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The aim of the prevention demanded 
of contracting authorities 

The risks of irregularities, fraud and 

corruption: how to manage them and why 

 

 

The aim of managing risks to integrity in an institution’s public procurement is 

to ensure the public funds, the material and human resources and the authority 

or decision-making capacity at different levels of its public procurement 

management are employed for the purposes intended, sustaining and 

prioritising the public interest over private gain. 

If these risks are to be managed it is essential to know what they are – what 

type of risks to focus on – and to do something more than simply detect them 

once they have already materialised and the institution is immersed in a case 

of corruption. They must be predicted. And responsibility over all this risk 

management falls upon the contracting authorities. 

This second publication in the Working Documents series clarifies what the 

management of risks to integrity consists in; identifies and defines the three 

types of risks to integrity that should be managed; distinguishes prevention 

from contingency to ensure that the resulting planning is comprehensive; and 

reminds readers that all public-sector entities are vulnerable to this type of 

risks. Without assessment, the institution will never know how exposed its 

procurement is and will be unlikely to adopt the preventive or contingency 

measures required by Law 9/2017, of 8 November, on public sector contracts. 
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The project entitled “Risks to integrity in public 

procurement” by the Anti-Fraud Office (AFO) 

chose to approach society’s concern about 

corruption in public procurement from a 

different angle: analysing what happens 

before the act of corruption takes place.  

This approach involves adopting the 

perspective and methodology of risk 

management, instead of focusing exclusively 

on non-compliance with regulations and 

actions to punish culprits or attempts to make 

good the losses suffered. 

Consequently, this second issue of the Working 

Documents begins (1) by briefly explaining the 

process of managing risks; (2) continues by 

specifying what types of risks contracting 

authorities should manage, according to 

Spanish Law 9/2017, of 8 November, on public 

sector contracts (LCSP); (3) resolves the 

common confusion between prevention and 

contingency (essential when designing 

measures in a comprehensive action plan); and 

concludes by explaining why contracting 

authorities cannot further postpone the 

assessment of their risks. 

1. Introduction to the 
management of risks to 
integrity 

The Anti-Fraud Office encompasses the various 

risks that should be managed in public 

institutions under the expression risks to 

integrity, a term that emphasises what 

different types of risk have in common: they all 

endanger the integrity of the institutions. 

The OECD employs the same expression and, 

more specifically, defines integrity risk 

management as “an architecture and a 

                                                      
1 OECD, 2013: p. 107. 

coordinated set of activities and methods to 

identify, analyse, evaluate, treat and monitor 

potential fraud and corruption-related risks in 

order to acquire reasonable assurance that the 

integrity of public institutions has been 

preserved”1. This process is graphically 

illustrated in Diagram 1. 

Diagram 1.  

Integrity risk management 

1  

It is clear, therefore, that the aim of risk 

management is to ensure institutional 

integrity. But exactly what are we referring to 

when we speak of integrity? 

The concept of integrity 

The concept of integrity applied to public 

affairs in general refers to “the consistent 

alignment of, and adherence to, shared ethical 

values, principles and norms for upholding and 

prioritising the public interest over private 

interests in the public sector”2. 

Applying this general notion to public 

procurement leads the OECD to define 

integrity as “the use of funds, resources, assets 

and authority for the official purposes for 

2 OECD, 2017. 
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which they are intended to be used, in line with 

public interest”3.  

Consequently, the purpose of risk 

management for the integrity of an 

institution’s public procurement is to ensure 

that the resources of that organisation and its 

authority or decision-making capability is 

employed for the “implementation and 

fulfilment of institutional goals”4, upholding 

and prioritising the public interest over 

private interests.  

The concept of risk 

The other concept that must be clarified prior 

to deciding which risks the contracting 

authorities should manage is precisely the 

notion of risk. 

In colloquial terms, risk is often assimilated to 

danger. Technically however, risk is the 

likelihood of the occurrence of damage, 

injury, loss, liability or any other harmful 

effect for a public institution or for the general 

interest, due to vulnerabilities that may be 

internal or external to that organisation5. 

Thus, in plain Language, a risk is not a danger 

but rather a likelihood of danger. That nuance 

is important, because all risk management 

turns on the idea that if the likelihood is 

significant (inherent risk) actions must be 

planned to reduce it (residual risk), as will be 

explained below.  

In the public sector, the likelihood of risks to 

the integrity of institutions is significant in all 

public functions.  

                                                      
3 OECD, 2008: p. 9.  
4 Article 28.1 of the LCSP. 
5 Some risk management methodologies, such as 
that of the Committee of Sponsoring Organizations 
of the Treadway Commission (COSO), see the risks 

All public functions are vulnerable 

to these risks 

All public entities have resources (both 

material and financial), and people with 

different levels of authority or decision-making 

capability, organised to facilitate attainment of 

the goals for which the entity was created. And 

where there is access to public resources and 

the capacity to take decisions there is also the 

possibility that someone will use them for 

purposes other than those intended, 

prioritising private rather than public interest 

(premise illustrated in Diagram 2 on page 5). 

Consequently, all public functions are 

vulnerable to risks to integrity. 

This reasoning inevitably leads to the adoption 

of a point of view and methodology that 

embraces risk management, in an attempt to 

offer a reasonable guarantee of integrity in 

public functions.  

Public institutions must assume that the 

possibility of risks to their integrity exists, just 

as, in their day, they accommodated 

occupational risks in workplaces and risks to 

road safety where there was traffic. 

They must assume that this vulnerability exists 

not only in procurement, but also in any other 

function a public entity has to undertake: 

issuing licenses or permits; managing public 

assets; awarding grants, aid, subsidies and 

of corruption within the broader vision of all the 
operating risks of an enterprise: “Risk is defined as 
the possibility that an event will occur and 
adversely affect the achievement of objectives” 
(COSO, 2013: p.3.).  
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prizes; managing its own budget; recruiting 

staff; conducting inspections, and so on. 

However, in public procurement in particular 

this premise has been accepted and, since 9 

March 2018 with the entry into force of the 

LCSP transposing Directives of the European 

Parliament and of the Council 2014/23/UE and 

2014/24/UE, of 26 February 2014, all public 

entities are subject to the obligation to 

manage corruption risks and other risks to 

integrity in their public procurement. 

Those responsible for ensuring the proper 

management of these risks, management that 

provides society with a reasonable guarantee 

of integrity in public procurement, are the 

contracting authorities.  

2. What risks should 
contracting authorities 
manage?    

The first paragraph of Article 64.1 of the LCSP 

establishes:  

The contracting authorities shall 

take the appropriate measures to 

combat fraud, favouritism and 

corruption and shall effectively 

                                                      
6 “Member States shall require contracting 
authorities and contracting entities to take 
appropriate measures to combat fraud, favouritism 
and corruption and to effectively prevent, identify 
and remedy conflicts of interest arising in the 

prevent, detect and remedy conflicts 

of interest that may arise in 

tendering procedures with the aim of 

avoiding any distortion of 

competition and ensuring 

transparency of the award 

procedure and equal treatment of all 

candidates and tenderers. 

This wording (an almost literal reproduction of 

Art. 35 of Directive 2014/23/EU relating to 

concession award procedures6) raises certain 

terminology issues in clearly identifying risks 

to integrity in the public procurement to be 

managed. 

In the first place, it identifies three types of 

risk: fraud, favouritism and corruption, 

expressions taken from European Directives 

that have no automatic correspondence in the 

Spanish legal system. 

Secondly, it refers to conflicts of interest, a 

term that poses fewer interpretational 

problems precisely because Article 64.2 of the 

LCSP introduces the definition. But as it goes 

on to explain, conflicts of interest – and more 

specifically their deficient management – are 

really a factor of the risk of corrupt practices. 

Nonetheless, awareness of the significant 

conduct of concession award procedures, so as to 
avoid any distortion of competition and to ensure 
the transparency of the award procedure and the 
equal treatment of all candidates and tenderers.” 

Diagram 2. The key premise in risk prevention 
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impact of this factor on the risk of corruption 

has led the legislator to cover specifically the 

obligation to prevent conflicts of interest, 

detect them and remedy them. 

Finally, other practices are mentioned on 

several occasions throughout the LCSP using 

Spanish terms like irregularidades 

[irregularities] and incumplimientos [non-

compliances], for which risk management 

measures are provided7. Once again however, 

these expressions are more usually found in 

the language of public administration, rather 

than in strictly legal terminology. 

Most of these terms have a clear definition or 

interpretation in the regulatory and 

institutional context of the European Union. 

Thus, specification of the types of risks that 

must be managed has been established using 

those definitions. 

Interpretation in the European 

Union context 

Irregularity 

In the context European Union regulation, 

irregularity is a broad concept that includes 

infringements of a provision of Community 

law, by act or omission, which has, or would 

have, the effect of prejudicing the general 

budget of the Communities or budgets 

managed by them8. The European Commission 

emphasises the breadth of this concept by 

indicating that it encompasses all irregularities 

“whether they are intentional or not”9. 

                                                      
7 See, for example, LCSP Art. 332.6.e. Art. 332.8.c or 
Art. 334.2.a. 
8 Art. 1.2. of Regulation (EC, Euratom) Nº 2988/95 
defines irregularity as: “any infringement of a 
provision of Community law resulting from an act 
or omission by an economic operator, which has, or 
would have, the effect of prejudicing the general 
budget of the Communities or budgets managed by 

Fraud 

Article 1 of the Convention established on the 

basis of Article K3 of the Treaty on European 

Union, on the protection of the European 

Communities' financial interests, defines fraud 

against the Communities’ financial interests in 

respect of expenditure, as any intentional act 

or omission relating to:  

 the use or presentation of false, incorrect 

or incomplete statements or documents, 

which has as its effect the 

misappropriation or wrongful retention of 

funds from the general budget of the 

European Communities or budgets 

managed by, or on behalf of, the European 

Communities; 

 non-disclosure of information in violation 

of a specific obligation, with the same 

effect; 

 the misapplication of such funds for 

purposes other than those for which they 

were originally granted. 

Thus, in the words of the European 

Commission, it is the component of intentional 

deceit which distinguishes fraud from the 

more general term of "irregularity"10.  

Corruption 

In its anti-corruption policy, the European 

Union distinguishes the necessarily stricter 

notion of corruption used in criminal law from 

one which is broader and used in the 

preventive focus11. In this latter sense, the 

them, either by reducing or losing revenue accruing 
from own resources collected directly on behalf of 
the Communities, or by an unjustified item of 
expenditure”.  
9 European Commission, 2014: p. 8. 
10 European Commission, 2009: p. 6. 
11 European Commission, 2003: p. 7. 
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European Union adopts the definition of 

corruption used by the United Nations' Global 

Programme against Corruption, i.e. “abuse of 

power for private gain”, which includes both 

power from occupying a public office or post 

(public corruption) and power in the private 

sector (private corruption)12. 

For the purposes of its preventive work, the 

Anti-Fraud Office defines public corruption as 

the abuse of a public position or office for 

private gain13.  

In short, the diverse definitions of corruption 

employed internationally coincide insofar as 

the identifying element of these practices is 

the intention to obtain illegitimate private 

benefit. Hence its distinction with respect to 

the concept of fraud: fraud requires only 

intentional prejudice to funds from the general 

budget of the European Union, while 

corruption adds the requisite of private gain.  

Favouritism 

The notion of favouritism encompasses many 

types of partiality or unlawful favourable 

treatment towards individuals or groups by a 

public servant. It includes such practices as:  

 nepotism or partiality in favour of family 

members; 

 cronyism or practices that favour friends, 

or 

 clientelism or favourable treatment of 

individuals or groups that have made 

donations or given electoral support of 

some kind to the governing political party 

                                                      
12 European Commission, 2003: p. 6.  
13 This definition — very similar to that used by the 
European Union and other international 
institutions in the fight against corruption — has 
the virtue of being “[...]a definition sufficiently 

or the related public servant who incurs in 

this practice.  

Any of these practices of favouritism 

constitutes a specific type of abuse of public 

office for private benefit. Therefore, 

favouritism is included within the concept of 

public corruption.  

The difference between these three concepts 

(irregularity, fraud and corruption, with 

favouritism included in the latter) is illustrated 

graphically in Diagram 3.  

Diagram 3. Risks to integrity 

from the European Union perspective 

 

Conflicts of interest 

Directive 2014/24/EU of the European 

Parliament and of the Council, of 26 February 

2014, on public procurement establishes, in 

Art. 24:  

The concept of conflicts of interest 

shall at least cover any situation 

where staff members of the 

contracting authority or of a 

procurement service provider acting 

broad to include ‘illegal corruption’, which involves 
actually breaking a country’s laws, but also ‘legal 
corruption’ in which, though the law is not formally 
broken, the spirit of the law is violated and people 
perceive it as such.” Lapuente, 2016: p. 16. 
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on behalf of the contracting 

authority who are involved in the 

conduct of the procurement 

procedure or may influence the 

outcome of that procedure have, 

directly or indirectly, a financial, 

economic or other personal interest 

which might be perceived to 

compromise their impartiality and 

independence in the context of the 

procurement procedure.  

There are two marked differences between 

this definition and that of Art. 64.2 of the LCSP, 

which are especially relevant from the point of 

view of risk management: specific indication of 

the subject of these conflict situations and 

expression of the moment in which they may 

happen.  

According to this Directive, the obligation to 

manage any situation of conflict of interest 

applies:  

 to everyone involved in the procedure; 

not only members of staff of the 

contracting authority, but also employees 

of a procurement service provider acting 

on behalf of the contracting authority (the 

latter is not specified in the LCSP), and 

 throughout the entire procurement 

procedure; thus not interpreting the 

Spanish term licitación [bidding] used in 

the LCSP as one of the phases of the 

procedure but rather as a synonym for the 

entire process, as it would not seem logical 

to stop managing these situations in the 

                                                      
14 The Anti-Fraud Office of Catalonia established in 
its 2016 Report that a person is in a situation of 
conflict of interest when he or she has to exercise 
professional judgement or knowledge for, or on 
behalf of, another person who legitimately trusts 

phases of proposal and preparation or 

execution of the contract. 

Furthermore from that definition of conflict of 

interest (very similar to the one employed by 

the Anti-Fraud Office14) it is important to 

highlight those elements that differentiate the 

notion of conflict of interest from any act of 

corruption. A conflict of interest is:  

 a situation arising in the context of a 

procurement procedure, which occurs 

because there is  

 a member of staff of the contracting 

authority (or of a procurement service 

provider acting on behalf of the 

contracting authority) who: 

- participates directly in or can influence 

the result of the procedure and 

-  has a private interest, which may be 

financial, economic or personal, that 

jeopardises his or her impartiality and 

independence because it could 

influence the decision (existing or 

potential) or seem to influence it 

(perceived) 

 but no decision has yet been reached; 

there has been no bias in professional 

judgement due to the existing interest, 

thus as yet no act of abuse of public office 

for private gain has occurred.  

Consequently, the conflict of interest is not an 

act of corruption. Diagram 4 summarises the 

differences between these two concepts by 

comparing the main defining elements of each. 

his or her judgement, and [the former] has a private 
interest that could interfere in the proper exercise 
of his or her professional responsibility. Anti-Fraud 
Office of Catalonia, 2016: p 24.  
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 If all situations of conflict of interest (existing, 

potential and apparent) are identified and 

dealt with appropriately, the likelihood of acts 

of corruption occurring is reduced. This causal 

link highlights another important fact from the 

point of view of risk management: unsound 

management of conflicts of interest is a factor 

in the creation of corruption risks15, as will be 

explained more precisely in future Working 

Documents. 

 

Diagram 4. Difference between conflict of interest and corruption 

 Conflict of interest Corruption 

What is it? 

Situation in which a public decision 

must be taken (or may have to be 

taken in the future) 

An intentional act or omission 

Why does it 

happen? 

There is a real or apparent 

legitimate private interest 

To obtain an illegitimate private 

benefit 

What does it 

produce? 

A tendency towards or risk of 

partiality or bias in professional 

judgement 

A partial, biased decision of the 

holder of that public position or 

office 

 

Definition of the three types of risk 

to integrity 

Following these conceptual clarifications, 

the risks to integrity that must be the 

subject of management by the respective 

contracting authorities may be 

summarised as three: risk of irregularities, 

risk of fraud and risk of corruption.  

Risk of irregularity 

The risk of irregularity may be understood as 

the likelihood of any negligent practice 

occurring, by act or omission, contrary to legal 

                                                      
15 Working Document Nº 5 presents the main 
personal risk factors and examines one in greater 
depth: the unsound management of conflicts of 
interest. The contracting authority is also usually 
responsible for human resources in public 

or regulatory standards and which has the 

effect of: 

 prejudicing the budget of the tendering 

authority — accepting, for example, due to 

ignorance of the contract clauses, an 

invoice in which a service provision is 

charged as an additional item when 

according to the contract it is included in 

the cost of the main service and thus may 

not be the subject of an additional invoice 

– or 

 breach of the guiding principles of public 

procurement — for example, splitting the 

contractual object so that it is processed 

organisations and is thus in an excellent position to 
promote comprehensive management of conflict of 
interest situations. 
. 
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through the minor contract procurement 

regime in order to continue the provision 

of services or supplies because preparation 

and award of the new contract was not 

initiated in time, would be a negligent 

practice contrary to the legal standard and 

would violate the principles of competition 

and equal treatment, although it would 

not represent prejudice to the budget. 

Risk of fraud 

In the Spanish legal System, the notion of fraud 

(tax, commercial, etc.) always has two points in 

common: intentionality and the artifice to 

defraud or deceive. 

From this perspective, risk of fraud may be 

understood as the likelihood that some 

intentional act or omission occurs, contrary to 

the legal or regulatory standard, the effect of 

which is prejudicial to the budget of the 

tendering authority. An example would be the 

likelihood that unnecessary contracts are 

proposed in an institution for the sole purpose 

of using up the budget before the end of the 

financial year.  

Risk of corruption  

The risk of public corruption may be 

understood as the likelihood that a public 

servant – elected representative, political 

appointee or public employee – abuses his or 

her institutional position for private benefit. 

This benefit may be:  

 direct (for the public servant) or indirect 

(for another natural or legal person, 

related to the public servant); 

 present (benefit obtained now) or future 

(promise or expectation of benefit),  

 pecuniary or of any other nature: 

professional promotion, privileged 

information, etc. 

Thus, the risk of corruption can encompass the 

likelihood of any of the practices of favouritism 

explained above (nepotism, cronyism or 

clientelism). The most classic example would 

be the risk of splitting the contractual object to 

process it as several low-value minor contracts 

and award it directly to the company of a 

family member. 

Diagram 5 summarises the differences 

between the three types of risks to integrity.  

Diagram 5. Summary of the three types of risks to integrity in public procurement 
managed by contracting authorities 

 
Risk of 

irregularity 
Risk of fraud Risk of corruption 

What is it? Likelihood of intentional act or omission,  

contrary to the legal or regulatory standard 

Why does it 

happen? 

Negligent 
practice  

Intentional 
practice  

Intentional practice in 
exchange for a private 
illegitimate benefit 

What does it 

produce? 
Prejudice to the budget of the organisation or 

breach of the guiding principles of public procurement 
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3. The confusion between 
prevention and contingency 

All good risk management requires a 

methodology that enables systematic and 

complete analysis, evaluation and planning of 

actions (see Diagram 6). 

In other words, a working method must be 

employed that ensures both the design of 

actions aimed at preventing, as far as possible, 

the identified risks from materialising 

(preventive planning), and the establishment 

of mechanisms to detect risks that have 

already materialised as soon as possible and 

remedy them to avoid the consequences 

getting worse (contingency planning). 

The two strategies encompass the integrity risk 

management plan or integrity plan. 

The confusion between prevention and 

contingency can lead to an incomplete analysis 

or action plan. That is why most risk 

management models use a working system 

that ensures comprehensive management. 

In this second Working Documents we only 

highlight in general terms the differences 

between both concepts insofar as focus, 

objective and tasks to be carried out.  

 

 

 

 

                                                      
16 Not all risk management methodologies include 
this prioritisation. However, the list of potential 
risks is unending and public institutions’ resources 
– financial, human and time – limited. Given that 
the aim of managing risks in procurement is to offer 

Diagram 6. Use of analysis and planning 

methodologies in risk management 

 

Prevention 

Prevention revolves around the notion of risk 

to institutional integrity. In the specific case of 

contracting authorities, prevention focuses on 

irregular, fraudulent or corrupt practices 

occurring in the procurement procedures of 

the respective organisation.  

The objective of prevention is to reduce the 

likelihood of these risks materialising. To 

achieve this, most risk analysis methodologies 

establish a relatively similar sequence of tasks: 

1. Identify — and prioritise if necessary16— 

the risks that should be managed (inherent 

risk). An example would be the risk that 

unnecessary contracts are being proposed 

in an organisation. 

2. Analyse and evaluate the factors (internal 

and external to the institution) that 

originate these risks. Continuing with the 

a reasonable guarantee of procedural integrity, a 
methodology to prioritise those risks assessed as 
most likely and most serious in each organisation 
will be explained in future publications.  

Risks to 
integrity

1
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2 
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4 Treat
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Integrity Plan)

5
Monitor

Analysis 
and 

planning 
methodology 



 

 
 
 

Project “Risks to integrity in public procurement” 

 

The aim of the prevention demanded 
of contracting authorities 

12 

previous example, factors in the creation 

of that risk in the organisation should be 

identified and evaluated: human factors 

(such as deficient management of conflicts 

of interest that makes it impossible to 

detect17 the interests of the people who 

propose or have influence in the contract), 

organisational factors (such as pressure to 

use up the budget) or procedural factors 

(such as unsound justification of the need 

to contract). This evaluation should 

consider other internal factors that 

potentiate risk (such as a record of non-

detection of unnecessary contracts) or 

perpetuate it in the institution (such as an 

organisational culture that condones these 

practices). External factors should also be 

identified that impact on this risk (such the 

practice in certain markets of offering 

bribes and illegal commissions or future 

jobs in the private sector).  

3. Plan actions (preventive measures) to 

address those risk factors that have scope 

for action, thus reducing the likelihood 

that the risk will materialise (residual 

risk)18.  

The latter task is embodied in the prevention 

plan, which contains the preventive measures 

the particular organisation needs, as well as an 

allocation of the resources necessary to 

                                                      
17 For example: non-compliance with the obligation 
to submit declarations of interest from each type of 
public servant; failure to check that submitted 
declarations are true and complete; failure to use 
the information contained in the declarations to 
order officials to abstain (Art. 23.3, Law 40/2015 on 
the legal framework of the public sector); lack of 
tools for declaration of interests by public 
employees that take part in relevant procurement 
decisions, etc.  
18 Some of the most cross-cutting preventive 
measures for risks to integrity in procurement have 

implement them and the type of monitoring 

they will require. 

But zero risk does not exist. The preventive 

measures seek to reduce the likelihood of risks 

to tolerable levels (hence the name residual 

risk, once the risk factors have been 

addressed). Moreover, institutions cannot 

necessarily treat all risk factors (there are 

external or systemic factors they are incapable 

of being addressed), or cannot do so efficiently 

at a reasonable cost. 

That is why comprehensive risk management 

accepts the possibility that, even having set in 

motion all preventive actions – possible and 

practicable – to reduce the likelihood of 

identified risks, some of these will appear in an 

irregular, fraudulent or corrupt practice and 

will cause damage, injuries, losses, liabilities, 

sanctions or some other pernicious 

consequence that the institution was trying to 

avoid. 

For that reason, comprehensive risk 

management analyses and plans contingency.  

Contingency 

Contingency is structured around the 

notion of damage to institutional integrity; 

of the materialisation of risk practices and 

their consequences. In the specific case of 

been progressively integrated into procurement 
regulations in the shape of obligations: active 
publicity to reduce the likelihood of biased 
decisions and favouritism; establishment of 
incompatibilities for authorities and public 
employees; obligation to abstain or the 
establishment of certain types of prohibition to 
contract to avoid the influence of personal interests 
in decisions or actions related to public 
procurement, etc.  
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contracting authorities, contingency 

should revolve around irregular, 

fraudulent or corrupt practices.  

The aim of contingency management is to 

reduce the consequential impact of these 

practices. The following actions may be 

carried out to achieve this: 

1. Analyse and evaluate the direct and 

indirect consequences of the 

prioritised risks materialising. 

2. Evaluate the effectiveness of the 

existing contingency measures to: 

- Detect as soon as possible the risks that 

have now become irregular, fraudulent 

or corrupt practices. Some detection 

mechanisms operate when there are 

already the slightest signs of irregular 

practice: internal or external 

whistleblowing channels, citizen 

complaints boxes, service inspection or 

internal oversight units, and random or 

periodical audits or controls. Other, 

earlier detection mechanisms include 

from traditional hierarchical supervision 

of working teams to red-flagging 

systems based on artificial intelligence 

and now rapidly developing19. When 

these mechanisms function well they 

also have a preventive effect, inasmuch 

as the perception of efficiency in 

detection discourages irregular, 

fraudulent or corrupt practices. 

- Respond quickly to reduce the impact of 

the consequences. Mechanisms of 

response to detected signs or to alerts 

                                                      
19 Some well-known examples include the European 
Union’s Arachne Programme, the Digiwhist project, 
also financed with EU funds, the Tender Monitor 

consist in (a) analysis and investigation 

units and processes; (b) mechanisms of 

reform, punishment or transfer in the 

relevant authorities, depending on the 

results; (c) mechanisms of review and 

improvement of the organisational 

processes and, if necessary, (d) review of 

the prevention plan. 

3. Plan the necessary actions (contingency 

measures) to ensure that the detection 

and response mechanisms are more 

efficient.  

The latter task is embodied in the contingency 

plan which, together with the prevention plan, 

makes up the integrity risk management plan 

(Diagram 7). 

4. Without risk assessment we 
cannot know how vulnerable 
we are  

The diagnosis phase of the “Risks to integrity in 

public procurement” project should help 

public institutions with the first two steps in 

managing risks to integrity in their public 

procurement: the identification of risks and 

analysis of their causal factors. From here on, 

each contracting authority should assess these 

risks and plan the necessary preventive actions 

based on the factors assessed as most 

relevant.  

If public institutions fail to assess the risks to 

integrity of their procurement they can never 

know how vulnerable they are and will never 

be able to adopt the adequate preventive and 

contingency measures the legislator is 

demanding of contracting authorities (Art. 

project by Transparency International Georgia, or 
the RedFlags project in Hungary.  
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64.1. LCSP). Consequently, the Anti-Fraud 

Office considers initiation of these 

assessment processes to be urgent. 

The next edition of these Working Documents 

contains methodological guidelines to begin 

work in this direction. 

 

Diagram 7. Integrity plan (prevention + contingency) 
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