications on the project and holds one-to-one 

meetings to address them. This procedure is seen positively by BNs who appreciate this 

opportunity to better explain their project proposal.   

 

Following discussions with the MA, the evaluators confirmed that it is factual correct that the 

project selection process took much longer than what was initially expected. Following an 

assessment of later Calls, it was however identified that the time taken by the PSC was within 

the parameters published in the Call. 

 

5.1.4 Scoring and rating sheet 

 

Following discussions with various BNs, and after hearing their opinion with regard to the 

selection process, the evaluators carried out an analysis of the scoring process. This was 

aimed to evaluate whether the scoring given effectively reflects the progress reached during 

project implementation and present a number of recommendations looking forward. A 

number of projects were selected both from OPI and OPII and different selection criteria were 

analysed.  

 

The following conclusions were drawn following the evaluators’ assessment:  

 

5.1.4.1 Readiness (OPI infrastructure projects) 

 

The scoring for readiness is sub-divided in a number of sub-criteria. Scores are based on 

negative marking. In this respect, the MA is invited to assess the impact of the non-

applicability of some of the sub-criteria for smaller project or projects that are not revenue 

generating or projects that are less complex and do not involve the need for planning permits.   

 

The evaluators opined that under this category a sub-criterion for contingency 

planning should be introduced to complement the criterion ‘other risks’. Such additional 

criterion would allow the PSC to award marks to those projects which would have already 

identified, or indeed taken measures to address the risks identified.   

 

In the initial calls the scoring sheet penalised projects that had a time-frame longer than two 

years. Whilst this was regarded as valid the evaluators would recommend that rather than 

focusing specifically on the two-year period, the PSC should analyse the time plan submitted 

by the applicant in more detail and provide marks on the basis of how well the plan has been 

prepared and how realistic it is, with the criterion being the risk associated to implementation 

plan as submitted. The latter assessment is valid both in the case of infrastructure projects 

and projects that involve human capital.   
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5.1.4.2 Capacity 

 

A maximum of ten marks can be awarded under the rating criterion dealing with 

capacity, which is sub-divided in two sub-criteria. The evaluators did not find evidence that 

an assessment of the project team is included as a sub-criterion. The evaluators are of the 

opinion that ensuring the competence and experience of the team assigned to implement the 

project, whilst recognising the difficulty in doing this, is of particular importance in complex 

projects. It is being recommended that this element is assessed on the basis of the 

identification of the functions and the assignment of the function to particular members of 

the project team. The functions identified should be clearly linked to the project.   

  

5.1.4.3 Project sustainability 

 

Organisational/financial stability is a sub-criterion under project sustainability and has a 

maximum of two points. The evaluators noted that maximum marks are granted in the case 

of Government entities and, considering the stability of public bodies, this criterion has very 

little relevance on the project’s overall assessment. However, under the existing scoring 

process, even in the case of NGOs where the lack of organisation and/or financial stability 

could be highly detrimental to the successful implementation of the project; awarding low 

marks to the applicant would effectively not have much influence on the overall 

score. Therefore, it is suggested that in the case of NGOs and other non-public bodies, the 

importance of financial stability is also reflected in the score.  

 

5.1.4.4 Quality of the Application Form 

 

In the case of projects submitted under OPII, it was noted that the highest marks were 

achieved by NGOs.  This may be a reflection of ownership or the direct involvement of the 

people to be involved in the implementation of the project during the drafting of the project 

application. It is important that the applicant and/or implementation team have enough 

background knowledge of the proposal, and are aware of what the project outcome so that 

the vision can be properly communicated through the project Application Form.  

 

5.5 Monitoring, Evaluation and Communication with the MA 
 

As part of its core functions, the MA is also responsible for disseminating information with 

respect to EU funded projects, monitoring their progress through the collection of data on 

indicators, and evaluating the impact, efficiency and effectiveness thereof. In this regard, a 

dedicated unit, ECU, was set-up to carry out these functions. 

 

When carrying out an assessment of the content of the application form in relation to the  

project indicators, the Evaluators noted that information within project application forms in 
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relation to indicators, would not be adequate. This could be a result of the BNs’ lack of 

understanding of the EU’s requirements, which could lead to an incorrect reporting of the 

indicators, including incorrect indicator estimates which would undermine the report on the 

programme’s achievements. In this case, an added risk could be the inconsistency in the 

methodologies used to collect data for the same indicator by different BNs under different 

projects, resulting in incorrect indicator computation.  

 

This assessment also attempted to analyse the MA’s relationship with BNs and other 

stakeholders. Overall, BNs remarked that they have a good relationship with their appointed 

officer and the senior manager. However, respondents remarked that when it comes to 

obtaining guidance to complex issues, there are delays that could lead to an actual delay to 

the project implementation. BNs also stated that, when the officer responsible for their 

project changes, a better handover should be given between the MA’s officers when possible. 

Some BNs also mentioned that more frequent meetings and site-visits from the officers are 

needed so that there is an understand of the project and challenges faced by the project 

beyond the update that can be provided through an e-mail. Another aspect where 

improvement is necessary is with regards to timing of request for information. It was 

remarked that some requests for information would be requested within very short 

timeframes which would not be always possible.  

 

5.6 Challenges faced by stakeholders and beneficiaries during the implementation 

process 
 

5.6.1 Challenges faced by DoC 

 

The ECU also met with the DoC. The main challenge highlighted throughout the interview was 

the issue of capacity in this department. As explained earlier in this report, in 2016, under the 

legal notice (L.N.) 352 the structure of Ministerial Procurement Units (MPUs) was set up with 

the aim of furthering decentralisation in order to reduce the burden on the DoC. The MPUs 

were created also to transfer more responsibility to Ministries, by allowing them to set up 

their own procurement units, which would be able to issue tenders below the threshold of 

€144,000, and to also review tenders above that same threshold before these are submitted 

to the DoC.  

 

The results achieved through this decentralisation system were, in general, very satisfactory.   
Nevertheless, this same process resulted in very challenging effects on the Human Resources 

capacity within the DoC, which were mainly due to officers moving from such department to 

the MPUs, resulting in a severe depletion of resources. The inability for the department to 

recruit additional capacity may be the result of a number of factor with main issue being the 

conditions linked to positions offered within the DoC. This is a common issue reported by 

different stakeholders.   
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This capacity issue within the DoC is seen as the main reason contributing to the delays in 

their vetting and publication. A way to mitigate such delays is through improvement in the 

quality of the document submitted for review by the DoC.  

 

When asked about the guidance provided to BNs, the DoC held that there is a roster system 

for customer care officials dealing with general queries (procurement managers), as well as a 

help desk for IT related queries. There are is also a generic emails set up for compliance issues 

and for queries related to post contractual variations. It was acknowledged however that 

there are no predetermined timeframes which the DoC is bound to follow. Something that 

could be considered is for internal timeframes to be established to manage stakeholders 

expectations.  

 

Other administrative hinderances faced by the DoC also include the fact that since not all 

documents can be uploaded on the electronic procurement system (EPPS), some BNs fail to 

provide requested documents in time, such as the tender originators form, the commitment 

form and the estimated budget form. This is a problem that leads to further delays in the 

publication of the tender. 

 

With regard to the documentation review in relation to checks undertaken by the MA, a 

recommendation being put forward is that there is more coordination in the requests by the 

MA since sometimes DoC receive requests from both the MA and the BN on the same file.  

This should also be considered when the Internal Audit and Investigations Division (IAID) is 

conducting audits in its role as Audit Authority. The audit should be centralised and when 

there is a DoC tender, request for documentation should be channelled through one contact 

point. On their side both the MA and the IAID remarked that the timing of DoC response is 

what sometimes trigger the issue related requests being made to multiple sources so better 

coordination at the level of the stakeholders would address the issue.  

 

When asked about guidance provided to NGOs, the DoC remarked that it is striving to improve 

its services to NGOs, often going out of its way to meet NGOs and guide them through the 

tendering process. The department has in fact also met with the Malta Council for the 

Voluntary Sector (MCVS), to support NGOs better, including through the development of 

tailor-made templates for them to use.  

 

5.6.2 Challenges faced by the IBs  

 

As mentioned earlier in this report, the two IBs responsible for Grant Schemes to the private 

sector, as funded through the ESF and the ERDF are Jobsplus for ESF schemes and the MSD 

for ERDF. 
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In general, throughout the implementation of the schemes, both IBs conduct verification 

checks on all of the expenditure claimed and hold and plan the Intermediary Body Steering 

Committee (IBSC) meetings once a year. Both IBs continuously report to the MA and LM on 

progress achieved to date, difficulties encountered, and areas of opportunity following 

consultation with various entities to tap different schemes and opportunities available on the 

market. 

 

5.6.2.1 Jobsplus (IB OPII) 

 

During a consultation with Jobplus, it was explained that one of the schemes which they 

implement, being the Access to Employment (A2E) scheme, is demand driven and is 

constantly open, and no particular challenges related to generating interest to take up the 

scheme are being faced. However, the other scheme implemented by this IB, namely the 

Investing in your Skills (IIS) scheme, faced its first challenge following its launch, where it was 

noted that uptake was low. As a countermeasure, the IB undertook a marketing campaign, 

through its own funds, following which an overwhelming number of participants registered 

to the scheme in a span of 10 months following the campaign.  

 

Jobsplus held that prior to implementation, the most challenging task was discussing and 

agreeing on the delegated act in relation to Simplified Cost Options (SCOs). Nevertheless, the 

guidance and information provided by the MA prior to the Calls was considered to be helpful. 

The IB remarked that overall, it has a good relationship with the MA, especially the senior 

manager involved, but was often asked, in the past, to provide information on short notice. It 

was however noted with satisfaction that the situation has improved and that it is now 

allowed sufficient time to adequately reply.  A further remark was raised in relation to 

previous discussions held with the MA with regard to having a central system to publicise 

funds; an initiative which is deemed of benefit to ensure that funds are given adequate 

visibility. In this regard, however, the MA explained that a web portal, providing  centralised 

access and visibility to all the funds is being planned in conjunction with the office of the Chief 

Information Officer, and that the objective is to have this portal in place by 2021.   

 

5.6.2.2 Measures and Support Division (IB OPI) 

 

The MSD, as the IB responsible for OPI aid schemes, acknowledged the importance of carrying 

out 100% checks, including preliminary checks, that highlight issues early and allow for 

immediate action on behalf of the BNs. Nevertheless, checks in relation to horizontal priorities 

are limited because of the nature of the support being given. In fact, during the interview, the 

IB expressed the opinion that horizontal priorities do not always apply to the private sector 

and the companies being assisted. Furthermore, it was opined that such obligations could 

discourage micro companies from applying. Such challenge is compounded by the fact that 

the cohort of companies targeted by the MSD can also apply for assistance through national 
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funds, as managed by the Malta Enterprise. The MSD is in fact of the opinion that in general, 

a company would prefer to receive assistance through the Malta Enterprise schemes, since 

the perception is that EU funding involves greater bureaucracy. This could lead to 

underutilisation of EU funds against the use of national funds, which instead could have been 

used in other areas not within the scope of the OP.  

 

The MSD is of the opinion that the MA and MSD should seek to strengthen their 

understanding on how to deal with specific issues, for both parties to be fully aware of what 

is expected from the IB. This way, the MSD can take action as from the start of the 

programming period and would not need to seek constant guidance from the MA.  In this 

regard, the MSD stated that obtaining guidance from the MA can sometimes be a 

cumbersome and lengthy process, due to the complexity of the issues involved. The IB also 

mentioned the impact that certain decisions taken by the MA would have on its daily 

operations. An example of such a decision relates to the changes and updates made to the 

SFD.  The MA needs to be aware that each change could have an unforeseen impact on the 

end user and should therefore communicate any changes to all users well in advance. Further 

detail on the challenges faced by the MSD will be explained in the following section.  

 

The MSD held that prior to the implementation of the schemes, an important challenge was 

that of understanding the notion of State Aid, and the legal and operational obligations 

related thereto. Nevertheless, the IB also acknowledged the assistance provided by the MA 

in this regard, which was substantial and greatly beneficial.  

 

5.7 Other Challenges faced by BNs during Project Implementation  
 

The current programming period experienced a delay in its start due to delayed approval of 

the regulatory package and the subsequent delays in the adoption of the Operational 

Programmes. This together with delays in the PSC evaluations of the first Calls, resulted in a 

late start in the implementation of projects, with several BNs confirming that this caused 

undue stress on project implementation, especially when it came to meeting disbursement 

commitments. However, it is also important to point out that in order to mitigate against this 

burden on the BNs, the MA did provide the possibility to shift the project implementation and 

disbursement schedule to take into account the time delay taken to evaluate projects. 

Nevertheless, poor planning at the level of the BN meant that even after excluding the PSC 

delay, projects did not manage to follow the original project implementation schedule.  

 

Delays related to procurement are usually the main cause of project implementation delay. 

The drafting of tenders is seen as a major part in the project lifecycle and various delays seem 

to be experienced by BNs. In their feedback to the evaluators, BNs indicated that the vetting 

process is rather lengthy and in cases where further guidance is needed (for example on the 

procurement process to be used), delays are greater. In the other stages of the procurement 
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process other delays are experience principally as a result of few or no compliant bids 

submitted, as well as the lodging of appeals.  

 

In the case of NGOs, the requirement to follow the public procurement process is considered 

to be a major burden, especially in view of their lack of knowledge and experience of the 

process and the very limited guidance available.  

 

Lack of general capacity was also identified as being a major challenge during project 

implementation. Respondents remarked that in most instances, the team responsible for 

implementing the project would be too small to effectively deal with the complexity of the 

project. Besides, the persons involved in the project are, in most cases, also expected to keep 

on carrying out their daily routine tasks, with the role of project leader being conducted on a 

part-time basis. BNs also highlighted that there is a certain lack of understanding from their 

organisations’ senior management and/or heads of departments of what constitutes the role 

of a project leader, and the responsibilities and obligations inherent thereto, since these 

would not be familiar with the complexity of implementing an EU-funded project.  

 

Of note is that even though the recruitment of a dedicated project manager is eligible for 

funding, most BNs remarked that the recruitment process cannot start before the 

confirmation of award of the project and, considering the length of the overall selection 

process, this would mean that additional resources would become available only after the 

start of the project, leaving the project leaders to deal with the initial challenges on their own, 

with the risk of undermining the timely implementation of the project.  

 

Another major cause for delays for projects being implemented under OPI is the extra burden 

of obtaining planning permits. Several BNs highlighted that while it is understood that the 

disbursement schedule is to be adhered to, planning permits issued by the Planning Authority 

are beyond the BN’s control, often leading to risks in meeting the disbursement targets.  

 

With respect to OPII interventions, some BNs complained of the ex-ante work related to 

Simplified Cost Options (SCOs) and the perceived lack of consistent guidance by the MA on 

this matter, with some respondents saying that SCOs seem more bureaucratic and 

burdensome than the payment process based on direct costs incurred, with which they may 

be more familiar. The evaluators acknowledge however that the area of simplification is a 

work in progress and guidance may need to be adapted as things evolve, and as a result of 

audit outcomes.  

 

5.8 Challenges faced during the payment process and the processing of the SOE 
 

The major tool available during the payment process, which has been described earlier in this 

report, is the Structural Funds Database (SFD). The majority of respondents held that while 
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this version of the database is better than the one available in the previous programming 

period, there still is room for improvement. Amongst the things mentioned were that the 

system has too many tabs and it is very slow, especially when one needs to process several 

payments. Another issue highlighted was that the instructions in the ‘help’ function are not 

very detailed and should be more interactive. The ESF IB claimed that throughout the 

programming period, it has been struggling with the processing of payments on the SFD and 

that its suggestions for improvements are still to be implemented. Some of the proposed 

changes that such IB mentioned relate to the facility of having desk-based checklists available 

on the system, as well as the possibility to input on-the-spot verification checks directly on 

the system, both aspects which are integral for their particular payment process. As regards 

the assistance provided by the SFD unit, it was deemed by all respondents to be very helpful 

and efficient. Furthermore, BNs also mentioned that they would appreciate if training 

sessions are made available more often. On this point, the evaluators note that a practice of 

more frequent one-to-one training on the use of the SFD has been developed. 

 

Another challenge faced by BNs relates to the statement of expenditure (SoE), whereby 

several BNs remarked that the timing of the notification of the time window to raise an SoE, 

as well as the time-window itself, is too short (sometimes less than 48 hours). Most 

respondents held that at least a 4-week notice should be given prior to the raising of 

payments for an SoE. In this regard, the MA notes that while it tries as much as possible to 

provide BNs with sufficient notice, national exigencies would sometimes require for an SoE 

to be raised at a short notice. In this regard, the evaluators suggest to the MA to consider 

issuing a timetable with the envisaged period within which an SoE is likely to be raised.  

 

Respondents were also asked their opinion on the usefulness of the Manual of Procedures. It 

was stated that although it provides basic information, it does not have enough detail, 

especially with regard to procurement and irregularities. Nevertheless, the evaluators also 

noted that from a fifty-six-page document during the 2007-2013 Programming Period, the 

Manual of Procedures for this Programming Period has been enhanced substantially (eighty-

two-page document) and ad hoc training and information sessions are now regularly 

organised, based on particular topics such as public procurement, management and control, 

definition of indicators,  financial management and payments, information and publicity etc.   

 

5.9 The Managing Authority Perspective  
 

The ECU also held a collaborative meeting with the MA’s Chief Coordinators for OPI, OPII and 

FCU respectively with the aim of obtaining their perspective with regard to the 

recommendations received from BNs and stakeholders. The feedback and proposals are being 

presented below.  
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With regard to improving the uptake of Calls for Proposal, it was acknowledged that one 

needs to take into consideration that NGOs and Local Councils often find it hard to adapt to 

the demanding implementation process of EU funding. While the MA strives to help these 

smaller organisations, experience has shown that small NGOs and Local Councils still find the 

implementation process burdensome, regardless of the assistance and training provided. 

Within this context, the MA has already implemented changes in its application structures to 

adapt itself more to the realities and needs of these entities. In fact, with regard to NGOs and 

Local Councils applying under the ERDF, it was noted that in the Call for Proposals under PA4, 

the MA allowed these entities to provide a brief of their proposal beforehand. This was done 

in order to assess their eligibility prior to the actual preparation and submission of the 

application form, with the understanding however, that this  was based on certain 

preconditions, namely; that this assessment was only based on the opinion of the MA and 

that it was being done without any prejudice to the final decision to be taken by the PSC as 

an independent evaluating body.  

 

This approach was appreciated by NGOs and Local Councils, especially in cases of new 

applicants. Furthermore, an applicant with no previous experience of how to fill in an 

application form would have otherwise found it difficult to apply without incurring the 

expense of engaging a consultant, for a project that may not have been eligible in the first 

place. This initiative by the MA should also be taken within the context of potential applicants 

(who are NGOs or Local Councils) who feel that the guidance notes and information sessions 

are not deemed to be enough for them to submit an application form. However, several NGOs 

and Local Councils do engage the services of a consultant, with the added concerns that may 

arise, such as issues related to ownership of the project.  

 

In this regard, the MA Chief Coordinators remarked that it is imperative that the applicant 

should be aware of what the consultant has written and must take responsibility of what is 

being submitted. It was also put forward that consultation needs to be held with different 

NGOs who had applied under the 2007-2013 programme period but did not tap into further 

funding under the current programming period. This assessment could shed a light on what 

needs to be done to assist smaller organisations. However, the evaluators feel that this is 

outside the scope of the current study buy may be incorporated in future assessments.  

 

When asked about the PSC, it was remarked that the rating criteria, eligibility and selection 

criteria are approved by the Monitoring Committee for ESI Funds before the launch of the 

first Calls for Project Proposals. With regard to OPI, a multicriteria analysis was also developed 

and used when assessing NGOs and Local Councils, whereby the abovementioned criteria 

areas are further divided into sub-criteria in order to ensure more objectivity in the selection. 

It was acknowledged that both OPI and OPII units experienced delays in the selection process; 

nevertheless, these delays were mitigated by allowing the BNs an extension for disbursement.  
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The Chief Coordinators were also asked to comment with regard  to the timelines and overall 

process, starting from the publishing of PSC results up to the signing of the GA. Following the 

evaluation process by the PSC, a Conditional Letter is sent to applicants, representing the first 

step towards formal approval of a project. BNs are required to  reply to the conditional letter, 

thereto approving the conditions set by the PSC. This leads the way for the issuance of the 

Approval Letter. The MA then proceeds to meet with the new BNs to discuss the way forward 

in terms of kickstarting the project, along with discussing the administrative and monitoring 

duties of both parties, and any changes or stumbling blocks that would need to be clarified 

and addressed. At this stage, the MA would need to understand the intentions and objectives 

of the project application form, in order to better understand the project being implemented. 

This is essential to finalise the Preliminary Agreement (PA) and eventually the GA. At this 

stage, the issue of limited institutional capacity by the MA is also a problem since the same 

pool of MA officers need to focus immediately on the monitoring of the project under their 

responsibility, which would often be at procurement stage. This would require such officers 

to conduct  procurement checks, which limits the time at their disposal to draft the GAs.  

 

This state of affairs is not optimal, and the Chief Coordinators acknowledged that currently 

there is not enough staff to conduct the different tasks in parallel. To mitigate this, the MA 

introduced the concept of a Preliminary Agreement (PA) in order to consolidate certain 

conditions, such as output and result project indicator targets, project timelines, and financial 

disbursements, whilst providing the required legal certainty until the GA is finalised and 

signed. The recommendation of the evaluators to address these issues would be for the GA 

to be composed by the legal provisions of the initial part of document, with the original 

application form, the clarifications letter/s issued by the PSC and the replies thereto annexed 

to such agreement.  

 

Such recommendation also addresses another weakness which emanates from the delay 

between the signing of the PA and the GA, in instances where a project has undergone a 

number of modifications in the course of the project’s implementation.  

 

With regard to project implementation, all Chief Coordinators emphasised the need for 

detailed induction training and frequent workshops to ensure that priorities are understood, 

including the application of a checklist to guide MA officers. In this regard, the evaluators 

agreed with such a suggestion and recommend frequent training and workshops to MA 

officers.  

 

The Chief Coordinators also noted situations wherein when MA officers monitor big projects 

appertaining to a large Ministry, the officers are often faced with a lot of fragmentation within 

the project itself. This results in the MA officer often having to communicate the same 

information to more than one person. In this case, it was proposed that where there is a big 

project with several entities involved, every entity should have one contact person reporting 
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to the PL. All the different contact persons would be given PL rights in the SFD for the purpose 

of payment processes. However, in such a case, the MA would still contact the entities 

through the main PL, thus centralising the methods of communication between the MA and 

the BNs involved.  

 

When asked about verification checks, the Chief Coordinators held that checks by the MA 

start to be carried out once a contract and/or procurement procedure is in place. Statements 

of Expenditure (SOEs) are staggered in order to allow for flexibility and enough time for 

verification. The regulation targets the avoidance of end-loaded programmes, especially with 

the introduction of the N+3 disbursement targets, but it was also acknowledged that not all 

BNs understand the risks involved, especially regarding financial forecasts. In terms of checks, 

the MA conducts 100% checks on procurement but, when there are actions that are 

voluminous, a sample can be extrapolated due to the volume of invoices. It was also 

highlighted that it is important to distinguish between SCOs and traditional checks. Prior to 

certification, the FCU within the MA conducts checks, and the system allows for partial claims 

to be made when checks show that follow ups / clarifications are required.  

 

It was also highlighted that training for MA officers on how to carry out On-the-Spot-Checks 

(OTS), procurement, or physical checks needs to be held more frequently. This would 

empower officers with the necessary knowledge and confidence to raise the necessary 

questions during such checks, and to request specific guidance from FCU, as needed.   

 

With regard to the project implementation process in relation to other stakeholders, it was 

explained that FCU holds weekly monitoring meetings with the Audit Authority and the DoC. 

This support in the coordination of work of the MA with the key stakeholders involved in the 

implementation. 
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Chapter 6 Recommendations and way forward  
 

The evaluators conclude that overall, the funding process is functioning effectively, when 

considering that most projects are well into the implementation of the Programmes. 

Notwithstanding, the process would benefit from improvements, especially in the area of 

fostering relationships amongst all stakeholders and ensuring that everyone has a similar 

understanding of the scope of the OP and the requirements and obligations relating to the 

funding.  Dissemination of information and capacity building is considered as key to get all 

the stakeholders on board, and more resources should be allocated in this regard. The MA 

should also strive to simplify the process as much as possible, without compromising quality 

of implementation and good governance.  

 

Within this context, the MA welcomes the feedback provided by the different BNs and the 

Stakeholders involved in this mid-term review of its key processes and has taken note of the 

proposals made throughout the consultation process. Following internal analysis of the 

comments received and an analysis of project progress and implementation, including an 

analysis of the project selection process, the MA has put forward proposals that would not 

only result in improvements in the future but would also build and improve on what has 

already been achieved.   

 

6.1 Improved communication throughout the funding process across all stakeholders 

involved 
 

The evaluators noted that there is room for improvement throughout the process, starting 

from the drafting of the OP throughout the implementation of the operational programme. 

Although it is acknowledged that consultation sessions amongst different stakeholders are 

held, the evaluators are of the opinion that a wider consultation should occur. This would 

help address the current mismatch between the knowledge of LMs and their role in the 

consultations, against the knowledge held by the project implementation teams.   This would 

allow project implementors to be aware of what the policy makers are proposing and would 

therefore start thinking of how best to design projects that address the needs identified.  

 

In this regard, the recommendation is to hold sessions with all the stakeholders involved in 

the consultation following the approval of the OP. This would allow LMs and other 

stakeholders to become aware of which projects could be further pursued through EU funds 

and would allow them sufficient time to start preliminary works, including the task of 

matching the project under the most appropriate Priority Axis (PA). Furthermore, the 

publication of an estimated calendar of the publication of calls for each OP and the respective 

PA, once the OP is finalised, would further help in the mapping exercise, as widely attested 

by respondents.  
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As a result of discussions with BNs, it is also recommended, where applicable, to have a wider 

dissemination of each launch for a Call for project proposals through the use of different 

media channels, including social media. The use of simplified language rather than technical 

wording is also highly recommended, both as regards to the guidance published with the Calls, 

and also with regard to information sessions, which should cater, preferably through different 

sessions, to the needs of both experienced and inexperienced applicants, taking into account 

the target group of each Call. Sessions for the latter cohort should be more detailed and 

provide greater insight of both the application process and of the implementation obligations 

of funded projects.  

 

Furthermore, the timing of information sessions should allow sufficient time to complete the 

application prior to the deadline of the Call. Information session should also be practical in 

nature and provide concrete examples of what the evaluators look for when evaluating a 

project, and which is the most important aspect of the project to highlight.  

 

Another recommendation resulting from this review is the setting up of a helpdesk 

throughout the open Call period, allowing prospective applicants to seek guidance on specific 

issues.  In fact, in line with what respondents suggested, it is recommended to appoint a 

designated officer who would be tasked with providing guidance to prospective applicants 

throughout the application stage. This is a function that is already being provided by MEUSAC 

hence this could be something coordinate with MEUSAC. 

 

Investing in building good relationships with BNs and stakeholders throughout the 

implementation process is key to ensure projects are implemented timely and in line with 

Regulations.  Respondents stressed the importance of being given timely guidance by both 

the MA and all involved stakeholders in order to ensure smooth project implementation. 

Respondents also mentioned the importance of more guidance on complex issues at the start 

of projects, which would somehow hinder project progress. The BNs also argued that request 

for data by the MA is sometimes made within a too short timeframe. In this regard, it is 

suggested that the MA establishes timeframes of when data should be made available to the 

MA. BNs should then be reminded of such deadlines to ensure sufficient time is available for 

action.  

 

In order to ensure a smooth relationship between the MA and BNs, it is recommended that 

the MA trains and empowers its officers to provide the required guidance in a timely manner.  

 

In addition to BNs, the MA needs to ensure that a good communication channel is also 

established with IBs across all levels.  
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6.2 Simplification  
 

The EU funding process is a complex process that requires competence and skills in diverse 

areas (EU legislation, procurement, state aid, project management) and therefore is not easily 

comprehensible. In this light, the general simplification of the process might not always be 

feasible since an element of complexity is innate within the process. However, the evaluators 

are of the opinion that there is still room for simplification. 

 

The evaluators acknowledge that the application form needs to be detailed to capture not 

only the scope of the project and how it fits within the OP, but also aspects relating to 

implementation. However, it is deemed that there is room for re-designing the form 

specifically to ensure that the sections are more focused on the essential elements of the 

projects and applicants do away with providing unnecessary detail and repetition.  

 

On the other hand, the application form should request more details in relation to the project 

implementation team, focusing on the number of persons to be directly involved, their 

competences and current role within the organisation. In this regard, the requisite for an 

organigram of the project team should be included as part of the application form.  As regards 

output and result indicators, individual text boxes outlining the method of verification and 

quantification for each indicator assigned to the project should be considered, for better 

clarity and application completeness. The MA might also wish to consider the introduction of 

different application forms in accordance to a pre-set threshold of the funds requested, with 

the projects requesting a larger budget obliged to provide more details.  A threshold is already 

set in relation to the requirement for a CBA but the actual application form for projects of 

lower value does not differ from those of higher value, and therefore these could be further 

simplified.  

 

In line with the analysis made in relation to the rating sheet used at project selection, the 

evaluators see room for customising the rating sheet in line with the value of the funds 

requested and the type of applicant. This would render the scoring more focused on rating 

applicants in accordance to the criteria that are most relevant to the application form and the 

area concerned. A number of other issues were also noted by the evaluators as per above and 

it is recommended that an exercise is undertaken to determine how to further improve the 

rating sheets for future calls.  

 

The evaluators noted that a number of respondents saw room for customisation even with 

regard to the verifications undertaken. Respondents noted that although they appreciate the 

need for verifications, they see room for different intensity of checks in accordance to the 

amount of funds being claimed. In this regard, the MA might want to consider introducing risk 

analysis on which to base their verifications, subject to the obligations set in the relevant 

Regulations.  
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6.3 Improve capacity 
 

The lack of capacity was a dominant feature in all the responses received, with most stating 

that not enough resources are available to manage and implement their project/s, especially 

in view of the administrative requirements relating to EU funding. In this regard it becomes 

even more important to ensure that all the persons involved are well versed in the funding 

process. It is recommended that induction training is held for all new recruits and that 

workshops aimed for all officers are held on a regular basis. It is important for everyone to 

appreciate the importance of training and ensure that sufficient time is allowed in this regard. 

With regard to MA officers, the evaluators recommend that as part of the induction training, 

officers are to be exposed to the different areas of implementation, including the different 

implementing units as well as horizontal areas, thus ensuring an improved skills-match.   

 

The evaluators noted the need for the role of the LM to be strengthened, especially with 

regard to its role of identifying and proposing projects, acting as coordinators between BNs 

and the MA, and providing guidance to BNs falling within their remit. In this regard, it becomes 

important for the MA to establish good relationships with all LMs, to involve them in decisions 

relating to their projects, and to hold regular workgroups in view of learning from each other’s 

experience.  

 

The relationship between MEUSAC and the MA should also be strengthened to ensure that 

both roles are complementing rather than overlapping each other. MEUSAC have in fact 

recommended that discussion between the two should be initiated to discuss how further 

cooperation can be facilitated, particularly with regard to the application process and the 

guidance given therein. The services provided by MEUSAC could be made more visible 

through specific reference in the Calls for projects issued by the MA.  
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Chapter 7 Concluding Remarks 
 

The MA notes the different feedback provided by BNs with regard to their DPIs and, as a way 

forward, is of the opinion that this role is to be more defined in order to allow for greater 

assistance to be provided to BNs before and during implementation.   

 

With regard to the identification of national projects earmarked for EU funding, the MA is 

proposing the setting up of an ex-ante assessment tool for government projects earmarked 

for EU funding, through the Structural Reform Support Programme (SRSP). It will also set up 

a new website that would include the registration of contact details for a mailing list to be 

created, in order to better reach future BNs when publicising Calls. In addition to this, the MA 

will strive to ensure that, where possible, a timeline of Calls would be published at the 

beginning of each programming year.   

 

The MA also agrees that the deadline for submission of proposals is to be adapted in 

accordance to the complexity of the Call. Furthermore, the MA acknowledges that there 

should be simplification of the project application process in the case of smaller projects being 

proposed by NGOs and Local Councils. In relation to simplification, the MA will also apply a 

system where only eligibility checks are carried out with regard to projects which are defined 

in the OP as projects of strategic importance. This simplification is to be extended to the 

Project Selection Process in relation to smaller projects, including an assessment of eligibility 

prior to the preparation of the project application.  

 

The MA notes the effort made by Project Leaders and proposes that all PLs should be 

appointed at an appropriate level to ensure commitment to the project at the level of the 

entity/organisation. 

 

With regard to the improvement of its internal structure, the MA confirms that training is one 

of the main tasks of the newly set up unit within the Authority, which is dedicated towards 

Evaluation and Communication (the ECU). The MA will strive to ensure that BNs are advised 

of any changes and/or of specific requests in advance. When information is sought by BNs, 

such requests for information will be made and requested to be provided in a coordinated 

way. 

 

 

 


