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Background information 1/2

• Finland changed to a centralized system during the 2021-2027 
programming period.

• The task is taken on by the two regional councils: 
• The Helsinki-Uusimaa Regional Council
• The Regional Council of Lapland

• The Regional Council of Lapland is responsible for 
the following programs:
• Interreg Aurora
• Interreg Europe 
• Northern Periphery and Arctic (NPA)
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• We created our own guidelines for a risk-based sampling 
method 
• Interreg Europe was the only program that provided a 

clear definition of sampling

• Guidelines need to be 
• Easy to use
• Suitable for Interreg and national programmes

• The idea is that all applicants are treated in the same way, 
but at the same time to trust the Controller's 
skills/expertise.
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• In Aurora and NPA 

• The first reporting period is always checked 100%. 

• In NPA
• The second reporting period salaries must also be checked 

100 % before control can be carried out using the risk-based 
sampling method.

• In Europe sampling method is used from the first 
reporting period
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Programme control specifications
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• The risk-based sampling is based on a risk assessment 
defined by the Controllers, which will start from the first 
report.
• The evaluation is also influenced by the Programme

Officer's assessment of the project.

• The risk assessment of a project usually starts with a 
normal level after 1st reporting period. 

• As the project progresses, the risk assessment 
may decrease to low or increase to high. 
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Risk assessment
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• If the project's risk assessment is normal, 
approximately 40 % of the direct costs are 
control.

• If the project's risk assessment is high, 
approximately 60 % of the direct costs are 
control. 
• The control must focus on the identified risk

factors.
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Risk-based sampling method 1/2 



7

• The risk level of the project may be changed to low if 
• No significant errors have been identified in the 

previous reports and 
• the beneficiary has demonstrated knowledge of 

the eligibility rules. 

• At the Controller’s judgement, the control rate may 
then be reduced to less than 40 % in situations where 
the risk is clearly low.

• However, the sample must cover at least 10 % of all 
types of the direct costs.
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Low Risk 1/3

Period 1 – 100 % audited, well-known project partner.

Asked a clarification for the ledger, salaries and cost entered in the system.

Also asked to complete the Task Assignment form.
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Low Risk 2/3

Period 2 – Checked 40 % of staff costs. 

No questions for the application. 
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Low Risk 3/3

What is written in the audit report for this partner:

For the beneficiary, the risk is low. Although additional information had to be requested during previous reporting period, t he 

deficiencies/errors are not significant. Therefore, the risk for the beneficiary can be reduced to low. The beneficiary is al so an 

experienced project partner with experience of several different programs and funding models.

Period 3
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Is there a risk?

Example 1 – 1st reporting period
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Is there a risk?

Example 2 – 1st reporting period
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• Salaries are selected for the sample with a professional 
judgement of the Controller e.g.
• If there are a new persons/job descriptions
• If there are holiday pays
• Changes in monthly salaries

• If the project involves costs that exceed the 
national threshold, these must always be verified. 

• In Aurora and NPA, applicants must complete a 
cumulative procurement declaration form, so that the 
Controller can identify which costs may have exceed the 
national threshold.
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Salaries and other costs
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• Controller must expand sample to cover similar costs e.g.
• Salaries from the same person 
• Invoices from the same operator
• Similar types of expenses 

• If the application does not include expenses for the same 
person/operator, it may not be necessary to expand the 
sample. 

• In this case, however, a note must be made to the audit 
plant that the expenses in question will be checked in 
the next reporting period if such expenses are claimed.
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If  an error is found



Risk-based sampling method -
Updates

• The method is reviewed annually and if any necessary needs for 
update are identified during the program period.

• The upcoming update will affect on-the-spot checks. We will add a 
separate section on to this method.



Plans for the update
• In Aurora, controller's judgement and/or risk assessment is the 

base for the on-the-spot check.
• In Europe, on-the-spot check should be done for a project with a 

pilot action with an investment.
• In NPA on-the-spot check should be done by LP if it adds value to 

the controller review. 

• Updating the plan to include: 
• A beneficiary euro limit for Aurora and Europe.
• If the value of the investment exceeds EUR 50 000 (Aurora).
• Small beneficiary - e.g., an employee is hired for the project, 

when otherwise the work is organized with volunteers 
(Aurora).



KIITOS

Thank you!


