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Direct	job: Job generated by the activities receiving the ERDF grant. 
For example, jobs created to manage a hotel are direct jobs. However, jobs involved in building the 
hotel are not considered as direct jobs.

EAFW: Equivalent annual full time worked. 
EAFW = physical resources x percentage time worked x period of activity during year.  
For example, a person working at 50 % during four months corresponds to 0,17 EAFW.  
This method was used to calculate the number of jobs created or maintained mentioned in the report.

Effectiveness: The extent to which objectives of an action were achieved.

ERDF: European Regional Development Fund. 
The ERDF is one of the Structural Funds. It is a financial instrument designed to promote economic  
and social cohesion between the regions of the EU. ERDF actions are mainly implemented through 
operational programmes encompassing a large number of projects.

Managing	authority: Authority designated by the Member State to manage an action, which usually 
takes the form of an operational programme.

Operational	programme: Document approved by the Commission which takes the form of 
a coherent set of priorities comprising multiannual measures. The projects to be co-financed by the 
Structural Funds must fall within the scope of a measure.

Structural	Funds: The European Union’s principal policy instruments in support of the Treaty 
objectives of economic and social cohesion. 

GLOSSARY
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V.
The Cour t  found that : 

(a )  most projects had several  results,  either 
by  c re at i n g  o r  m a i nt a i n i n g  j o b s  ( 5 8  % ) 
o r  by  c re a t i n g  to u r i s m  c a p a c i t y  ( 7 3 % ) 
or  ac t iv i t y  (74  %) .  44  % of  projec ts  had 
results  in  a l l  three categor ies ;

(b)  p ro j e c t s  fo r  w h i c h  o b j e c t i ve s  we re  s e t 
a c h i e ve d  t h e m  o n  a ve r a g e  a t  7 5  %  fo r 
jobs  creat ion or  maintenance and 93 % 
for  tour ism capacit y.  When no such ob -
j e c t i ve s  we re  s e t ,  ce r t a i n  p ro j e c t s  s t i l l 
achieved some results ;

(c )  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  i n  re s p e c t  o f  t a rg e t s ,  i n -
d i c a t o r s  a n d  m o n i t o r i n g  v a r i e d  i n  t h e 
regions  v is i ted;

(d)  a t  t h e  t i m e  o f  t h e  a u d i t ,  9 8  %  o f  c o m -
p l e t e d  p r o j e c t s  w e r e  s t i l l  o p e r a t i o n a l 
a n d  9 4  %  o f  t h e  j o b s  c re a t e d  o r  m a i n -
ta ined by projec ts  st i l l  ex isted;

(e)  public f inancial  suppor t enabled 74 % of 
the projec ts  to  be under taken,  another 
20 % of  projec ts  were modif ied because 
of  the  grant  and i t  had no inf luence in 
6  %  o f  p r o j e c t s .  T h e  l o w e r  t h e  r a t e  o f 
a s s i s t a n c e ,  t h e  l e s s  i t s  i m p a c t  o n  t h e 
projec t ;

( f )  whi le  92  % of  the  promoters  perce ived 
t h e  E R D F  g r a n t  a s  r e c o g n i t i o n  o f  t h e 
q u a l i t y  o f  t h e i r  p r o j e c t ,  4 2  %  o f  t h e m 
considered that  the  ERDF subs idy  con -
siderably increased their  administrat ive 
burden. The lower the rate of assistance, 
the more the ERDF grant is  perceived as 
being burdensome.

I .
To u r i s m  i s  t h e  t h i r d - l a r g e s t  e c o n o m i c 
s e c t o r  wo r l d w i d e  a n d  t h e  l a r g e s t  s e r v i c e 
i n d u s t r y  i n  t h e  Eu ro p e a n  U n i o n  ( E U ) .  I t  i s 
a n  i n c r e a s i n g l y  i m p o r t a n t  a c t i v i t y  c o n -
t r i b u t i n g  t o  b o t h  e c o n o m i c  g r o w t h  a n d 
employment.

I I .
For  the 2000–06 programme per iod,  4  623 
m i l l i o n  e u r o  w e r e  a l l o c a t e d  u n d e r  t h e 
European R egional  D evelopment  Fund for 
p hys i c a l  i nve s t m e n t s  i n  to u r i s m .  Pro j e c t s 
a r e  s e l e c t e d  a n d  m a n a g e d  b y  m a n a g i n g 
author i t ies  in  the Member  States.

I I I .
T h e  p r e s e n t  a u d i t  m a i n l y  m e a s u r e d  p e r -
f o r m a n c e  r e s u l t s  t o w a r d s  g r o w t h  a n d 
employment ,  the  overa l l  a im of  Struc tura l 
Fu n d s.  I n fo r m at i o n  wa s  d i re c t l y  co l l e c te d 
from 206 projec t  promoters  randomly sam -
pled in  order  to  give a  representat ive over-
v iew of  the s i tuat ion at  the EU level .

IV.
T h e  C o u r t  e x a m i n e d  w h e t h e r  t o u r i s m 
projec ts :

(a)  del ivered the results  expec ted of  them;

(b)  have produced susta inable  results ;

(c )  were  under taken as  a  result  of  EU sup -
por t .

EXECUTIVE 
SUMMARY
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VI.
The Cour t  recommends that :

(a)  m a n a g i n g  a u t h o r i t i e s  s h o u l d  e n s u r e 
t h a t  p r o j e c t s  a r e  s e t  u p  w i t h  s u i t a b l e 
o b j e c t i ve s ,  t a rg e t s  a n d  i n d i c a t o r s  a n d 
the Commiss ion should encourage this 
prac t ice ;

(b)  managing author i t ies  should  pay  more 
attent ion to  whether  the grants  are  ac -
t u a l l y  n e c e s s a r y  fo r  t h e  r e a l i s a t i o n  o f 
p r o p o s e d  p r o j e c t s  a n d  w h a t  i m p a c t 
p ro j e c t s  w i l l  h ave  i n  t e r m s  o f  i n c re a s -
ing employment  and economic  growth 
and the Commiss ion should encourage 
this  prac t ice ;

(c )  t h e  C o m m i s s i o n  s h o u l d  e v a l u a t e  t h e 
co s t - e f fe c t i ve n e s s  o f  a i d  i n  t h i s  s e c to r 
and consider  whether  suppor t  could be 
better  targeted.

EXECUTIVE
SUMMARY

Photo	1 	—	H istoric 	building	conver ted	
into	a 	 four-star 	hotel 	 (Spain)

© European Union
Source: European Court of Auditors, January 2010.



8

Special Report No 6/2011 – Were ERDF co-financed tourism projects effective? Special Report No 6/2011 – Were ERDF co-financed tourism projects effective?

INTRODUCTION

TO U R I S M 	 I N 	T H E 	 E U

1. 	 Tour ism has  been def ined as  ‘ the ac t iv i t ies  of  persons t ravel-
l ing to  and staying in  places  outs ide their  usual  environment 
for  not  more  than one consecut ive  year  for  le isure,  bus iness 
and other  purposes’ 1.  I t  has  become an impor tant  par t  of  the 
l i fe  o f  Eu ro p e a n  c i t i ze n s,  m o re  o f  w h o m  a re  t rave l l i n g,  b o t h 
for  le isure  and business  purposes.  I t  ser ves  to  strengthen the 
fe e l i n g  o f  E u ro p e a n  c i t i z e n s h i p  t h ro u g h  m o re  c o n t a c t s  a n d 
exchanges  bet ween c i t izens  of  d i f fer ing  languages,  cu l tures 
and tradit ions 2.

2. 	  I t  is  one of  the areas where the European Union (EU)  has com-
p e te n ce  to  c a r r y  o u t  a c t i o n s  to  s u p p o r t ,  co o rd i n a te  o r  s u p -
plement Member State actions3.  The Treaty on the Functioning 
of  the  European Union ( TFEU)  emphasises  the impor tance of 
the  tour ism sec tor,  in  which the  Union’s  a im is  to  encourage 
favourable condit ions for  development of  undetak ings and to 
promote cooperat ion between Member States,  par t icular ly  by 
the exchange of  good prac t ice 4.

3. 	 Tour ism is  the thi rd  largest  sec tor  wor ldwide in  terms of  eco -
nomic ac t iv i ty  and the largest  ser vice industr y  in  the EU 5.  The 
industr y  generates  more than 5  % of  EU gross  domest ic  prod-
uc t  (GDP) ,  with approximately  1 ,8  mil l ion enterpr ises  employ-
i n g  a n  e s t i m a te d  5 , 2  %  o f  t h e  to t a l  l a b o u r  fo rce  ( 9 , 7   m i l l i o n 
jobs) .  When re lated sec tors  are  taken into  account ,  the  est i -
mated contr ibut ion of  tour ism r ises  to  10 % of  GDP and 12  % 
of  the labour  force 6.

1 Commission Decision 

1999/35/EC of 9 December 

1998 on the procedures for 

implementing Council Directive 

95/57/EC on the collection of 

statistical information in the field 

of tourism (OJ L 9, 15.1.1999,  

p. 23).

2 Communication from the 

Commission to the European 

Parliament, the Council, the 

European Economic and 

Social Committee and the 

Committee of the Regions: 

‘Europe, the world’s No 1 tourist 

destination — a new political 

framework for tourism in Europe’, 

COM(2010) 352 final of 30 June 

2010.

3 Articles 6(d) and 195 of the 

TFEU (OJ C 83, 30.3.2010, p. 1 

and p. 47).

4 Article 195 of the TFEU.

5 ‘Sustainable tourism as 

a factor of cohesion among 

European regions’, Committee of 

the Regions, March 2006 (p. 9).

6 Communication from 

the Commission to the European 

Parliament, the Council,  

the European Economic and 

Social Committee and  

the Committee of the Regions: 

‘Europe, the world’s No 1 tourist 

destination — a new political 

framework for tourism in  

Europe’, COM(2010) 352 final of 

30 June 2010.
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S T R U C T U R A L 	 M E A S U R E S 	 A N D 	TO U R I S M

4. 	  Struc tural  Funds’ ac t ions  in  the area of  tour ism aim pr imar i ly 
a t  c re a t i n g  a n d  m a i n t a i n i n g  e m p l o y m e n t ,  a s  we l l  a s  fo s t e r -
ing economic  growth.  More speci f ica l ly,  they should contr ib -
ute  to  a  balanced and susta inable  development  of  economic 
a c t i v i t i e s  a n d  o f  e m p l o y m e n t  a n d  h u m a n  re s o u rc e s 7.  I n  t h e 
2 0 0 0 – 0 6  p e r i o d ,  t h e  E u ro p e a n  R e g i o n a l  D e ve l o p m e n t  Fu n d 
(ERDF)  provided suppor t  to  produc t ive  investments  to  create 
a n d  s a fe g u a rd  j o b s  a n d  fo r  t h e  d e ve l o p m e nt  o f  to u r i s m  a n d 
c u l t u r a l  i nve s t m e n t ,  w i t h  t h e  p ro v i s o  t h a t  t h e  j o b s  c re a t e d 
were to  be susta inable 8.

5. 	 Pro j e c t s  a re  co - f i n a n ce d  by  t h e  E U  t h ro u g h  m u l t i a n n u a l  o p -
e r a t i o n a l  p ro gr a m m e s.  Th e s e  p ro gr a m m e s  d e f i n e  p r i o r i t i e s , 
each comprising a number of  measures,  some of which include 
suppor t  for  tour ism.

6. 	 The programmes are  drawn up by the M ember  States  fo l low-
ing a  consultat ion process  bet ween the Commiss ion and na -
tional,  regional  and local  public  authorit ies,  and the economic 
a n d  s o c i a l  p a r t n e r s  i n  t h e  M e m b e r  S t a t e s .  T h e  C o m m i s s i o n 
appraises  and approves  the programmes.

7. 	  Individual projects are proposed by project promoters.  National , 
regional  or  local  author it ies  designated by Member States  or-
g a n i s e  s e l e c t i o n  p r o c e d u r e s  a n d  a p p r o v e  t h e  p r o j e c t s .  T h e 
p ro m o te r s  s h o u l d  p rov i d e  t h e  co m p e te nt  m a n a gi n g  a u t h o r-
it ies  with monitor ing information on projec t  progress  and the 
achievement  of  objec t ives.

7 Council Regulation (EC) 

No 1260/1999 of 21 June 1999 

laying down general provisions 

on the Structural Funds (OJ L 

161, 26.6.1999, p. 1).

8 Article 2 of Regulation (EC) 

No 1783/1999 of the European 

Parliament and of the Council 

of 12 July 1999 on the European 

Regional Development Fund,  

(OJ L 213, 13.8.1999, p. 1).
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8. 	 For  the  2000–06 programme per iod,  7  994 mi l l ion  euro  were 
a l l o c a t e d  b y  t h e  S t r u c t u r a l  Fu n d s  f o r  t o u r i s m ,  i n c l u d i n g 
4 623 mil l ion euro from the ERDF on physical  investments (e.g. 
in for mat ion centres ,  tour is t  accommodat ion ,  cater ing fac i l i -
t ies) .  The remaining 3 371 mil l ion euro related to non-physical 
investments  (e.g.  development  and provis ion of  tour ist  ser v-
ices,  spor t ing,  cultural  and leisure act ivit ies,  her itage) ,  shared 
ser v ices  and vocat ional  t ra in ing and was  not  inc luded in  the 
scope of  this  audit . 9

9 As of June 2009.

Photo	2 	—	Construc tion	of 	a 	new	regional 	theatre	 (France)

© European Union
Source: European Court of Auditors, December 2009.
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AU D I T 	 S CO P E 	 A N D 	 O B J E C T I V E S

9. 	  T h e  C o u r t  a u d i t e d  t o u r i s m  p h y s i c a l  i n v e s t m e n t  p r o j e c t s 
 c o - f i n a n c e d  b y  t h e  E R D F  d u r i n g  t h e  2 0 0 0 – 0 6  p r o g r a m m e 
 per iod.  Tens of  thousands of  projec ts  were co f inanced in  this 
w ay,  u p  t o  a  m a x i m u m  r a t e  o f  5 0  %  i n  O b j e c t i ve  2 1 0 re g i o n s 
and 75 % in  Objec t ive  1 11 regions.  The number  of  operat ional 
programmes and amounts  a l located per  Member  State  is  pro-
vided in  A n n e x   I .

10.  The main objective of  the audit  was to assess whether tourism 
projec ts :

(a)  del ivered the results  expec ted of  them;

(b)  have produced susta inable  results ;

(c )  were under taken as  a  result  of  EU suppor t .

AU D I T 	 M E T H O D O LO G Y

11.  A  s u r ve y  ( s e e  B o x  1 )  o f  2 0 6  r a n d o m l y  s a m p l e d  p ro j e c t s  w a s 
u n d e r t a k e n  i n  o rd e r  t o  o b t a i n  a  re p re s e n t a t i ve  o ve r v i e w  o f 
the s ituation.  The projects  sur veyed were contained in 26 pro -
grammes relevant to nine Member States,  in regions which had 
funds a l located for  tour ism projec ts.  Detai ls  of  the number of 
p ro j e c t s  s u r ve ye d  a n d  v i s i t e d ,  b y  M e m b e r  S t a t e  a n d  o p e r a -
t ional  programme,  can be found in  A n n e x  I I .

10 Objective 2 supports the 

economic and social conversion 

of areas facing structural 

difficulties.

11 Objective 1 promotes the 

development and structural 

adjustment of regions whose 

development is lagging behind.

THE AUDIT

B O X 	 1
S T R U C T U R E 	 O F 	T H E 	 Q U E S T I O N N A I R E 	 U S E D 	 F O R 	T H E 	 S U R V E Y

General information on the project.
Results of the project in terms of:

 ο  direct jobs created or safeguarded
 ο tourist capacity
 ο volume of activity
 ο  economic viability
 ο  other.

Influence of EU or other aid on the project
Factors for success or otherwise
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12.   Responses were received from 98,5 % of project promoters sur-
veyed and put  into a  Cour t  database set  up to  a l low analys is 
of  the repl ies.

13.  I n  order  to  check  the  accurac y  of  the  promoters’ repl ies ,  the 
fol lowing ac t ions  were under taken:

(a)  52  projec ts  ( i .e .  25  % of  the  sur veyed projec ts )  f rom nine 
regions  located in  four  M ember  States  (France,  G er many, 
I ta ly  and Spain)  were v is i ted.

(b)  M a n a g i n g  a u t h o r i t i e s  we re  a s k e d  t o  ve r i f y  t h e  a c c u r a c y  
o f  p r o m o t e r s ’ r e p l i e s  f o r  t h o s e  p r o j e c t s  n o t  v i s i t e d  
on the spot .

(c )  I n  addit ion,  for  a l l  projec ts  in  the sur vey,  there was a  desk 
review of  key documents obtained from managing author -
i t ies ,  such as  grant  appl icat ions,  grant  dec is ions  and any 
exist ing evaluat ion repor ts.

14.  Fol lowing the above ac t ions,  the database was  updated with 
corrected answers.  The information contained in the database 
and the evidence from the project  vis its  form the basis  for  the 
audit  conclus ions  drawn.

15.  The audit  was carr ied out between October 2009 and June 2010.

Photo	3 	—	Pavement	and	rai l ings	at 	the	coast 	to 	access	
	historic al 	s ite 	 ( I taly)

© European Union
Source: European Court of Auditors, December 2009.
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T H E 	T Y P E S 	 O F 	 P R O J E C T 	 I N 	T H E 	 AU D I T 	 S A M P L E

16.  The  degree  of  d ivers i t y  with in  the  206 projec ts  sampled can 
be seen in  Ta b l e  1 ,  according to a  c lass i f icat ion developed by 
the Cour t  for  this  audit .

TA B L E 	 1
T Y P E S 	 O F 	 AC T I V I T Y 	 R E C E I V I N G 	 E R D F 	 G R A N T

Projects

No %1

A. Infrastructure / public amenities 54 26

Port, marina, boat moorings, seafront area 19 9,2

Access, paths, trails, cycle paths, roads, parking 19 9,2

Other 9 4,4

Beach improvement 4 1,9

Landscaping 3 1,5

B. Accommodation and catering 53 26

Hotel 38 18,4

Camp site 4 1,9

Other accommodation and catering 11 5,3

C. Museum and historical monuments 48 23

Museum / cultural site (archaeological centre…) 39 18,9

Historical monument / heritage (church, castle, palace…) 9 4,4

D. Holiday and leisure centre 21 10

Leisure centre (theme park, swimming pool, zoo, aquarium…) 15 7,3

Holiday centre (which includes accommodation, catering and activities) 6 2,9

E. Other 30 15

Congress centre, event centre, multi-purpose facility 9 4,4

Sports centre 2 1,0

Library, archive 2 1,0

Marketing, tourism centre, info points 6 2,9

Environmental education centre, natural reserve 4 1,9

Other 7 3,4

Total sampled projects 206 100
1  These figures reflect the percentage, in terms of number of projects, of the different types of activity within the sample (which is also representative of 

the percentage of ERDF expenditure for each type of activity in the population as a whole).

Source: European Court of Auditors.
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17.  O v e r a l l ,  7 6  %  o f  E R D F  f u n d i n g  w a s  a l l o c a t e d  t o  p u b l i c  p r o -
moters.  These projects  are ful ly  f inanced by public  funds,  with 
E U  f u n d i n g  b e i n g  co m p l e m e n te d  f ro m  n a t i o n a l ,  re gi o n a l  o r 
local  author ity  sources.  Fi g u r e  1  provides a  breakdown of  pr i -
vate  a n d  p u b l i c  p ro j e c t s  a cco rd i n g  to  a  c l a s s i f i c at i o n  d e ve l -
oped for  this  audit . 

Photo	4	—	New	indoor	seawater	swimming	pool	used	by	tourists	
and	the	 lo c al 	p opulation	(G ermany)

© European Union
Source: European Court of Auditors, February 2010.
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D I D 	 P R O J E C T S 	 D E L I V E R 	T H E I R 	 E X P E C T E D	
R E S U LT S ?

18.  As mentioned in paragraph 11,  a sur vey was used to assess the 
e x te n t  to  w h i c h  p ro j e c t s  h a d  a c h i e ve d  t h e i r  o b j e c t i ve s .  Th e 
Cour t  sent  a  quest ionnaire  to  the promoters  of  206 projec ts , 
who had received in total  369 mil l ion euro from EU funds ( just 
under  one th i rd  of  the  tota l  cost  of  the  projec ts  concer ned) . 
Th e  s u r ve y  m e a s u re d  i n c re a s e s  i n  to u r i s m  a c t i v i t y  a n d  c a p -
acit y,  as  wel l  as  d i rec t  jobs  created or  maintained.  The Cour t 
examined funding applications and grant decisions which pro-
vide a description of what project promoters intend to achieve 
through their  projec ts.

19.  The results  indicated that  73 % of  projec ts  contr ibuted to  an 
increase in  the annual  volume of  tour ism,  74 % increased the 
capacity of  an area to receive tourists  and 58 % of  the projects 
created or  preser ved direc t  jobs.  44  % of  projec ts  had results 
in  a l l  three categor ies,  whereas  8 % had results  outs ide of  the 
three categor ies  mentioned.

OBSERVATIONS

P h o t o 	 5 	 — 	 P a t h w a y 	 d e s i g n e d 	 f o r 	 t h e 	 u s e 	 o f 	 w a l k e r s 	 a n d 	 c y c l i s t s	
(France)

© European Union
Source: European Court of Auditors, December 2009.
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I N C R E A S E 	 I N 	TO U R I S M 	 AC T I V I T Y	

20.  A n  i n c re a s e  i n  to u r i s m  w i l l  n o r m a l l y  h ave  a  p o s i t i ve  i m p a c t 
o n  a  l o c a l  e co n o my  a n d  o n  i n d i re c t  e m p l oy m e nt ,  l e a d i n g  to 
t h e  g e n e rat i o n  o f  e co n o m i c  grow t h .  Th e  a u d i t  at te m p te d  to 
measure the volume of  tour ism ac t iv i t y  direc t ly  generated by 
projects.  Volume can be expressed in a variety of  ways,  such as 
beds occupied in hotels,  nights  stayed on campsites,  numbers 
of  v is i tors  for  museums,  etc.

21.  142 projec ts  (70  %)  included an objec t ive  of  increas ing tour -
ism activity  as  par t  of  their  grant appl icat ion and 111 of  these 
p ro j e c t s  we re  s u cce s s f u l  i n  d o i n g  t h i s .  A  f u r t h e r  3 4  p ro j e c t s 
increased act ivity  without having set  this  as  an objective,  giv-
ing an overal l  tota l  of  145 projec ts  adding to  tour ist  ac t iv i t y. 
In general,  grants were paid whether objectives were achieved 
or  not  and the payment  of  the grant  was  only  condit ional  on 
results  for  s ix  of  the projec ts  sampled,  f ive  of  which achieved 
their  objec t ives.

22.   A project in Germany to develop a seawater bath faci l ity which 
formerly  had one pool  and one sauna added a wel lness  centre 
w i t h  a d d i t i o n a l  s a u n a s,  a n  o u td o o r  p o o l  a n d  o t h e r  f a c i l i t i e s 
( P h o t o  4 ) .The  tota l  cost  of  the  projec t  was  16 ,9  mi l l ion  euro 
with 41 % coming from the ERDF. The annual number of visitors 
rose f rom 92 000 to  129 000 af ter  i ts  complet ion.

23.  A  p u b l i c  p r o j e c t  i n  Fr a n c e  c o n s i s t e d  i n  t h e  m o d i f i c a t i o n  o f 
an old  disused ra i lway to  create  26 k m of  lanes  for  the use of 
walkers  and c ycl ists  (P h o t o  5 ) .  The number  of  users  rose f rom 
zero in  2003 to 23 000 in  2008.  An elec tronic  counting system 
registers  use and numbers are submitted regular ly to the  local 
t o u r i s m  o f f i c e .  T h e  t o t a l  c o s t  o f  t h e  p ro j e c t  w a s  1 , 6  m i l l i o n 
euro with 39 % coming f rom the ERDF.
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24.   Another  German projec t  to  create  a  wooden br idge on a  r iver 
t o  c o n n e c t  c y c l i n g  a n d  w a l k i n g  p a t h s  a n d  b u i l d  a  d o c k  fo r 
canoes (P h o to  6 )  was successful ly  completed and has  encour-
aged smal l  cultural  events  to  take place in  the v ic in i t y  of  the 
b r i d g e,  s u c h  a s  co f fe e  a f te r n o o n s  i n  a n  o l d  re n ov a te d  b a r n . 
However,  i ts  exac t  level  of  success  remains  unk nown as  there 
is  no measurement  of  the level  of  ac t iv i t y  result ing f rom this 
p ro j e c t .  Th e  to t a l  co s t  o f  t h e  p ro j e c t  wa s  1 3 9  4 2 6  e u ro  w i t h 
49 % coming f rom the ERDF.

25.  A French project to purchase and refurbish a traditional  house, 
conver ting it  into a wine museum, was located in a historic vi l-
lage (P h o to  7 ) .  The museum attrac ted 4 000 vis i tors  in  i ts  f i rst 
year  but  the number  of  v istors  has  s ince decreased to  hal f  of 
this  and consequently  i t  i s  now only  open dur ing the summer 
season.  When open,  the museum plays a role in the promotion 
of  regional  produce and v i t iculture  in  general .  The total  cost 
of  the projec t  was 0 ,8  mi l l ion euro with 42 % coming from the 
ERDF.

Photo	 6 	 —	Wo o den	 bridge	 on	 a 	 r iver 	 to 	 connec t 	 c ycl ing	 and	 walk ing	
paths	and	a 	do ck	for 	c ano es	 (G ermany)

© European Union
Source: European Court of Auditors, December 2009.
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A D D I T I O N A L 	TO U R I S M 	 C A PAC I T Y 	 C R E AT E D	

26.  M a ny  t o u r i s m  p r o j e c t s  a r e  s e t  u p  t o  a u g m e n t  c a p a c i t y  a n d 
thereby faci l i tate increases in  tour ism ac t iv ity.  Such in creases 
d i r e c t l y  c r e a t e d  b y  a  p r o j e c t  c a n  b e  e x p r e s s e d  i n  a  l a r g e 
 var iet y  of  ways,  such as  ex tra  rooms,  beds ( for  hotels ) ,  l inear 
k i l o m e t re s  ( p at hways  a n d  c yc l e  l a n e s  e tc . ) ,  c a m p i n g  p l a ce s , 
mooring places and seats  ( for  theatres and cater ing faci l i t ies) .

27.  The 120 projec ts  which had the stated objec t ive of   increasing 
t o u r i s m  c a p a c i t y  a c h i e v e d  9 3  %  o f  t h e i r  t a r g e t e d  i n c r e a s e .  
I n  addit ion to  these,  32  projec ts  d id  not  have an objec t ive  in 
terms of  capacit y,  but  increased i t  any way.

28.  One projec t  in  Spain had the objec t ive  of  creat ing 30  double 
r o o m s  a s  a  f o r m e r  m o n a s t e r y  w a s  c o n v e r t e d  i n t o  a  h o t e l 
(  P h o t o  8 ) .  Th e  ove r r i d i n g  o b j e c t i ve  wa s  to  p re s e r ve  a  b u i l d-
ing with some impor tance to the architec tural  her itage of  the 
local i t y  and the local  author i t y  decided to  put  i t  to  tour ist ic 
use.  In addition 20 direct jobs were created in the process.  The 
total  cost  of  the project was 3,6 mil l ion euro with 75 % coming 
f rom the ERDF.

29.   Not al l  projects had the objective of creating new capacity and 
some projec ts  involved the refurbishment of  what  a lready ex -
isted.  One French project consisted of  the renovation of  rooms 
i n  a n  ex i s t i n g  h o te l  t h e re by  p re s e r v i n g  t h e  ex i s t i n g  l e ve l  o f 
ac t iv ity  (4  200 nights/year)  and also maintaining 1,2  jobs.  The 
tota l  cost  of  the  projec t  was  253 254 euro  with  14  % coming 
f rom the ERDF.

30.   O t h e r  p r o j e c t s  c o n c e n t r a t e d  o n  i m p r o v i n g  t h e  i n f r a s t r u c -
tural  capacit y  of  an area.  I n  an I ta l ian coastal  region,  a  publ ic 
projec t  set  out  to create 37 k m of  road and 9 k m of  foot/c ycle 
p a t h ,  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  p a r k i n g  a n d  re s t  a re a s  a n d  s o m e  p a n o -
r a m i c  v i e w i n g  p o i n t s .  T h e  o ve r a l l  a i m  o f  t h e  p ro j e c t  w a s  t o 
i m p ro ve  a c c e s s  t o  s e ve r a l  h a rd - t o - re a c h  c o a s t a l  p l a c e s  a n d 
foster  local  tour ism in  the  area .  The tota l  cost  of  the  projec t 
was  4 ,0  mi l l ion euro with 49 % coming f rom the ERDF.
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J O B S 	 C R E AT E D 	 O R 	 M A I N TA I N E D

31.  The creation or  maintenance of  employment are key factors  in 
the drive to balanced sustainable development of the economy 
and of employment.  An examination of  project grant decisions 
re ve a l e d  t h a t  1 1 6  o r  5 8  %  o f  p ro j e c t s  i n c l u d e d  t h e  c re a t i o n 
or  maintenance of  jobs  as  an expec ted result .  O ther  projec ts 
created employment  a l though i t  had not  been an expl ic i t  ob -
jec t ive  included in  the grant  appl icat ion documentat ion.  For 
e x a m p l e ,  a  B e l g i a n  p ro j e c t  i n  t h e  s u r ve y,  re l a t e d  t o  a r t  a n d 
histor y museums,  created 57 jobs although no mention of  this 
had been made in  the  grant  appl icat ion documentat ion.  The 
total  cost  of  the projec t  was 30,5  mi l l ion euro with 20  % com-
ing f rom the ERDF.

32.  R esponses  to  the  sur vey  indicate  that  a  tota l  of  2  520  d i rec t 
jobs were either  created (1  515)  or  maintained (1  005) .  O f  this 
total  23 ,5  % were held by women.

P h o to 	 7 	 — 	Tra d i t i o n a l 	 b u i l d i n g 	 re f u rb i s h e d 	 to 	 s e r ve 	 a s 	 a 	 w i n e	
museum	(France)

© European Union
Source: European Court of Auditors, December 2009
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33.  Over the full  sample sur veyed, 58 % of projects had positive re -
sults  in  terms of  employment.  Some areas  of  ac t iv i t y,  by  their 
ver y  nature,  have more potentia l  for  job creat ion than others. 
The categor y ‘Holiday and leisure centres’ was the one with the 
highest  percentage of  projec ts  having created or  maintained 
jobs.  Fewer  jobs  are  being created or  mainta ined in  the area 
o f  ‘ I n f r a s t r u c t u re  a n d  p u b l i c  a m e n i t i e s ’,  w h e re  o f t e n  o n l y  a 
smal l  number  of  maintenance staf f  wi l l  be  required once the 
projec t  i s  up and running ( Fi g u r e  2 ) .

34.  The 116 projec ts  (58 %)  for  which objec t ives  had been set  in 
terms of  direc t  jobs creat ion and maintenance resulted in  the 
atta inment  of  75 % of  the targeted number  of  jobs.  18  of  the 
116 projects did not achieve results  in terms of  jobs created or 
maintained and in  four  cases  the grant  had been condit ional 
on posit ive  results .  I n  contrast ,  14 % of  the projec ts  had cre -
ated or maintained jobs although no objective in terms of jobs 
had been previously  set .
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35.  A French project  to bui ld a new public  swimming pool  created 
1 2  j o b s .  T h i s  i n c l u d e d  t wo  j o b s  fo r  m a i n t e n a n c e  w h i c h  w a s 
later  per formed by an ex ternal  ser vice  suppl ier.  1 ,5  jobs  f rom 
t h e  o l d  s w i m m i n g  p o o l ,  w h i c h  h a d  t o  b e  c l o s e d,  h a ve  b e e n 
m a i nt a i n e d.  Th i s  i s  i n  k e e p i n g  w i t h  t h e  p ro p o s e d  n u m b e r  o f 
j o b s  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  gra nt  a p p l i c at i o n .  Th e  to t a l  co s t  o f  t h e 
projec t  was  4 ,4  mi l l ion euro with 17  % coming f rom the ERDF.

36.   A  p r i v a t e  p ro j e c t  i n  G e r m a ny  c o n s i s t e d  i n  t h e  c re a t i o n  o f  a 
youth hostel  with spor ts  faci l i t ies.  17 jobs were created at  the 
o p e r a t i o n a l  s t a r t - u p  i n  2 0 0 4 ,  w h i c h  w a s  t h e  t a r g e t  j o b  c re -
ation.  At the t ime of the audit ,  there were 26 people employed 
at  the camp in var ious capacit ies.  The total  cost  of  the projec t 
was  11,1  mi l l ion euro with 23 % coming f rom the ERDF.

37.   I n  t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  c a s e s ,  f u n d i n g  w a s  n o t  c o n d i t i o n a l  u p o n 
results  in terms of  jobs created or  maintained being achieved. 
Such condit ions were la id down in respec t  of  only  43 projec ts 
a n d  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  re g a rd i n g  t h e  c o n d i t i o n a l i t y  o f  a c h i e v i n g 
e m p l o y m e n t  r e s u l t s  v a r i e d  a c r o s s  t h e  r e g i o n s  a u d i t e d  ( s e e 
B ox   2 ) .

B O X 	 2
E X A M P L E S 	 O F 	 A R R A N G E M E N T S 	 R E G A R D I N G 	T H E 	 CO N D I T I O N A L I T Y 	 O F	
E M P LOYM E N T 	TA R G E T S

For some projects visited in Germany, grants were paid on the condition that a certain number of 
jobs should be created. These jobs have to be maintained for at least five years.

In a Spanish region, according to rules on granting aid in the tourism sector, promoters applying for 
a grant must formally undertake not to reduce employment. The presentation of this document is a 
condition for presenting the application for the grant.

In Italy, a project to modernise a hotel received an ERDF grant on the basis of jobs created and 
maintained for a minimum of five years. However, another project to extend and refurbish a hotel 
only had to maintain jobs for one year. In addition the number of jobs created could deviate by up 
to 30 % without triggering penalties or reimbursement of the grant.

In the UK, there was conditionality regarding employment in 11 of the 14 completed projects. The 
number of jobs to be created is estimated when the grant is decided upon and measured after 
project completion according to mathematical formulae based on expenditure. If a condition is not 
fulfilled, the decision to request partial reimbursement of the grant from the promoter is taken by 
the managing authority.
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TA R G E T S , 	 I N D I C ATO R S 	 A N D 	 M O N I TO R I N G

38.   For  the v is i ted regions,  the managing author i t ies  had var ious 
ways  of  deal ing  with  the  projec t  per for mance,  as  i l lust rated 
in  the fol lowing paragraphs.

39.  Fo r  t h e  s u r ve ye d  Fre n c h  p ro j e c t s ,  e x p e c te d  re s u l t s  i n  te r m s 
o f  j o b  c re at i o n ,  to u r i s m  a c t i v i t y  o r  to u r i s m  c a p a c i t y  a re  n o t 
systematical ly  inc luded in  the appl icat ions  for  grant  or  grant 
decisions and, when present,  they are provided for information 
purposes,  as in none of  the sur veyed projects was the achieve -
ment  of  results  a  condit ional i t y  for  obtaining the ERDF grant . 
The  managing author i t ies  do not  systemat ica l ly  monitor  the 
achievement  of  th is  t ype of  result .

Photo	8 	—	Former	monaster y	conver ted	 into	a 	 four-star 	hotel	
(Spain)

© European Union
Source: European Court of Auditors, January 2010.
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40.  I n  Spain ,  general  cr i ter ia  are  establ ished for  the  se lec t ion of 
p r o j e c t s ,  a l l o w i n g  s e l e c t i o n  o f  p r o j e c t s  p r o p o s e d  b y  a  n a -
t i o n a l ,  re gi o n a l  o r  l o c a l  a u t h o r i t y,  a s  l o n g  a s  i t  i s  re l a te d  to 
h i s to r i c a l  o r  c u l t u r a l  h e r i t a g e  o r  to u r i s m .  Q u a n t i f i e d  o b j e c -
t i v e s  a r e  e s t a b l i s h e d  a t  t h e  m e a s u r e  l e v e l  o n l y.  O n e  o f  t h e 
sampled projec ts  inc luded quant i tat ive  objec t ives  re lated to 
an increase in  tour ism capacit y  and jobs  created.  This  projec t 
had objec t ives  in  terms of  sur face  area  of  the  bui ld ing to  be 
renovated,  the  expec ted number  of  v is i tors  per  year  and the 
number  of  jobs  (d i rec t  and indi rec t )  to  be  created.  For  none 
o f  t h e  v i s i t e d  p r o j e c t s  w e r e  s u c h  i n d i c a t o r s  c o n d i t i o n a l  t o 
obtaining the ERDF grant .

41.   I n  one German region v is i ted,  only  publ ic  tour ism infrastruc-
ture  and fac i l i t ies  projec ts  were co -f inanced.  For  the projec ts 
v is i ted,  quant i f iable  result  indicators  were set  by  the manag-
ing author i t ies.  I n  case  of  projec ts  that  created or  preser ved 
direct jobs,  the grant application did not provide any quantif i-
able  objec t ives  or  targets  regarding the job creat ion or  pres-
er vation.  The results  are repor ted by the managing authorit ies 
at  pr ior i t y  and measure level .

42.   I n  the other  G erman region v is i ted,  for  projec ts  that  created 
d i rec t  jobs,  the  appl icat ion  for  ass is tance  conta ined quant i -
f i a b l e  o b j e c t i v e s  o r  t a r g e t s  r e g a r d i n g  j o b  c r e a t i o n .  Fo r  t h e 
v is i ted  projec ts  involv ing pr ivate  promoters ,  the  creat ion of 
jobs was a condition for granting the subsidy and provided the 
managing authorit ies with targeted volume of tourism activity. 
Two  o f  t h e  p ro j e c t s  p rov i d e d  t a rg e t s  re l ate d  to  t h e  i n c re a s e 
of  capacit y.  I n  the case of  t wo pr ivate projec ts,  the ac tual  job 
creat ion and number  of  beds  created were monitored by the 
managing author i t ies.  The latter  do a  f inal  ver i f icat ion at  the 
end of  the earmark ing per iod ( f ive years  af ter  project  comple-
tion for jobs and 15 years for infrastructures)  to check whether 
the provis ions  of  the decis ion have been ful f i l led.
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43.   I n  one of  the v is i ted I ta l ian regions,  expec ted results  re lat ing 
to  increas ing tour ist  capacit y  were included for  a l l  s ix  v is i ted 
p ro j e c t s ;  e x p e c te d  re s u l t s  i n  te r m s  o f  to u r i s m  a c t i v i t y  we re 
inc luded and quant i f ied  in  grant  appl icat ions  for  ha l f  o f  the 
projects.  For  the other half,  the tourism activity  was indirectly 
p re s e n te d  t h ro u g h  fo re c a s t  re ve n u e s  i n c l u d e d  i n  p ro f i t  a n d 
loss  accounts  integrated in  the  grant  appl icat ions.  Expec ted 
re s u l t s  i n  te r m s  o f  d i re c t  j o b s  c re at i o n  we re  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e 
g r a n t  a p p l i c a t i o n s  fo r  f i ve  p ro j e c t s  a n d  we re  q u a n t i f i e d  fo r 
four  of  them.

44.   I n  t h e  s a m e  re gi o n ,  t h e  i n d i c ato r s  re fe r r i n g  to  j o b s  c re at i o n 
we re  co m p u l s o r y  o n l y  fo r  p r i v a te  p ro j e c t s  w h e re  t h e y  a re  a 
component of  the e x  a n t e  evaluat ion.  Preser vat ion of  employ-
ment is  compulsor y for  a  determined per iod and is  monitored 
dur ing this  b inding per iod.

45.  I n  t h e  s e c o n d  I t a l i a n  re g i o n  v i s i t e d,  q u a n t i t a t i ve  i n d i c a t o r s 
re l a t i n g  t o  i n c re a s i n g  t o u r i s t  c a p a c i t y  o r  j o b  c re a t i o n  we re 
not  included in the appl icat ion forms,  for  the vis ited projec ts. 
S imilar ly,  for  none of  the vis ited projects  were such indicators 
binding to  obtaining the grant ,  neither  ERDF nor  other  forms 
o f  s u b s i d i e s .  T h e  m a n a g i n g  a u t h o r i t i e s  d o  n o t  m o n i t o r  t h e 
project effectiveness and results  subsequent to project invest-
ments  in  ter ms of  new di rec t  or  indi rec t  jobs,  or  an  increase 
in  tour ist  ac t iv i t y  re lated to  the subsidies.

46.  Al l  projec ts  had posit ive results  to some degree and therefore 
could be said to be effective.  The sur veyed projects had results 
i n  t e r m s  o f  j o b  c re a t i o n ,  i n c re a s e d  t o u r i s m  a c t i v i t y  a n d  e n -
hanced tourism capacity.  Some of  the projects did have objec-
t ives  in  these three areas  and achieved them,  whereas  others 
did  not  have such objec t ives.  O ther  projec ts  achieved results 
not  specif ical ly  planned at  the outset .  Without the systematic 
s e t t i n g  o f  p r o j e c t  o b j e c t i v e s ,  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  o f  t a r g e t s  a n d 
indicators  and the subsequent  monitor ing and evaluat ion of 
results,  i t  is  diff icult  to assess the true per formance of projects 
or  the ex tent  of  European added value 12.

12 See communication from the 

Commission ‘The EU budget 

review’, COM(2010) 700 final, 

19.10.2010 and in particular p. 5: 

‘Whilst added value of a political 

project cannot be reduced to a 

balance sheet, it is another key 

test to justify spending at the 

EU level: whether spending at 

EU level means a better deal 

for citizens than spending at 

national level. The European 

dimension can maximise the 

efficiency of Member States' 

finances and help to reduce 

total expenditure, by pooling 

common services and resources 

to benefit from economies of 

scale. As a consequence, the 

EU budget should be used to 

finance EU public goods, actions 

that Member States and regions 

cannot finance themselves, 

or where it can secure better 

results.’
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A R E 	 P R O J E C T 	 R E S U LT S 	 S U S TA I N A B L E ?

47.   A t  t h e  t i m e  o f  t h e  a u d i t ,  2 8  %  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t s  s a m p l e d  h a d 
been completed in  the past  t wo years,  45 % bet ween t wo and 
f ive  years  ago and 27 % for  more than f ive  years.  For  the 72 % 
o f  p r o j e c t s  c o m p l e t e d  m o r e  t h a n  t w o  y e a r s  a g o,  t h e  C o u r t 
examined whether  at  the t ime of  the audit :

(a )  projec ts  cont inued to  operate  and made ei ther  a  prof i t  or 
a  contr ibut ion to  costs ;  and

(b)  the results achieved were l ikely to continue into the future.

M O S T 	 O F 	T H E 	 J O B S 	 S T I L L 	 E X I S T E D 	 AT 	T H E 	T I M E 	 O F 	T H E	
AU D I T

48.  9 4  %  o f  t h e  j o b s  c r e a t e d  o r  m a i n t a i n e d  s t i l l  e x i s t e d  a t  t h e 
t ime of  the audit .  The running costs  of  a  thi rd  of  the projec ts 
sustaining these jobs are funded by Member State publ ic  sub -
vent ions  of  one form or  another. 

Photo	9 	—	I mprovement	of 	main	road	at 	a 	seaside	resor t 	 (France)

© European Union
Source: European Court of Auditors, December 2009.
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A L M O S T 	 A L L 	 P R O J E C T S 	 CO N T I N U E D 	TO 	 O P E R AT E , 	 B U T	
N OT 	 N E C E S S A R I LY 	 AT 	 A 	 P R O F I T

49.  I n  93  % of  cases,  the tour ism capacit y  created by projec ts  has 
re m a i n e d  at  t h e  s a m e  l e ve l  s i n ce  t h e  e n d  o f  t h e  p ro j e c t  a n d 
in  6  % of  cases  i t  has  increased.

50.   T h e  l e ve l  o f  t o u r i s m  a c t i v i t y  h a s  re m a i n e d  s t a b l e  o r  h a s  i n-
creased since the end of the project in 94 % of cases (Figure 3 ) .

51.  98  % of  completed projec ts  were st i l l  operat ional  at  the t ime 
of  the audit 13.  Not  al l  projec ts  generated suff ic ient  revenue to 
cover  their  running costs.  O veral l ,  25  % of  projec ts  completed 
at  least  t wo years  previously  were prof i table  (61  % of  pr ivate 
projec ts  and 14 % of  publ ic  ones) .  By  their  ver y  nature,  most 
(60  %)  publ ic  projec ts  are  not  intended to  be prof i table.  The 
p u b l i c  p ro m o te r,  u s u a l l y  a  l o c a l  a u t h o r i t y,  a s s u m e s  t h e  r u n -
ning costs  in  exchange for  other  advantages  for  the commu -
nit y  (e.g.  f ree  access  to  a  swimming pool  for  school  chi ldren, 
the preser vat ion of  some item of  histor ic  her itage etc. ) .  There 
are  other  projec ts  dedicated to  such ac t iv i t ies  as  renovat ing 
a  publ ic  space  (e .g.  a  s t reet  or  a  road) ,  which  were  never  in-
tended to  be revenue generat ing.

13 One project was definitively 

closed two years after its start 

due to technical problems and 

three others were temporarily 

closed and will be re-opened 

after further work is carried out.

F I G U R E 	 3
WA S 	T H E 	 I N C R E A S E 	 I N 	TO U R I S M 	 AC T I V I T Y 	 C R E AT E D 	 BY 	 P R O J E C T S 	 L A S T I N G ?
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Tourism activity has fallen since the end of the project
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52.  The di f ference in  att i tude bet ween pr ivate and publ ic  projec t 
p ro m o t e r s  w i t h  re g a rd  t o  p ro f i t a b i l i t y  c a n  b e  i l l u s t r a t e d  by 
responses  to  the quest ions  in  the sur vey on expec ted prof i t -
a b i l i t y  i n  t h e  c o m i n g  t wo  t o  t h re e  ye a r s .  F i g u r e  4  i n d i c a t e s 
that the question of  future profitabil ity st i l l  does not apply for 
60 % of  publ ic  projec ts  in  the complete  sur vey,  whereas  79 % 
o f  p r i v a t e  p ro m o t e r s  e x p e c t  t o  b e  p ro f i t a b l e  i n  t h e  c o m i n g 
years.

53.   O v e r a l l ,  2 4  %  o f  t h e  j o b s  w e r e  c r e a t e d  o r  m a i n t a i n e d  b y 
p ro j e c t s ,  t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  w h i c h  we re  n o t  i nte n d e d  a s  b e i n g 
prof i table.

F I G U R E 	 4
F U T U R E 	 P R O F I TA B I L I T Y 	 O F 	 P R O J E C T S
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26 %

79 %
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Overall
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Does not apply (by its very nature, the project was not intended to create or develop economic activity)

Will the activity created or developed by your project be protable in the next 2 or 3 years?
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D I D 	 G R A N T S 	 I N F LU E N C E 	T H E 	 E X I S T E N C E 	 O R	
T H E 	 D E S I G N 	 O F 	 P R O J E C T S ?

54.   Th e  Co u r t  a s k e d  w h e t h e r  p u b l i c  s u p p o r t ,  a n d  E R D F  f u n d i n g 
in  par t icular,  had been a  cr i t ica l  fac tor  inf luencing e i ther  the 
design of  projec ts  or  the decis ion on whether  projec ts  should 
be under taken.  The Cour t went on to examine how the process 
of  receiving ERDF suppor t itself  had been perceived by project 
promoters.

N OT 	 A L L 	 P R O M OT E R S 	 F O U N D 	 P U B L I C 	 S U P P O R T	
N E C E S S A RY

55. 	 53 promoters  (26  %,  34  publ ic  and 19 pr ivate  promoters)  de -
c lared that  they  would  have under taken the  projec t  without 
having received any publ ic  grant :

(a)  12 promoters (6  %,  al l  public)  found that the project would 
have been carr ied out in exactly the same way i .e.  the grant 
d id  not  change the  s ize,  the  content  or  the  abi l i t y  of  the 
projec t  to  create  jobs.  Four  of  these projec ts  had a l ready 
s t a r te d  w h e n  t h e  p ro m o te r  d i s cove re d  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f 
receiv ing an ERDF subsidy ;

P h o t o 	 1 0 	 — 	 P r o j e c t 	 i nv o l v i n g 	 t h e 	 r e n o v a t i o n 	 o f 	 t h e 	 e x t e r i o r	
walls 	and	ro of 	of 	a 	church	(France)

© European Union
Source: European Court of Auditors, November 2009.
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(b)  41  promoters  (20 %)  sa id  however  that  the projec t  would 
not  have been the same.  I n  30  cases  the  sca le  or  content 
had been modif ied (12 pr ivate and 18 publ ic)  whereas  the 
subsidies  had an inf luence on employment or  the environ-
ment  in  17 pr ivate  and three publ ic  projec ts.

56.   The propor t ion of  publ ic  grant  in  a  projec t ’s  total  cost  had an 
impact on the responses of  project  promoters :  the smaller  the 
percentage of  publ ic  suppor t ,  the less  the aid is  seen as being 
crucia l  to  the existence of  the projec t  ( Fi g u r e  5 ) .

57.   Opinion a lso var ies  s igni f icant ly  according to  the t ype of  ac-
t i v i t y  i nvo l ve d,  e . g.  5 2  %  o f  p ro m o te r s  o f  a cco m o d at i o n  a n d 
 c a t e r i n g  p r o j e c t s  s a i d  t h a t  t h e i r  p r o j e c t  w o u l d  h a v e  t a k e n 
place without a public grant.  For museum and historical  monu-
ment projec ts  or  infrastruc ture and publ ic  amenit ies  projec ts, 
2 0   %  g ave  t h i s  re s p o n s e  w h e re a s  o n l y  1 0  %  o f  p ro m o te r s  i n 
the area of  hol iday and le isure  centres  fe l t  the same way.

F I G U R E 	 5
CO R R E L AT I O N 	 B E T W E E N 	T H E 	 P E R C E I V E D 	 U S E F U L N E S S 	 O F 	T H E 	 P U B L I C	
S U B S I DY 	 A N D 	T H E 	W E I G H T 	 O F 	T H E 	 G R A N T

28 %

45 %

49 %

70 %

22 %

19 %

18 %

14 %

33 %

24 %

16 %

11 %

17 %

12 %

16 %

5 %

0 % 20 % 40 % 60 % 80 % 100 %

< 25 %

26 % - 50 %

51 % - 75 %

> 75 %

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly agree

Promoters' opinion about the statement:
"The project would have taken place with no public subsidy?"

W
eig

ht
 of

 pu
bl

ic g
ar

nt
 in

 to
ta

lp
ro

jet
c's

 co
st



30

Special Report No 6/2011 – Were ERDF co-financed tourism projects effective? Special Report No 6/2011 – Were ERDF co-financed tourism projects effective?

E R D F 	 G R A N T 	 I S 	 P E R C E I V E D 	 A S 	 B E I N G 	 R E CO G N I T I O N , 	 B U T	
I N C R E A S E S 	T H E 	 A D M I N I S T R AT I V E 	 B U R D E N

58.   The vast  major i t y  of  promoters  considered the ERDF grant  as 
a  recognit ion of  the qual ity  of  their  project  (92  %) and its  use -
fulness  to  the publ ic  (90  %) .  However,  42  % of  promoters  a lso 
sa id  that  receiv ing an ERDF grant  increases  considerably  the 
a d m i n i s t rat i ve  b u rd e n  o f  t h e i r  p ro j e c t .  Th i s  o p i n i o n  i s  m o re 
widespread amongst  pr ivate  promoters  (56 %)  than amongst 
p u b l i c  p ro m o t e r s  ( 3 7  % ) .  T h e  a t t i t u d e  o f  p ro j e c t  p ro m o t e r s 
with regard to administrat ive burden also var ies  with the pro -
por t ion of  the  ERDF grant  in  re lat ion to  the  tota l  cost  of  the 
project  i .e.  the smaller  the ERDF grant is,  relat ive to total  cost , 
the more keenly  is  fe l t  the administrat ive  burden.

Photo	11	—	Renovated	13th	centur y	castle	open	to	the	public	(France)

© European Union
Source: European Court of Auditors, December 2009.
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D E L I V E RY 	 O F 	 E X P E C T E D 	 R E S U LT S

59.  Al l  of  the projects had positive results in one form or other and 
t h e  m a j o r i t y  h a d  s u cce s s f u l  re s u l t s  u n d e r  s e ve r a l  h e a d i n g s . 
74 % were responsible for an increase in tourist  activity,  whilst 
73  % created addit ional  tour ist  capacit y  and 58 % of  projec ts 
created or  mainta ined 2  520 jobs,  23 ,5  % of  which were  held 
by women.  44 % of  projects  had results  in al l  three categories. 
8  % of  projec ts  sampled did not  achieve results  in  these areas 
but were found to have benefited the local  economy or to help 
p re s e r ve  e l e m e n t s  o f  a  re gi o n’s  c u l t u ra l ,  h i s to r i c ,  a r t i s t i c  o r 
environmental  her i tage (see paragraphs 19 and 32) .

60.   Objectives were set for only 58 % of the projects in the sample. 
Where objectives had been set,  they were achieved at  75  % for 
jobs creat ion or  maintenance and 93  % for  increasing tour ism 
capacit y.  9  % of  the projec ts  sur veyed did not  achieve any re -
sults  in terms of  jobs,  even though they had been expected to 
do so.  Alternately,  14 % of  projec ts  increased tour ist  capacit y 
and 14 % increased jobs even though such objec t ives  had not 
been set  (see paragraph 34) .

61.  42  % of  the projec ts  in  the sample did  not  have objec t ives  in 
ter ms of  per for mance.  For  those  projec ts  with  objec t ives,  in 
m a ny  c a s e s  t a rg e t s  a n d  i n d i c a t o r s  h a d  n o t  b e e n  s e t  u p  a n d 
t h e  s i t u at i o n  va r i e d  i n  re s p e c t  o f  t h e  p ro j e c t s  v i s i te d.  Th e re 
was no monitor ing of  results  for  most of  the projects sampled. 
Managing authorities had l inked the making of grant payments 
to  the  achievement  of  resul ts  in  a  smal l  minor i t y  of  projec ts 
sampled.  Without the systematic  sett ing of  project  objectives, 
e s t a b l i s h m e nt  o f  t a rg e t s  a n d  i n d i c ato r s  a n d  t h e  s u b s e q u e nt 
m o n i to r i n g  a n d  e va l u at i o n  o f  re s u l t s ,  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  a s s e s s 
t h e  t r u e  p e r fo r m a n ce  o f  p ro j e c t s  o r  t h e  e x te n t  o f  Eu ro p e a n 
added value (see paragraphs 34 and 38 to  46) .

CONCLUSIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS
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P R O J E C T 	 R E S U LT S’	 S U S TA I N A B I L I T Y

62.   G i v e n  t h a t  t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  j o b s  c r e a t e d  b y  m a t u r e  p r o j e c t s 
s t i l l  ex i s te d  at  t h e  t i m e  o f  t h e  a u d i t  a n d  t h at  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l 
ac t iv i t y  and capacit y  created by these projec ts  had remained 
stable  or  increased s l ight ly,  i t  i s  l ike ly  that  the results  wi l l  be 
sustainable in the shor t to medium term. However as only 25 % 
of  projec ts  were found to  be f inancia l ly  v iable,  such susta in -
abi l i t y  is  dependent  upon current  levels  of  publ ic  subvention 
for  running costs  cont inuing into the future.

I N F LU E N C E 	 O F 	 G R A N T S

63.  Acco rd i n g  to  p ro j e c t  p ro m o te r s ,  t h e  re ce i p t  o f  p u b l i c  f u n d-
ing enabled 74 % of  projec ts  to  be under taken at  a l l .  I n  20 % 
o f  c a s e s ,  t h e y  d e c l a re d  t h at  t h e i r  p ro j e c t s  wo u l d  h ave  g o n e 
ahead without  grant  a id  but  in  a  modif ied fashion.  The lower 
the rate of  assistance,  the less its  impact on the project.  In 6  % 
of  cases,  they said their  projects  would have been under taken 
s imi lar ly  without  the grant  (see paragraphs 55 to  57) .

M a n a g i n g  a u t h o r i t i e s  s h o u l d  e n s u r e  t h a t  s u i t a b l e  o b j e c-
t i ve s ,  t a r g e t s  a n d  i n d i c a to r s  a r e  e s t a b l i s h e d  a t  t h e  g r a n t 
app l icat ion and de cis ion s t ages  to  enab le:

 ο the se le c t ion of  proje c t s  which are  l ike ly  to  b e the 
mos t  e f f ic ient ;   and 

 ο the evaluat ion of  their  result s .

T he Commission should encourage this  prac t ice.

R E C O M M E N D AT I O N 	 1



Special Report No 6/2011 – Were ERDF co-financed tourism projects effective?

33

Special Report No 6/2011 – Were ERDF co-financed tourism projects effective?

64.   Whi lst  92  % of  the promoters  perceived the ERDF grant  as  be -
ing a  recognit ion of  the qual i t y  of  their  projec t ,  42 % of  them 
felt  that the ERDF subsidy process considerably increased their 
a d m i n i s t r a t i ve  b u rd e n .  I t  w a s  a l s o  n o te d  t h a t  t h e  l owe r  t h e 
rate  of  ass istance,  the more the ERDF grant  was  perceived as 
being burdensome (see paragraph 58) .

Managing author i t ies  should ensure that  proje c t  se le c t ion 
c r i t e r i a  i n c l u d e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  w h e t h e r  t h e r e  i s  a  r e a l 
n e e d  f o r  su c h  f u n d i n g  f o r  t h e  p r o j e c t  to  b e  r e a l i s e d .  T h e 
potential  impac t of  the grant on projec t  design should also 
b e t aken into account ,  in  addit ion to  the overal l  imp ac t  of 
the proje c t  on e conomic  grow th and emp loy m ent .

T he Commission should encourage this  prac t ice.

R E C O M M E N D AT I O N 	 2

T h e Co mmiss i o n sh o ul d  un d e r t ake  an ev aluat i o n of  a i d  in 
this  se c tor,  to  consider  the e x tent  to  which i t  forms a  cos t-
e f f e c t i ve  m e a ns  to  s u p p o r t  M e m b e r  St a te s  to  f o s te r  e co -
nomic grow th and to consider  whether  such supp or t  could 
b e b et ter  t argete d to  this  end.

R E C O M M E N D AT I O N 	 3

  This repor t was adopted by Chamber I I ,  headed by Mr Mor ten 
LEVYSOHN, Member of  the Cour t  of  Auditors,  in  Luxembourg 
at  i ts  meet ing of  4  May 2011.

For t h e  C o u r t  o f  A u d i t o r s

 

Vítor  Manuel  da S I LVA  C A L D E I R A
Pr e s i d e n t



34

Special Report No 6/2011 – Were ERDF co-financed tourism projects effective? Special Report No 6/2011 – Were ERDF co-financed tourism projects effective?

E R D F 	TO U R I S M 	 F U N D I N G 	 A L LO C AT E D 	 BY 	 M E M B E R	 	
S TAT E 	 F O R 	 P H YS I C A L 	 I N V E S T M E N T 	 I N 	TO U R I S M 	 —	 	
2000 – 06	 P R O G R A M M E 	 P E R I O D

A N N E X 	 I

Member State
Number of operational programmes 

including tourism projects in each 
Member State

ERDF amount for tourism 
(1 000 euro)

Italy 21 1 448 519

Germany 17 649 206

France 23 467 106

Spain 20 427 888

Greece 15 384 360

United Kingdom 12 220 892

Austria 8 159 228

Portugal 6 150 326

Belgium 7 100 252

Poland 1 95 663

Netherlands 6 82 947

Lithuania 1 81 999

Hungary 1 74 018

Czech Republic 2 68 274

EU cross-border cooperation 23 64 513

EU interregional cooperation 22 50 904

Ireland 2 29 934

Finland 5 20 206

Estonia 1 16 247

Slovenia 2 13 803

Latvia 1 9 256

Malta 1 4 301

Cyprus 1 3 229

Total 198 4 623 071
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N U M B E R 	 O F 	 P R O J E C T S 	 I N C LU D E D 	 I N 	T H E 	 S U R V E Y 	 A N D 	V I S I T E D	
O N 	T H E 	 S P OT

A N N E X 	 I I

9 Member States 26 operational programmes
Number of projects

Surveyed Visited

Italy

1999IT161PO011 Sicilia 26  

1999IT161PO007 Campania 14 6

1999IT161PO010 Sardinia 7 6

2000IT162DO007 Piemonte 7  

2000IT162DO001 Toscana 7  

Germany

2000DE162DO010 Niedersachsen 7 5

1999DE161PO004 Mecklenburg-Vorpommern 7  

1999DE161PO005 Brandenburg 7  

1999DE161PO003 Sachsen-Anhalt 7 6

2000DE162DO005 Hessen 6  

Spain

2000ES161PO007 Castilla y León 8 8

2000ES161PO010 Extremadura 8 7

2000ES161PO009 Communidad Valenciana 8 1

2000ES161PO016 Local 3  

France

2000FR162DO020 Rhône-Alpes 7 7

2000FR162DO006 Poitou-Charentes 6  

2000FR162DO014 Bretagne 9 6

Greece

2000GR161PO016 Competitiveness 7  

2000GR161PO014 Central Macedonia 7  

2000GR161PO005 Continental Greece 7  

Portugal
1999PT161PO016 Madeira 6  

1999PT161PO012 Algarve 6  

United Kingdom
1999GB161DO004 West Wales and the Valleys 7  

2000GB162DO008 South East England 9  

Belgium 2000BE162DO008 Meuse-Vesdre 6  

Lithuania 2003LT161DO001 Lithuania 7  

Total number of projects 206 52
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EXECUTIVE	SUMMARY

II .
Cohesion pol ic y,  and the  ERDF as  the  b ig -
g e s t  S t r u c t u r a l  F u n d ,  i s  t h e  E U ’s  m a i n 
instrument for  pursuing harmonious devel -
opment  across  the Union.  This  i s  ref lec ted 
in  the var iet y  of  programmes,  projec ts  and 
par tners  that  are  suppor ted under  the pol-
ic y.  For  the programming per iod 2000–06, 
3 ,5  % of  the ERDF funding was a l located to 
investments  in  tour ism.

V. 	 (a)
T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  w e l c o m e s  t h e  C o u r t ’s 
f i n d i n g s .  T h e  r e s u l t s  s h o w  t h a t  t h e  E R D F 
suppor t  has  contr ibuted to  job creat ion in 
t h e  a re a  o f  t o u r i s m  a n d  a l s o  t o  l o c a l  a n d 
regional  economic  growth. 

V. 	 (b)
T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  w e l c o m e s  t h e  C o u r t ’s 
f i n d i n g s  t h at  t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e  p ro j e c t s 
had the objec t ive of  creat ing jobs  and that 
a  l a rg e  n u m b e r  o f  t h e  j o b s  t a rg e te d  h ave 
in  fac t  been created. 

V. 	 (d)
The Commiss ion f inds  i t  encouraging that 
n e a r l y  a l l  t h e  p r o j e c t s  h a d  r e a c h e d  s u c h 
a  d e g r e e  o f  m a t u r i t y  t h a t  t h e y  w e r e  s t i l l 
operat ional  at  the t ime of  the audit . 

V. 	 (e)
T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  n o t e s  t h a t  n e a r l y  t h r e e 
quar ters  of  the audited projec ts  would not 
h ave  b e e n  c a r r i e d  o u t  w i t h o u t  t h e  p u b l i c 
ass istance.

REPLY OF THE  
COMMISSION
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V. 	 ( f )
T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  t a k e s  n o t e  o f  t h e s e 
r e s u l t s .  T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t 
for  the 2007–13 programming per iod,  rules 
on implementat ion of  the funds were s im -
pl i f ied in  the Struc tura l  Funds  regulat ions 
a n d  t h e re  we re  f u r t h e r  re v i s i o n s  i n  2 0 0 8 –
1 0 .  Th e  Co m m i s s i o n  a l s o  n o te s  t h at  t h e re 
must  be  a  balance bet ween s impl i f icat ion 
and sound management  of  funds.

VI. 	 (a)
The Commiss ion wi l l  cont inue to  promote 
the use  of  sui table  objec t ives,  targets  and 
indicators  with  the managing author i t ies.

VI. 	 (b)
Th e  Co m m i s s i o n  w i l l  c o n t i n u e  t o  e n c o u r-
a g e  m a n a g i n g  a u t h o r i t i e s  t o  e n s u r e  t h a t 
the EU co -f inancing goes  to  those projec ts 
that  rea l ly  need publ ic  f inancing for  thei r 
implementat ion.

VI. 	 (c)
T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  h a s  a l r e a d y  c a r r i e d  o u t 
a n  e x  p o s t  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  2 0 0 0 – 0 6  E R D F 
p r o g r a m m e s  c o v e r i n g  t h e  m a i n  i s s u e s  o f 
pol ic y  re levance  and most  of  the  expend -
i t u r e  c o - f i n a n c e d  b y  t h e  E R D F.  To u r i s m 
a c t i o n s  w e r e  c o v e r e d  u n d e r  e n t e r p r i s e 
suppor t  and physical/natural  environment 
 evaluat ions.

INTRODUCTION

2.
The Commiss ion points  out  that  tour ism is 
s t rongly  interconnec ted with  many pol ic y 
a r e a s ,  s u c h  a s  r e g i o n a l  p o l i c y,  t r a n s p o r t , 
r u r a l  d e v e l o p m e n t ,  e t c .  R e g i o n a l  p o l i c y 
s u p p o r t s  t o u r i s m  a s  p a r t  o f  i n t e g r a t e d 
regional  development  programmes.

4.–8.
C o h e s i o n  p o l i c y  i s  i m p l e m e n t e d  u n d e r 
s h a r e d  m a n a g e m e n t :  M e m b e r  S t a t e s  a r e 
p r i m a r i l y  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  s e t t i n g  u p  t h e 
m a n a g e m e n t  a n d  c o n t r o l  s y s t e m s  a n d 
fo r  i m p l e m e n t i n g  p ro g r a m m e s.  T h e  Co m -
m i s s i o n  n e g o t i a t e s  t h e  p ro g r a m m e s  w i t h 
them and super vises  their  work  dur ing the 
i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  p e r i o d .  A  h u g e  n u m b e r 
o f  n a t i o n a l  a n d  r e g i o n a l  a u t h o r i t i e s  a r e 
i n v o l v e d ,  a l o n g  w i t h  h u n d r e d s  o f  t h o u -
sands of  projec t  promoters.

Fo r  t h e  S t r u c t u r a l  Fu n d s ,  R e g u l a t i o n  ( E C ) 
N o 1 2 6 0 / 1 9 9 9  s t i p u l a t e s  t h a t  p ro j e c t s  a re 
s e l e c t e d  a n d  m a n a g e d  b y  t h e  M e m b e r 
S t a t e s ’ a u t h o r i t i e s  ( w i t h  t h e  e x c e p t i o n 
o f  l a rg e  p ro j e c t s ,  i n  w h i c h  c a s e  t h e  Co m -
m i s s i o n  h a s  to  a p p rove  t h e m  a n d  co n f i r m 
o r  a m e n d  t h e  l e v e l  o f  C o m m u n i t y  a s s i s t -
a n ce ) .   Th e  Co m m i s s i o n’s  ro l e  i s  to  s u p e r -
v i s e  a n d  m o n i t o r  t h e  f i n a n c i a l  a n d ,  t o  a 
l e s s e r  e x t e n t ,  p h y s i c a l  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n 
( i m p a c t / p e r fo r m a n c e )  o f  t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l 
programmes.

A r t i c l e  2 ( 2 )  o f  R e g u l a t i o n  ( E C )  N o 
1 7 8 3 / 1 9 9 9  p o i n t s  o u t  t h e  j o b  c r e a t i o n 
d i m e n s i o n  o f  i nve s t m e n t s  i n  t o u r i s m  a n d 
culture.  However,  the l i s t  of  pr ior i t ies  pro-
vided is  not  exclus ive.

REPLY OF THE  
COMMISSION
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OBSERVATIONS

19.
T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  w e l c o m e s  t h e  C o u r t ’s 
f i n d i n g s .  T h e  r e s u l t s  s h o w  t h a t  t h e  E R D F 
suppor t  has  contr ibuted to  job creat ion in 
t h e  a re a  o f  t o u r i s m  a n d  a l s o  t o  l o c a l  a n d 
regional  economic  growth. 

21.
T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  w e l c o m e s  t h e  C o u r t ’s 
f i n d i n g s  t h a t  a  m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t s 
achieved thei r  set  objec t ives  and contr ib -
uted to  an increase in  tour ism ac t iv i t y.  The 
C o m m i s s i o n  c o n s i d e r s  i t  e q u a l l y  e n c o u r -
aging that  the Cour t  found that  a  substan-
t ia l  number of  projec ts  achieved this  result 
e ve n  w i t h o u t  i t  h av i n g  b e e n  s e t  a s  a  s p e -
c i f ic  objec t ive  of  the projec t .

27.
T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  w e l c o m e s  t h e  C o u r t ’s 
f i n d i n g s  t h a t  n e a r l y  a l l  t h e  p r o j e c t s 
achieved their  objec t ives  and contr ibuted 
to  increas ing tour ism capacit y. 

34.
T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  w e l c o m e s  t h e  C o u r t ’s 
f indings  that  the  major i t y  of  projec ts  had 
t h e  o b j e c t i ve  o f  c re a t i n g  j o b s  a n d  t h a t  a 
large number  of  the  jobs  targeted have in 
fac t  been created. 

40.
I n  the 2000–06 programming per iod,  man -
a gi n g  a u t h o r i t i e s  co u l d  m o n i to r  a c h i e ve -
ment  of  some results ,  such as  job creat ion, 
increas ing tour ism ac t iv i t y  or  capacit y,  by 
m e a n s  o f  i n d i c a t o r s  s e t  a t  m e a s u r e ,  p r i -
o r i t y  o r  p ro gra m m e  l e ve l .  I n  t h e  2 0 0 7 – 1 3 
p r o g r a m m i n g  p e r i o d  p r o j e c t  s e l e c t i o n  i s 
c o n d i t i o n a l  o n  q u a n t i f i e d  i n d i c a t o r s  a t 
projec t  level .

46.
T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  n o t e s  t h a t  m o s t  o f  t h e 
projec ts  d id  have meaningful ,  quant i f iable 
a n d  m e a s u r a b l e  r e s u l t  i n d i c a t o r s  e s t a b -
l i s h e d  a t  t h e  o u t s e t ,  a s  i n d i c a t e d  b y  t h e 
Cour t  in  paragraphs 21,  27  and 34. 

Even when such data  is  avai lable,  i t  would 
b e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  a s s e s s  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  a n d 
E u r o p e a n  a d d e d  v a l u e ,  w i t h o u t  c a r r y i n g 
out  a  counter fac tual  analys is .

48.
T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  c o n s i d e r s  t h i s  f i n d i n g 
ve r y  e n c o u r a g i n g,  e s p e c i a l l y  a t  a  t i m e  o f 
economic  downturn. 

T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  r e c a l l s  t h a t  7 6  %  o f  t h e 
p r o j e c t s  i n  t h e  C o u r t ’s  s a m p l e  w e r e  p r o -
m o t e d  b y  p u b l i c  b o d i e s .  I n  t h i s  c o n t e x t , 
t h e  f a c t  t h a t  r u n n i n g  c o s t s  o f  a  t h i r d  o f 
the projec ts  are  being susta ined by publ ic 
grants  is  to  be expec ted.

49.–51.
The Commiss ion f inds  i t  encouraging that 
near ly  a l l  ERDF co -funded tour ism projec ts 
c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  s u s t a i n a b l e  c r e a t i o n  o f 
t o u r i s m  c a p a c i t y  a n d  t o u r i s m  a c t i v i t i e s 
a n d  t h a t  n e a r l y  a l l  p r o j e c t s  r e a c h e d  a 
d e gre e  o f  m at u r i t y  s o  t h at  t h e y  we re  s t i l l 
operat ional  at  the t ime of  the audit .

55.
T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  n o t e s  t h a t  n e a r l y  t h r e e 
quar ters  of  the audited projec ts  would not 
h ave  b e e n  c a r r i e d  o u t  w i t h o u t  t h e  p u b l i c 
ass istance.

REPLY OF THE  
COMMISSION
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58.
The Commiss ion notes  that  more than hal f 
o f  t h e  p ro j e c t  p ro m o te r s  co n s i d e re d  t h a t 
t h e  E R D F  f u n d i n g  d i d  n o t  i n c r e a s e  t h e i r 
administrat ive  burden considerably.

A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  b u r d e n s  c a n  a r i s e  i n  t h e 
course  of  management  of  Struc tural  Funds 
p ro g r a m m e s,  fo r  d i f fe re n t  re a s o n s .  Th e s e 
c a n  i n c l u d e  e l i g i b i l i t y  a n d  c o n t r o l  r u l e s 
l a i d  d o w n  b y  t h e  M e m b e r  S t a t e s  t h a t  a re 
s t r i c t e r  t h a n  t h o s e  p r o v i d e d  f o r  i n  t h e 
Struc tural  Funds regulat ions.  

Fo r  t h e  c u r r e n t  ( 2 0 0 7 – 1 3 )  p r o g r a m m i n g 
p e r i o d ,  r u l e s  o n  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e 
f u n d s  h a v e  b e e n  s i m p l i f i e d  i n  t h e  S t r u c -
t u r a l  F u n d s  r e g u l a t i o n s .  F u r t h e r m o r e , 
i n  2 0 0 8 – 1 0  t h e  C o m m i s s i o n  i n t r o d u c e d 
s i g n i f i c a n t  s i m p l i f i c a t i o n s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  b y 
c r e a t i n g  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t o  d e c l a r e  c o s t s 
o n  t h e  b a s i s  o f  f l a t  r a t e s ,  l u m p  s u m s  a n d 
standard sca les  of  uni t  costs ,  inc luding in 
the area of  tour ism. 

CONCLUSIONS	AND		
RECOMMENDATIONS

59.
T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  w e l c o m e s  t h e  C o u r t ’s 
f indings that  a l l  the projec ts  were success-
f u l  i n  a c h i e v i n g  re s u l t s  s u c h  a s  d i re c t  j o b 
c r e a t i o n ,  a n  i n c r e a s e  i n  t o u r i s m  c a p a c i t y 
a n d  a n n u a l  vo l u m e.  Th e  re s u l t s  s h ow  t h at 
t h e  E R D F  s u p p o r t  h a s  c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  j o b 
creat ion in  the area  of  tour ism and a lso  to 
local  and regional  economic  growth.

60.
T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  w e l c o m e s  t h e  C o u r t ’s 
f i n d i n g s  t h at  t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e  p ro j e c t s 
h a d  t h e  o b j e c t i v e  o f  c r e a t i n g  j o b s  a n d 
t h a t  a  l a r g e  n u m b e r  o f  t h e  j o b s  t a r g e t e d 
h a v e  i n  f a c t  b e e n  c r e a t e d .  T h e  C o m m i s -
s ion considers  i t  equal ly  encouraging that 
the Cour t  found that  a  number  of  projec ts 
a c h i e v e d  t h i s  r e s u l t  e v e n  w i t h o u t  i t  h a v -
ing been set  as  a  spec i f ic  objec t ive  of  the 
projec t .

61.
T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  n o t e s  t h a t  m o s t  o f  t h e 
projec ts  d id  have meaningful ,  quant i f iable 
a n d  m e a s u r a b l e  r e s u l t  i n d i c a t o r s  e s t a b -
l i s h e d  a t  t h e  o u t s e t ,  a s  i n d i c a t e d  b y  t h e 
Cour t  in  paragraphs 21,  27  and 34. 

Even when such data  i s  ava i lable  i t  would 
b e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  a s s e s s  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  a n d 
E u r o p e a n  a d d e d  v a l u e ,  w i t h o u t  c a r r y i n g 
out  a  counter fac tual  analys is .

REPLY OF THE  
COMMISSION
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Recommendation	1
S o u n d  s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  a r e  k e y  p r e - 
r e q u i s i t e s  fo r  s e l e c t i n g  t h e  p r o j e c t s  t h a t 
c o n t r i b u t e  t h e  m o s t  t o  p r i o r i t i e s ,  o b j e c -
t i v e s  a n d  t a r g e t s  a n d  f o r  s e l e c t i n g  t h e 
most  ef fec t ive  and ef f ic ient  ones. 

The  sett ing  up of  su i table  objec t ives ,  tar -
g e t s  a n d  i n d i c ato r s  h e l p s  w i t h  e va l u at i o n 
of  the projec t  results .  The Commiss ion wi l l 
c o n t i n u e  t o  p r o m o t e  t h e  u s e  o f  s u i t  a b l e 
objec t ives,  targets  and indicators  with  the 
managing author i t ies.

62.
T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  w e l c o m e s  t h e  C o u r t ’s 
f i n d i n g s  a n d  f i n d s  i t  e n c o u r a g i n g  t h a t 
near ly  a l l  the projec ts  had achieved such a 
degree of  sustainabi l i ty  that  they were st i l l 
operat ional  at  the t ime of  the audit .

63.
T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  n o t e s  t h a t  n e a r l y  t h r e e 
quar ters  of  the audited projec ts  would not 
h ave  b e e n  c a r r i e d  o u t  w i t h o u t  t h e  p u b l i c 
ass istance.

64.
T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  t a k e s  n o t e  o f  t h e s e 
r e s u l t s .   T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t 
for  the 2007–13 programming per iod,  rules 
on implementat ion of  the funds were s im -
pl i f ied in  the Struc tura l  Funds  regulat ions 
a n d  t h e re  we re  f u r t h e r  re v i s i o n s  i n  2 0 0 8 –
1 0 .  Th e  Co m m i s s i o n  a l s o  n o te s  t h at  t h e re 
must  be  a  balance bet ween s impl i f icat ion 
and sound management  of  funds.

Recommendation	2
T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  u n d e r s t a n d s  f r o m  t h e 
Co u r t ’s  re s u l t s  t h a t  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  p ro ce s s 
fo r  t o u r i s m  p r o j e c t s  i s ,  i n  g e n e r a l ,  e f fe c -
t i v e .  T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  w i l l  c o n t i n u e  t o 
encourage managing author i t ies  to  ensure 
t h a t  t h e  E U  c o - f i n a n c i n g  g o e s  t o  t h o s e 
projec ts  that  rea l ly  need publ ic  f inancing 
for  their  implementat ion.

Recommendation	3
T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  r e c a l l s  t h a t  S t r u c t u r a l 
Fu n d s  d o  n o t  s u p p o r t  to u r i s m  a s  s e c to r  a l 
p o l i c y  b u t  t o u r i s m  i n t e r v e n t i o n s  i n  t h e 
f r a m e w o r k  o f  i n t e g r a t e d  r e g i o n a l  d e v e l -
o p m e n t  p r o g r a m m e s .  F u r t h e r m o r e  t h e 
Co m m i s s i o n  r e c a l l s  t h a t  i t  a p p r o v e s  p r o -
g r a m m e s  a n d  t h e i r  p r i o r i t i e s  b u t  n e i -
t h e r  m e a s u re s  n o r  p ro j e c t s  ( e xc e p t  l a r g e 
p r o j e c t s )  o n  s p e c i f i c  s e c t o r s  s u c h  a s 
 tour ism.

The Commiss ion has  a l ready carr ied out  an 
e x  p o s t  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  2 0 0 0 – 0 6  E R D F  p r o -
grammes cover ing the  main  i ssues  of  pol -
ic y  re levance and most  of  the expenditure 
co - f i n a n ce d  by  t h e  E R D F.  To u r i s m  a c t i o n s 
w e r e  c o v e r e d  u n d e r  e n t e r p r i s e  s u p p o r t 
a n d  p hy s i c a l / n a t u r a l  e nv i r o n m e n t  e v a l u -
a t i o n s .  T h e  o u t c o m e  o f  t h i s  e v a l u a t i o n  
c a n  b e  fo u n d  o n  t h e  D i re c t o r a t e - G e n e r a l 
f o r  R e g i o n a l  Po l i c y ' s  ‘ I n f o r e g i o’ w e b s i t e 
( a t  h t t p : / / e c . e u r o p a . e u / r e g i o n a l _ p o l i c y /
s o u r c e s / d o c g e n e r / e v a l u a t i o n / r a d o 2 _
en.htm) .
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